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Anchor Passage

Romans 9:7  Neither, because they are the seed of Abraham, are they all children: but, In Isaac 
shall thy seed be called.

9:8  That is, They which are the children of the flesh, these are not the children of God: but the 
children of the promise are counted for the seed.

Introduction

A. Why This Has to Be Settled

This is a short, focused study with a narrow job: settle what "the sons of God" and "the Nephilim" name 
in Genesis 6:1-4, plainly enough that the question stops interrupting the reader of every other study in  
this library that has to pass through that verse on its way somewhere else. It exists because it has to. 
God: Deliverer, Not Destroyer, Chapter 4, currently reads: "Careful readers of scripture genuinely differ 
on what 'sons of God' identifies here" — a sentence written, at the time, in good faith, in keeping with  
this library's own commitment to show differing views rather than force a reading. But a study cannot 
build a case on a term it has just told its own reader is unsettled, and this specific unsettled point sits  
underneath four chapters of that study, not one. This study exists to close it.

B. The Starting Frame, Stated Directly

This study does not begin from a survey of what other commentators have proposed. It begins from 
three direct scriptural observations, stated here before a single outside source is consulted, because 
they carry more weight than any commentary this study could go on to cite:

First, "son of God" already has a settled, ordinary sense scripture applies to Adam himself.  Luke's 
genealogy runs the line backward — "which was the son of Enos, which was the son of Seth, which was 
the son of Adam, which was the son of God" (Luke 3:38) — naming Adam a son of God in the plainest 
terms scripture offers anywhere. Whatever "sons of God" turns out to mean in Genesis 6, it cannot be  
assumed in advance to name something exotic, since scripture's own first use of comparable language 
names the first man.

Second, that sonship is not the same sonship Christ alone holds. Scripture reserves a specific, exclusive 
title for him: "the only begotten Son" (John 3:16; John 1:14, 18; 1 John 4:9). Adam's sonship and every 
other scriptural use of "sons of God" sit in a different, lesser category than this one — a real distinction  
scripture itself draws, and one this study holds onto throughout: "sons of God," wherever it appears,  
names a  class  of  beings standing in some derivative relationship to God as their  source,  never the 
unique relationship Christ alone holds.

Third, Genesis 1 already fixed a boundary this study is not free to set aside.  "After his kind" is not 
incidental language — it is the single most repeated qualifying phrase in the whole creation account,  
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appearing ten times across six verses (Genesis 1:11, 11, 12, 12, 21, 21, 24, 24, 25, 25). This library's own  
method already treats that kind of concentrated repetition as a structural signal of a passage's central  
concern, not decoration. Whatever else Genesis 1-6 goes on to describe, it does so inside a creation  
order that has already, repeatedly, and deliberately fenced each kind of created thing to its own kind.

This study's task is to work out what Genesis 6:1-4 actually claims, without either forgetting these three 
fixed points or forcing the text past what it actually says.

Chapter 1: The Boundary Fixed Before Genesis 6 
Opens

A. "After His Kind," Ten Times

The refrain is worth reading in full, not summarized, because its own repetition is the argument:

Genesis 1:11  And God said, Let the earth bring forth grass, the herb yielding seed, and the fruit 
tree yielding fruit after his kind, whose seed is in itself, upon the earth: and it was so.

1:12  And the earth brought forth grass, and herb yielding seed after his kind, and the tree yielding 
fruit, whose seed was in itself, after his kind: and God saw that it was good.

1:21  And God created great whales, and every living creature that moveth, which the waters 
brought forth abundantly, after their kind, and every winged fowl after his kind: and God saw that 
it was good.

1:24  And God said, Let the earth bring forth the living creature after his kind, cattle, and creeping 
thing, and beast of the earth after his kind: and it was so.

1:25  And God made the beast of the earth after his kind, and cattle after their kind, and every 
thing that creepeth upon the earth after his kind: and God saw that it was good.

Ten occurrences in fifteen verses is not scripture being repetitive by accident. Per this library's own 
established  method  (Research-Method.md,  the  Nessle  repetition  principle),  a  term's  unusual 
concentration  in  a  passage  marks  what  that  passage  is  fundamentally  about  —  and  Genesis  1's 
fundamental concern, stated in its own most repeated phrase, is that God fixed each kind of living thing 
to reproduce within its own kind, not across the boundary separating it from every other kind.

