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Abstract. The biblical Flood narrative identifies two distinct sources for the waters that 

overwhelmed and destroyed the earth. Genesis 7:11 records the commencement of the Flood 

with the opening of both sources, and Genesis 8:2a reports their closing. Genesis 7:12 

describes the concomitant rainfall as falling upon the earth “for forty days and forty nights.” 

Genesis 8:2b declares that the rain was restrained or withheld. Two major issues arise with 

these two water sources: (1) of what did each consist1 and (2) how long did each continue? 

Both of these questions must be resolved by means of a careful exegesis of the Hebrew text. 

This paper focuses on the second question alone — the chronology involved with the water 

sources. 
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1. Introduction 

In the previous paper, exegetical analysis of the Flood narrative in Genesis 6–9 focused on the 

identification of the mechanisms (the rain from “the windows of heaven” and “the fountains of 

the great deep”). In the present paper the exegetical focus shifts to establishing the chronology 

 
1 For my answer to this first question see “The Fountains of the Great Deep and the Windows of the 

Heavens in the Genesis Flood Narrative,” Journal of the Creation Theology Society 1 (2022): 125–36. . 



involved, specifically: when those mechanisms ceased functioning. As with the previous study, 

the aim is to provide geologists and geophysicists with biblically sound data enabling them to 

search for comparable physical evidence befitting the biblical chronology. Thus, this study also 

leaves geological or geophysical discussion to the appropriate experts in those fields.  

Interdisciplinary interactions between biblical scholars and creation scientists can proceed 

along different paths of research. One path can include a detailed historical review of pertinent 

literature.2 Another path deals with the exegesis of the textual unit itself. Post-exegetical 

commentary research can provide one means of identifying when the exegete has not analyzed 

every element of the text or has missed some reasons to support the rejection of one potential 

interpretation and accept another interpretation. \This paper takes the typical exegetical approach 

dealing with the biblical text as the primary source of information for properly and accurately 

interpreting the textual unit. 

First, in the following content I present a preliminary translation of the pertinent textual unit 

with notes explaining translation choices. The translation helps to establish the context of the 

chronological statements involving the mechanisms for the Flood within the narrative. Second, I 

identify the structure of the textual unit. Identifying the structure helps to establish the flow of 

the text, the function of chronological statements, and the unity of the text. Third, I analyze the 

grammatical and syntactical elements of the textual unit. These elements establish the coherence 

of the text. Fourth, I identify the interpretive significance of the data from steps two and three. 

Fifth, I compare the results of the previous step with past and present interpretations by other 

biblical scholars. This brief survey identifies the variety of interpretations that have drawn 

attention to this particular topic regarding the chronology of the Flood mechanisms. Finally, I 

 
2 One superb example of this approach is Kurt P. Wise, “‘Fountains’ and ‘Windows’ in Genesis 7:11: An 

Historical Survey,” Journal of the Creation Theology Society 1 (2022): 3–50. 



offer a concluding summary of the arguments supporting what I consider the best interpretation 

and its potential implications for future studies by both biblical scholars and creation scientists. 

 

2. Preliminary Translation of 7:10–8:7 with Notes3 

Rather than repeat the translation of 7:1–8:12 as published in the first paper,4 here I provide the 

translation of only the portions under direct scrutiny for the investigation of the chronology 

involved with the mechanisms identified in the Flood narrative. The translation represents a 

literal approach to the original language rather than a dynamic approach. For some readers it 

might read less smoothly than they might desire (see footnote 7 for one example).  

Genesis 7:10  After seven days,5 the flood6 waters were7 upon the earth.8  

 
3 A preliminary translation is exactly that, preliminary. The translation gets refined and revised with each 

exegetical analysis I pursue. Readers may note a few changes from my 2003 translation in my paper with geologist 
Roger Sigler, “Hebrew and Geologic Analysis of the Chronology and Parallelism of the Flood: Implications for 
Interpretation of the Geologic Record,” in Proceedings of the Fifth International Conference on Creationism: 
Technical Symposium Sessions, ed. by Robert L. Ivey, Jr. (Pittsburgh, PA: Creation Science Fellowship, 2003), 398–
99 and my 2008 translation in the chapter “Noah’s Flood and Its Geological Implications,” in Coming to Grips with 
Genesis: Biblical Authority and the Age of the Earth, ed. by Terry Mortenson and Thane H. Ury (Green Forest, AR: 
Master Books, 2008), 260–67.  