B. What the Boundary Actually Rules Out

This is not a boundary about ordinary variation within a kind — it says nothing against the wide range  
the text elsewhere allows within "cattle," "creeping thing," or "beast of the earth." It is a boundary 
between kinds: plant and animal, fish and fowl, one created category and another. Vegetable does not 
beget animal; sea creature does not beget land beast. The boundary this refrain fixes is categorical, not  
incidental, and scripture never once records it being crossed in either direction, in any of its historical  
narrative, from Genesis to Revelation.
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Put plainly, in the terms this study opened with: an angel — a spirit being, without physical generative  
biology,  belonging  to  a  wholly  different  created  category  than  embodied,  physical  humanity  — 
cohabiting with a human being to produce biological offspring would cross exactly this kind of boundary, 
the same way an animal producing offspring with a tree would. Genesis 1 does not describe that as a live 
possibility anywhere in its own account of how created things multiply. It describes the opposite, ten 
times, in the chapter immediately preceding the one this study is about to examine.

C. Why This Settles the Mechanism, Whatever "Sons of God" Turns Out to 
Mean

This is worth stating clearly before Chapter 2 goes on to identify who "sons of God" actually names in 
Genesis 6:2, because it changes what is actually at stake in that identification. Job 1:6, 2:1, and 38:7 do 
use "sons of God" for  angelic beings elsewhere in scripture, and this  study is  not going to pretend 
otherwise or explain that usage away — Chapter 4 engages it directly, in full. But even granting that  
usage its full weight, a text calling angels "sons of God" in one place does not, by itself, establish that  
angels literally interbred with human women in another. That is a second, separate claim, and it is the 
claim Genesis 1's own repeated boundary rules out — regardless of how Genesis 6:2's own "sons of  
God" is ultimately identified. This study's first finding, then, is a mechanical one: whatever produced the  
Nephilim,  it  was  not  the  crossing  of  a  creation-kind  boundary  scripture  spent  ten  repetitions,  one 
chapter earlier, insisting does not happen.

Chapter 2: Reading Genesis 6:2 the Way Scripture 
Reads It Elsewhere

A. The Text Itself

Genesis 6:1  And it came to pass, when men began to multiply on the face of the earth, and 
daughters were born unto them,

6:2  That the sons of God saw the daughters of men that they were fair; and they took them wives 
of all which they chose.

Two actions, in sequence: seeing, and taking. This study's method (Research-Method.md, principle 3: "as 
used before") requires checking how scripture itself uses this exact sequence elsewhere before reaching 
for an explanation the text's own pattern doesn't supply.

B. The Same Sequence, Every Time It Recurs

This library's own Treasury of Scripture Knowledge cross-references Genesis 6:2's "saw... that they were 
fair" directly to three other passages, and the pattern is worth reading in full rather than taking on faith:

Genesis 3:6  And when the woman saw that the tree was good for food, and that it was pleasant to 
the eyes, and a tree to be desired to make one wise, she took of the fruit thereof, and did eat...
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Genesis 39:6  ...And Joseph was a goodly person, and well favoured.

39:7  And it came to pass after these things, that his master's wife cast her eyes upon Joseph; and 
she said, Lie with me.

2 Samuel 11:2  ...that David arose from off his bed, and walked upon the roof of the king's house: 
and from the roof he saw a woman washing herself; and the woman was very beautiful to look 
upon.

Every one of these is a purely human account of desire entering through the eyes and ending in a purely  
human choice — Eve's own fall, Potiphar's wife's attempted seduction of Joseph, David's adultery with  
Bathsheba. Scripture supplies its own summary label for exactly this pattern:

1 John 2:16  For all that is in the world, the lust of the flesh, and the lust of the eyes, and the pride 
of life, is not of the Father, but is of the world.

"The lust of the eyes" is scripture's own name for the mechanism Genesis 6:2 describes: saw, and took.  
This is not this study's own imported analogy. It is the specific cross-reference this library's own standing  
reference tool already draws, and it points to ordinary human desire as the operating cause in every 
other  instance scripture records this  pattern — never to an external,  angelic  intrusion.  Genesis  6:2 
supplies no reason to break that pattern here, and every reason, from its own vocabulary, to read it as a  
continuation of it.

C. Who, Then, Are "the Sons of God" and "the Daughters of Men"?

Genesis  4 and 5,  the two chapters immediately preceding this  one, have already done the work of 
establishing exactly the two lines Genesis 6:2 goes on to name only by relationship. Genesis 4 traces  
Cain's line to Lamech — a line marked by escalating violence and self-assertion, closing with Lamech's 
own boast of vengeance "seventy and sevenfold" (Genesis 4:24). Genesis 4 also records the other line's  
own beginning, in the same chapter, in its final verse:

Genesis 4:26  And to Seth, to him also there was born a son; and he called his name Enos: then 
began men to call upon the name of the LORD.

This is the line Genesis 5 then traces in full, generation by generation, down to Noah. "Sons of God," on  
this  reading,  names this  covenant  line — those descended from Seth,  marked from their  own first  
mention as those who called on the LORD's name, exactly the kind of derivative, relational sonship  
Adam himself already held per Luke 3:38, this study's own opening point. "Daughters of men" names 
the profane line generally, marked from its own first mention by violence and self-assertion rather than 
covenant  faithfulness.  Genesis  6:2's  own  report  is  that  the  line  marked  by  calling  on  God's  name 
intermarried, on the basis of nothing more than "fair" appearance, with the line that was not.
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D. Confirmed by Scripture's Own Repeated Verdict on Exactly This Kind of 
Marriage

If this reading is correct, it is not an isolated one-time event scripture never mentions again. It is the first  
occurrence of a pattern scripture goes on to treat as one of its most sustained concerns: the covenant  
people intermarrying with those outside the covenant, and being drawn away by it.

Exodus 34:16  And thou take of their daughters unto thy sons, and their daughters go a whoring 
after their gods, and make thy sons go a whoring after their gods.

Deuteronomy 7:3  Neither shalt thou make marriages with them; thy daughter thou shalt not give 
unto his son, nor his daughter shalt thou take unto thy son.

7:4  For they will turn away thy son from following me, that they may serve other gods...

Malachi 2:11  Judah hath dealt treacherously... for Judah hath profaned the holiness of the LORD 
which he loved, and hath married the daughter of a strange god.

2 Corinthians 6:14  Be ye not unequally yoked together with unbelievers: for what fellowship hath 
righteousness with unrighteousness? and what communion hath light with darkness?

Ezra 9 and Nehemiah 13 record this same pattern as a live, national crisis generations later, each time 
treated as a direct threat to the covenant line's own faithfulness, never as a merely social concern. Read  
against this whole, sustained thread — which this library's own cross-reference tool ties directly back to  
Genesis 6:2 — the first "unequal yoking" in scripture is Genesis 6:2 itself, and Genesis 6:5's verdict on 
where it led is stated in the very next paragraph:

Genesis 6:5  And GOD saw that the wickedness of man was great in the earth, and that every 
imagination of the thoughts of his heart was only evil continually.

This is not a new category of sin entering the world from outside humanity. It is humanity's own capacity  
for sin, already fully present in Cain's own line, now spreading into the one line that had, until this point,  
been marked by calling on God's name — precisely the danger Deuteronomy 7:4 and Malachi 2:11 go on 
to name explicitly for Israel centuries later.

Chapter 3: The Nephilim — Giants of Evil, Not a Race

A. The Word Itself

Genesis 6:4  There were giants in the earth in those days; and also after that, when the sons of God 
came in unto the daughters of men, and they bare children to them: the same became mighty men 
which were of old, men of renown.
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The Hebrew word translated "giants" here is Nephilim. This library's own Strong's Hebrew Concordance 
defines it directly, and its definition is worth reading in full rather than assuming the KJV's translation 
choice is the word's own meaning:

Strong's H5303  (nphiyl/nef-eel') or nphil {nef-eel'}; from 5307; **properly, a feller, i.e. a bully or 
tyrant**:--giant.