4 Barrick, “The Fountains of the Great Deep and the Windows of the Heavens in the Genesis Flood 
Narrative,” 127–30.  

5 Underscored bold font highlights the chronologically significant phrases of the text involving periods of 
time (as compared to actual dating markers). Robert E. Longacre, “The Discourse Structure of the Flood Narrative,” 
Supplement Journal of the American Academy of Religion 47, no. 1 (March 1979): 106 indicates that v. 10 here is 
“somewhat transitional” — in other words, serving to introduce vv. 11–16. See discussion below in 4.1 Analysis of 
7:10 for the function of ַיהִיְו  (wayhî).  

6 For  ַלוּבּ֔מַּה  (hammabbûl), see Ludwig Koehler, Walter Baumgartner, M. E. J. Richardson, and Johann 
Jakob Stamm, eds., The Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament (Leiden, The Netherlands: E. J. Brill, 
1994–2000), 541 ( לוּבּמַ ) and P. Stenmans, “  mabbûl,” in Theological Dictionary of the Old Testament, 16  לוּבּמַ
vols., ed. by G. Johannes Botterweck, Helmer Ringgren, and Heinz-Josef Fabry, trans. by Douglas W. Stott (Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1997), 8:60–65. 

7 The translation “were upon the earth” sounds somewhat awkward or stilted. However, it accurately 
represents the Hebrew perfect hāyû. A more dynamic translation would be “came upon the earth,” but the English 
makes it sound like the translator has misidentified the verb as a Hebrew imperfect. 

8 Heb. ָץרֶאָהָ־לעַ וּיה לוּבּמַּהַ  לוּבּ֣מַּהַוְ  ,ûmê hammabbûl hāyû ʿal-hāʾāreṣ. Cp. similar phraseology in 7:6 , ימֵוּ
ץרֶאָֽהָ־לעַ םיִמַ֖ היָ֔הָ , wəhammabbûl hāyâ mayim ʿal-hāʾāreṣ, in which “waters” occurs after the verb as a means of 

defining the first use of mabbûl — “waters upon the earth” in this textual unit (7:1–10); see John Goldingay, 
Genesis, Baker Commentary on the Old Testament: Pentateuch, ed. by Bill T. Arnold (Grand Rapids: Baker 
Academic, 2020), 133, who translates mayim ʿal-hāʾāreṣ “as water onto the earth.” H. C. Leupold, Exposition of 
Genesis (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1942), 292–93, “the word mabbûl, ‘catastrophe,’ is modified by the 
apposition ‘water’ to show what kind of a catastrophe this was.” 



7:11 In the six hundredth year of Noah’s life, in the second month, on the 

seventeenth day of the month — on that day9 all the fountains of the great deep burst 

open and the windows of the heavens were opened 12 and10 the rain came upon the earth11 

forty days and forty nights. … 

7:17 Thus the flood came upon the earth for forty days and the waters increased and 

lifted the ark and raised it from upon the earth. 18 The waters prevailed and increased 

exceedingly upon the earth and the ark moved upon the surface of the waters. 19 The waters 

prevailed very exceedingly upon the earth and all the high mountains were covered which 

were beneath the heavens. 20 Fifteen cubits upwards the waters prevailed so the mountains 

were covered. 21 Thus all flesh perished: that which crept upon the earth among the fowl, the 

beasts, and the living creatures, and among all the swarmers that swarmed upon the earth, 

and all mankind — 22 all which had the breath of the spirit of life in its nostrils from all 

which were on the dry land died.12 23 Thus He obliterated all living things which were upon 

the surface of the ground — from mankind to beast, to creeper, and to the fowl of the 

heavens — they were obliterated from the earth, so only Noah and those with him in the ark 

remained. 24 Thus the waters prevailed upon the earth one hundred and fifty days.13 

 
9 Bold text (without underscoring) identifies the specific dating markers providing either the start or the 

ending of an event or action. 
10 Heb. ַץרֶאָהָ־לעַ םשֶׁגֶּהַ יהִיְו , wayhî haggešem ʿal-hāʾāreṣ. Longacre, “The Discourse Structure of the Flood 

Narrative,” 106–8 takes wayhî as a main-line verb: “and (there) was” along with ַוּאֹביָּו  (wayyābōʾû, “and came”; v. 
15) and ַרגֹּסְיִּו  (wayyisgōr, “and shut”; v. 16). He reasons that wayhî “seems to be the completion of the preceding 
suffixal verbs which occur in circumstantial clauses” (107).  

11 Bold italicized text identifies the pertinent event or action which the associated temporal marker qualifies 
temporally. 

12 By delaying the verb to the end of this sentence, the text emphasizes the death of all breathing creatures 
outside the ark. The placement also brackets vv. 21–22 with  ַעוַגְיִּו  (wayyigwaʿ) and  ֵוּתמ  (mētû), as noted by Victor 
P. Hamilton, The Book of Genesis, Chapters 1–17, New International Commentary on the Old Testament (Grand 
Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1990), 297: “As a single unit, these two verses begin and end with 
synonymous verbs (wayyiḡwaʿ and mēṯû, respectively).” 