The word is built on the root naphal (H5307, "to fall," in a wide range of applications), and Strong's own 
gloss reads it in its causative sense — one who fells others, a bully, a tyrant — with "giant" supplied  
afterward as the KJV's own translation choice, not as the word's own root sense. The Brown-Driver-
Briggs  lexicon,  this  library's  deeper  Hebrew  reference,  confirms  the  same root  connection without 
resolving the grammatical form more precisely than Strong's already does, and flags the exact form 
found at Genesis 6:4 as a point of long-standing textual discussion among Hebrew grammarians — not a  
word whose meaning is as settled as the English translation "giants" makes it sound.

B. "Men of Renown," Read the Way Scripture Reads That Phrase Elsewhere

The second half of Genesis 6:4 supplies its own explanatory gloss: these were "mighty men... men of 
renown." This exact phrase is not unique to Genesis 6. This library's own cross-reference tool ties it  
directly to two other passages,  both unmistakably describing ordinary — if  proud and rebellious — 
human beings:

Genesis 11:4  And they said, Go to, let us build us a city and a tower, whose top may reach unto 
heaven; and let us make us a name, lest we be scattered abroad upon the face of the whole earth.

Numbers 16:2  And they rose up before Moses, with certain of the children of Israel, two hundred 
and fifty princes of the assembly, famous in the congregation, men of renown:

Babel's builders sought to "make us a name" through collective human ambition and pride, not through 
any angelic ancestry. Korah's two hundred and fifty princes were "famous in the congregation, men of 
renown"  in  the  plainest  human  sense  —  powerful,  prominent  men  who  rose  up  in  open  political 
rebellion against Moses, and scripture never suggests they were anything other than ordinary Israelites.  
If "men of renown" describes purely human pride and self-exaltation in both of these passages, the 
same phrase in Genesis 6:4 has no textual reason to be read differently. Read together with Strong's  
own definition of Nephilim as "a bully or tyrant," Genesis 6:4's own second half reads naturally as: these  
became strongmen of old, tyrants, famous — not as a description of unusual physical height, but of 
unusual, and violent, human dominance.

C. "And Also After That"

Genesis 6:4 states plainly that Nephilim existed "in those days; and also after that" — both before and 
after the marriages just described in verse 2. This detail is easier to explain on this study's reading than  
on  the  angelic-hybrid  reading.  If  Nephilim  named  a  hybrid  race  requiring  angelic  parentage,  their 
continued appearance after the Flood — Numbers 13:33's  report of  Nephilim-descended Anakim in 
Canaan, centuries later, with no second angelic incursion described anywhere in scripture to account for 
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it — is difficult to explain without inventing an unrecorded second event. If Nephilim names a recurring  
type of violent, tyrannical strongman, rather than a bloodline, its reappearance after the Flood requires  
no further explanation than that fallen human nature, surviving the Flood in Noah's own family, was 
fully capable of producing the same kind of man again.

D. Numbers 13:32 — Scripture's Own Flag on the Giants Report

The only other explicit mention of Nephilim in scripture is worth reading with its own immediate context 
intact, because that context is usually left out when this verse is cited:

Numbers 13:32  And they brought up an evil report of the land which they had searched unto the 
children of Israel, saying, The land, through which we have gone to search it, is a land that eateth 
up the inhabitants thereof; and all the people that we saw in it are men of a great stature.

13:33  And there we saw the giants, the sons of Anak, which come of the giants: and we were in 
our own sight as grasshoppers, and so we were in their sight.

Verse 32 names this report "an evil report" before verse 33 ever mentions giants at all — the same word  
(ra')  this  library's  own  Deliverer,  Not  Destroyer study  already  examined  at  length  for  its  range  of 
meaning, here applied by the text's own narrator to the character of the spies' account itself, not merely  
to the land's difficulty. This is not this study's own skepticism imported into the text. Scripture states 
directly that this report was unreliable, driven by unbelief, before recording its content — the same  
interpretive move this library's method already applies elsewhere (Job's friends' theology, the servant's 
"fire of God" report in Job 1:16): an accurate record of what was said is not the same as scripture's own 
endorsement of what was said. "We were in our own sight as grasshoppers" is the spies' own, self-
admittedly fear-distorted comparison, not a divine measurement.

E. Individual Cases, Not a Race

Scripture does record specific individuals of unusual stature, and this study does not deny it. But it is  
worth being precise about what is actually recorded:

1 Samuel 17:4  And there went out a champion out of the camp of the Philistines, named Goliath, 
of Gath, whose height was six cubits and a span.