13 Longacre, “The Discourse Structure of the Flood Narrative,” 113 identifies vv. 17–24 as the “peak 
(climax)” of the Flood narrative. Even a superficial reading of the text confirms the identification. The author’s style 
and flow bring readers along to this high point in the narrative. As Longacre also points out, 8:1–5 presents the first 



8:1 Then God remembered Noah and all the living creatures and all the beasts which 

were with him in the ark. So God caused a wind to blow over the earth and the waters 

decreased. 2 Thus the fountains of the deep and the windows of the heavens were closed 

and the rain from the heavens was restrained. 3 And the waters turned back from upon the 

earth, going and returning. So the waters lessened from the end of one hundred and fifty 

days. 4 Thus the ark rested in the seventh month, on the seventeenth day of the month, on 

the mountains of Ararat. 5 And the waters were going and lessening until the tenth month; 

in the tenth month, on the first day of the month, the tops of the mountains appeared.  

8:6 When it came to the end of forty days, Noah opened the hatch of the ark which he 

had made 7 and he sent out the raven — and it went out, going out and returning until the 

waters dried up from upon the earth.  

 

3. Structure of 7:10–8:7 

3.1 Time-Reference Structures  

Numerous commentators have pointed out the two different time-reference structures of the 

Flood narrative:14 

Table 1. Dates Relating to Noah’s Age 
 

Dates Events Text Reference 
Noah’s 600th year Year in which event commences 7:11 
2nd month, 17th day, 600th year Water sources commence action 7:11 
7th month, 17th day, 600th year Ark rests on Ararat range 8:4 
10th month, 1st day, 600th year Decreasing waters reveal mountaintops 8:5 
1st month, 1st day, 601st year Ground surface visibly drying 8:13 

 
“postpeak episode” in the narrative (118). The 150 days referenced in both 7:24 and 8:3 designate the chronological 
occurrence of the narrative’s peak (climax). In his opinion, the text depicts the Flood waters as “prevailing at crest 
for 150 days,” at which time God intervenes to cause the waters to begin subsiding (119). 

14 Cf. John E. Hartley, Genesis, Understanding the Bible Commentary Series, ed. by W. Ward Gasque, 
Robert L. Hubbard Jr., and Robert K. Johnston (Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 2012), 100. 



2nd month, 27th day, 601st year Ground surface dried; departure from 
the ark 

8:14–15 

 
Table 2. Periods of Days 

 

Period Length Events Text Reference 
7 days Time remaining before onset of the Flood; 

Noah begins loading the animals 
7:4 

40 days & 40 nights15 Pre-announced duration of initial rain 7:4 
7 days End of the 7 days before the onset of the Flood 7:10 

40 days & 40 nights The rain comes upon the earth 7:12 
40 days The Flood (mabbûl) occurs 7:17 
150 days The waters prevail over the earth 7:24 
150 days The waters begin to decrease 8:3 
40 days Time between mountaintops appearing and 

sending a raven out 
8:6–7 

[7 days] Unmarked time between sending a raven out 
and sending a dove out 

8:8 (cp. 8:10) 

7 days Second period of time before again sending a 
dove out 

8:10 

7 days Third period of time before sending a dove out 
for final time 

8:12 

 

The first table of chronological markers tie the events to Noah’s age at the time of the events. 

No matter whether the months were twenty-eight days (the reference to the 27th of the month in 

8:14–15 does not allow for months of any less) or thirty days in length, the total Flood event 

comprises a year plus ten days. Because 7:11 and 8:4 give a time of five months and 7:24 and 8:3 

identify the same period as one hundred and fifty days, a thirty-day month applies in the Flood 

chronology.16 The focus of this study remains on the length of time the two major mechanisms 

for the Flood were functioning, so addressing the matter of the total number of days for the entire 

Flood must be treated in another study.17 

 
15 Hartley, Genesis, 100 omits this period reference from his chart. 
16 Nahum M. Sarna, Genesis, JPS Torah Commentary (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1989), 

376 makes the same observation. 
17 See Barrick and Sigler, “Hebrew and Geologic Analysis of the Chronology and Parallelism of the Flood: 

Implications for Interpretation of the Geologic Record,” 398–404 for my initial study of Flood chronology. 