Deuteronomy 3:11  For only Og king of Bashan remained of the remnant of giants; behold his 
bedstead was a bedstead of iron; is it not in Rabbath of the children of Ammon? nine cubits was the 
length thereof, and four cubits the breadth of it, after the cubit of a man.

Goliath  is  named,  individually,  as  a  single  champion — not  as  a  representative of  an ongoing race 
scripture elsewhere describes in any detail. Og is described as the last "of the remnant of giants" in his  
region, a remnant, not an active population, and his own unusually large bedstead is a detail about one  
king's own furnishings, not scripture's own general claim about a whole people's stature. Both texts  
describe real, unusual, but individual human beings, consistent with the same range of natural human 
variation medicine still documents today (extreme stature is a recognized, if rare, human condition), not  
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a distinct hybrid species. Outside scripture's own record of these specific, named cases, no confirmed 
population of anomalously large human remains has ever been recovered by archaeology anywhere in 
the world — a fact held here, per this library's method, at the reduced evidentiary weight reserved for  
extra-biblical corroboration, but worth naming as consistent with, not contrary to, this chapter's own 
reading of the text.

Chapter 4: Job's Angels, and Why That Usage Doesn't 
Reach Genesis 6

A. Taking the Strongest Counter-Evidence Seriously

This study's method requires showing differing views fully, and the angelic reading has real scriptural 
pull behind it — not merely popular tradition. It deserves a direct, honest answer, not a dismissal.

Job 1:6  Now there was a day when the sons of God came to present themselves before the LORD, 
and Satan came also among them.

Job 38:7  When the morning stars sang together, and all the sons of God shouted for joy?

"Sons of God" clearly names angelic beings in Job, appearing at both the beginning of the book (1:6,  
repeated at 2:1) and in God's own speech from the whirlwind (38:7). This is a real, direct scriptural 
usage, and this study does not dispute it.

But  it  is  worth  being  precise  about  exactly  what  this  usage  establishes  and  what  it  does  not.  It 
establishes that "sons of God" is a title scripture applies to angelic beings in at least one setting. It does 
not, by itself, establish that Genesis 6:2's "sons of God" must be the same referent — any more than  
"son of God" being applied to Adam (Luke 3:38) requires every other biblical use of the phrase to also  
mean Adam. Chapter 2 of this study already showed a strong, textually grounded case, drawn from this  
library's own cross-reference tool, for reading Genesis 6:2's own "sons of God" as the covenant line of  
Seth — a reading Job's own usage does not overturn, because Job's usage concerns a different passage,  
addressed to a different question, in a different book.

B. Matthew 22:30, Weighed Honestly

Matthew 22:30  For in the resurrection they neither marry, nor are given in marriage, but are as 
the angels of God in heaven.

This verse is often raised against the angelic-marriage reading, and it is worth stating plainly what it does  
and does not prove. It describes angels' own settled condition in heaven — it does not, on its own,  
address what a rebellious angel operating outside that proper condition might attempt. This study does  
not lean its own case on this verse doing more work than that; Chapter 1's "after his kind" argument is  
the decisive point, and it does not depend on Matthew 22:30 at all.
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C. Jude 6-7 and 2 Peter 2:4-5, Read in Their Own Structure

These are the strongest specific New Testament texts raised for the angelic-hybrid reading, and they  
deserve full quotation rather than a summary:

Jude 1:5  I will therefore put you in remembrance, though ye once knew this, how that the Lord, 
having saved the people out of the land of Egypt, afterward destroyed them that believed not.

1:6  And the angels which kept not their first estate, but left their own habitation, he hath reserved 
in everlasting chains under darkness unto the judgment of the great day.

1:7  Even as Sodom and Gomorrha, and the cities about them in like manner, giving themselves 
over to fornication, and going after strange flesh, are set forth for an example, suffering the 
vengeance of eternal fire.

2 Peter 2:4  For if God spared not the angels that sinned, but cast them down to hell, and delivered 
them into chains of darkness, to be reserved unto judgment;

2:5  And spared not the old world, but saved Noah the eighth person, a preacher of righteousness, 
bringing in a flood upon the world of the ungodly...

Read in their own structure, both passages are lists of separate historical examples of judgment, not a  
single continuous narrative about one event. Jude's own list runs three items in sequence — unbelieving 
Israel in the wilderness (v. 5), sinning angels (v. 6), and Sodom (v. 7) — three distinct precedents, not  
one event told three ways. Peter's list runs the same way — sinning angels (v. 4), the Flood (v. 5), Sodom 
(v. 6,  not quoted above) — precedents cited for the same rhetorical  purpose (God's own record of  
judging sin without exception) rather than a claim that the angels' sin in verse 4 caused the Flood named 
in verse 5. Neither writer states that the angels' sin and the Flood are the same event, or that the angels'  
sin involved Genesis 6:2's daughters of men specifically. That reading is a possible inference from placing 
the two items near each other — and this study holds it as exactly that, an inference, per this library's  
own method for flagging epistemic status,  not a direct statement either writer actually makes.  It  is  
worth adding, as a further point in the same direction: Jude names his other Old Testament references 
directly and by name elsewhere in the same short letter — "the way of Cain," "the error of Balaam,"  
"the gainsaying of Core [Korah]" (Jude 11), and even quotes the non-canonical book of Enoch by name a  
few verses later (Jude 14-15). Jude does not name Genesis 6, or Enoch's own elaborated angel-marriage 
tradition, in verse 6 itself,  where a direct citation would have settled the question outright had he  
intended one.

D. Noah "Perfect in His Generations" — Moral, Not Genetic

One further verse belongs here, because it is often read as indirect proof of the angelic-corruption view 
— the idea that Noah's own bloodline needed to be genetically undefiled by angelic mixture for the 
Flood's judgment and rescue to make sense:

Genesis 6:9  These are the generations of Noah: Noah was a just man and perfect in his 
generations, and Noah walked with God.
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This library's own Treasury of Scripture Knowledge glosses "perfect" here directly as "or, upright" and 
cross-references it to a specific set of texts, worth reading together:

Job 1:1  There was a man in the land of Uz, whose name was Job; and that man was perfect and 
upright, and one that feared God, and eschewed evil.

Psalm 37:37  Mark the perfect man, and behold the upright: for the end of that man is peace.

Luke 1:6  And they were both righteous before God, walking in all the commandments and 
ordinances of the Lord blameless.

In  every  one  of  these  cross-referenced  texts,  "perfect"  describes  moral  integrity  and  covenant 
faithfulness  — Job's  own uprightness,  the psalmist's  ideal  righteous  man,  Zacharias  and Elizabeth's  
blameless obedience — never physical or genetic purity. Genesis 6:9's own second half confirms the  
same sense directly: "and Noah walked with God" restates, in different words, the same moral claim 
"perfect" has just made. Read this way, Noah stood out from his generation for the same reason Job, the 
psalmist's righteous man, and Zacharias and Elizabeth stood out from theirs — not because his bloodline 
had escaped a corruption no other verse in scripture actually describes as bloodline-transmissible, but 
because, in a generation Genesis 6:5 has just described as thinking only evil continually, he remained a 
just and upright man who walked with God.

Chapter 5: What This Settles

A. The Settled Reading, Stated Plainly

"Sons of God" in Genesis  6:2 and 6:4 names the covenant line descended from Seth, marked from 
Genesis 4:26 onward as those who called upon the name of the LORD. "Daughters of men" names the 
profane line generally, marked from its own first appearance in Genesis 4 by violence and self-assertion. 
Their intermarriage followed the same pattern of unchecked visual desire scripture names everywhere 
else it records this sequence — Eve, Joseph's temptress, David and Bathsheba, summarized in 1 John 
2:16's "lust of the eyes" — not an external, supernatural intrusion. "Nephilim," built on a Hebrew root 
meaning  "a  feller,  a  bully  or  tyrant"  (Strong's  H5303),  names  the  resulting  generation  of  violent  
strongmen — "men of renown" in the same purely human sense Genesis 11:4 and Numbers 16:2 use  
that phrase — not a physically distinct hybrid race. Genesis 1's own tenfold "after his kind" refrain rules 
out  a  literal  angel-human  biological  union  as  the  mechanism  regardless  of  how  "sons  of  God"  is  
identified, which is this study's most load-bearing single finding. Job's own angelic use of "sons of God" 
(1:6, 2:1, 38:7) is real and unchallenged on its own ground, but does not reach Genesis 6:2, which is a  
different  passage  answering  a  different  question.  Jude  6-7  and  2  Peter  2:4-5  are  read  honestly  as  
separate historical precedents in a list, not as a direct statement that the angels' sin and the Flood are  
the same event. Noah's "perfect in his generations" (6:9) is read, per this library's own cross-reference 
tool, as moral uprightness, matching Job, the Psalms, and Luke — not genetic purity.
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B. Required Changes to God: Deliverer, Not Destroyer

This  study's  settled  reading  requires  specific,  identifiable  changes  to  Deliverer-Not-Destroyer-V4.md 
before that study can be considered final:

Chapter 4, §C ("What Genesis 6:1-4 Adds — Held at Its Proper Weight") must be rewritten to state this  
study's  settled  reading  directly,  replacing  "careful  readers  of  scripture  genuinely  differ"  with  the 
covenant-intermarriage reading, and removing the framing that treats the angelic reading as an equally  
live option.

Chapter 7 and Chapter 8 — wherever the conquest-era giant clans (Numbers 13, Deuteronomy 2-3) are 
connected to Genesis 6:1-4 as part of an inferential thread about an adversary corrupting the Messianic  
bloodline through Nephilim, that specific connective claim needs to be removed or restated. The giant 
clans of Canaan remain real, textually attested, and worth their own treatment as tyrannical, violent  
peoples — but not as evidence of a surviving angelic-hybrid bloodline, since this study finds no such 
bloodline was ever created in the first place.

Chapter 10, §B ("The Thread Underneath") currently names "Chapter 4's reading of Genesis 6:1-4 is  
inference,  held accordingly"  as one strand of the larger adversary-against-the-Messianic-line thread.  
This sentence and its surrounding argument need to be revised to remove Genesis 6:1-4 specifically  
from that thread, since this study now settles that material  rather than leaving it  inferential — the  
remaining  strands  of  that  thread  (the  conquest-era  conflicts,  Amalek's  own  multi-generational  war 
traced to Haman) do not depend on the Genesis 6 material and can stand on their own once this specific  
connective claim is removed.

This study does not, by itself, make those edits — it hands back a settled position and a specific list of  
what needs to change, for that revision to be carried out directly in the Deliverer study.

Copyright

Copyright © 2026. Distribution of this study as is, in its entirety, is permitted and encouraged. Unless 
otherwise noted, Scripture quotations are from the King James Version of the Holy Bible, which is in the 

public domain.

Sources Consulted

This  study  is  built  directly  from  scripture  and  from  this  library's  own  primary  reference  tools,  per  
Research-Method.md's  instruction  to  use  the  library  before  the  open  web.  Strong's  Hebrew 
Concordance (KJV) supplied the root definition of Nephilim (H5303) and naphal (H5307). The Enhanced 
Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew and English Lexicon confirmed the same root connection and flagged the 
term's grammatical form as a point of ongoing textual discussion. The Treasury of Scripture Knowledge 
supplied the specific cross-references this study built Chapters 2, 3, and 4 around — Genesis 6:2 to  



14

Genesis 3:6, 39:6-7, and 2 Samuel 11:2; Genesis 6:4's "men of renown" to Genesis 11:4 and Numbers  
16:2; and Genesis 6:9's "perfect" to Job 1:1, Psalm 37:37, and Luke 1:6 — none of which this study 
located independently; all are this library's own standing cross-reference tool doing the work principle 3 
("as used before") calls for. The Companion Bible's Appendixes 23, 25, and 26 (Bullinger) are named 
here as the library's own standing reference on this exact question, and are characterized in Chapter 4  
from their  well-documented general  content,  since the source PDF is a scanned volume without an 
extractable  text  layer;  this  study's  own  conclusion  departs  from  Bullinger's  angelic  reading,  per  
Research-Method.md's  "source  authority  vs.  source  usefulness"  principle,  on  the  specific  grounds 
argued in Chapters 1 and 4, not by appeal to a competing secondary authority. General background on 
the absence of confirmed giant skeletal populations in the archaeological record is held at this library's  
reduced weight for extra-biblical corroboration and is not load-bearing for this study's textual argument.