Observing the pattern of periods of days (Table 2), a number of commentators have gone on 

to identify the numeric parallels with a chiastic arrangement.18 Adding a variety of parallel 

materials within the narrative to those numeric parallels has resulted in an overall chiastic 

arrangement for the entire Flood account. This arrangement is not without its problems, 

however.19  

3.2 Chiastic Structure of the Flood Narrative  

The two tables above demonstrate one difficulty for most identifications of a chiastic (also 

known as palistrophic) arrangement of the Flood narrative: the periods of days are not as 

consistently patterned as claimed. The chiasm seems to work well only if the first “40 days and 

40 nights” (7:4) are ignored. If the time statements are treated as two sets of two periods (“7 

days” and “40 days and 40 nights”; 7:4a, 4b, 10, 12), no such equivalent pairing occurs at the end 

of the chiasm. In addition, the text identifies three 7-day periods involving the dove (8:10, 12), 

even though it omits direct statement of the time period in 8:8. 

A second difficulty for identifying a chiastic arrangement involves disagreement between 

commentators about the central element of the chiasm. Dorsey20 and Cotter21 find the center at 

7:21–24, the Flood’s climax and destruction of all life on earth except what God preserves inside 

the ark. Bernhard Anderson,22 Goldingay,23 Wenham,24 and Hartley25 place the center at 8:1, 

 
18 E.g., Goldingay, Genesis, 136–37. 
19 David W. Cotter, Genesis, Berit Olam Studies in Hebrew Narrative and Poetry, ed. by Jerome T. Walsh, 

Chris Franke, and David W. Cotter (Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 2003), xxix takes the view that such 
“structures are generally speaking more in the exegete than in the text.”  

20 David A. Dorsey, The Literary Structure of the Old Testament: A Commentary on Genesis–Malachi 
(Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 1999), 52. 

21 Cotter, Genesis, 51–52. 
22 Bernhard W. Anderson, “From Analysis to Synthesis: The Interpretation of Genesis 1–11,” Journal of 

Biblical Literature 97, no. 1 (1978): 38. 
23 Goldingay, Genesis, 136. 
24 Gordon J. Wenham, Genesis 1–15, Word Biblical Commentary 1, ed. by David A. Hubbard, Glenn W. 

Barker, and John D. W. Watts (Waco, TX: Word Books, Publisher, 1987), 156. See, also, Gordon J. Wenham, “The 
Coherence of the Flood Narrative,” Vetus Testamentum 28 (1978): 338.  

25 Hartley, Genesis, 101. 



God remembers Noah. Even more than the center of the chiasm, however, commentators 

“disagree on the number and identification of the parts.”26 Wenham recognizes the subjectivity 

involved in creating such an extensive chiasm: “Nevertheless, there is certainly an element of 

artificiality involved in creating a palistrophe on such a grand scale, particularly in mentioning 

the number of days in reverse order as here.”27 To be fair, Wenham also responds to this 

difficulty by suggesting that perfection in artistry can lose the viewer’s interest. In other words,  

Total formlessness is incomprehensible. Absolute repetitiveness is dull. Our writer avoids 

both extremes. While the palistrophic structure provides him with a framework which 

draws attention to the main point of the story, he does not allow it to override his concern 

to reproduce the contents of his sources faithfully.28 

Interestingly, Wenham suggests that the 40 days in 7:17 acts merely as a palistrophic parallel 

to the 40 days of 8:6. In other words, the 40 days are actually part of the 150 days, but teased out 

to construct the literary symmetry of the narrative.29 

 

4. Grammatical and Syntactical Analysis 

4.1 Analysis of 7:10 

  םימִ֑יָּהַ תעַ֣בְשִׁלְ יהִ֖יְ וַֽ
wayhî ləšibʿat hayyāmîm30 //  

 
26 Dorsey, The Literary Structure of the Old Testament, 51. 
27 Wenham, Genesis 1–15, 157. See, also, Wenham, “The Coherence of the Flood Narrative,” 340, “It 

should also be pointed out that certain items in the story do not fit the palistrophe exactly. For example, Noah’s 
sacrifice (viii 20 ff.) does not form part of the pattern.” 

28 Wenham, “The Coherence of the Flood Narrative,” 340. 
29 Ibid., 339.  
30 The Masoretes divide each verse by means of accents to indicate the joints or seams in the text 

determining units of thought. Cf. Mark D. Futato, Sr., Basics of Hebrew Accents (Grand Rapids: Zondervan 
Academic, 2020); E. Kautzsch, ed., Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar, 2nd English ed., trans. and rev. by A. E. Cowley 
(Oxford, UK: Clarendon Press, 1910), 59–62 (§15); and P. Joüon and T. Muraoka, A Grammar of Biblical Hebrew, 
3rd repr. of 2nd ed., with corrections (Roma: Gregorian & Biblical Press, 2011), 56–63 (§15). In narrative, the 
primary disjunctive marker consists of the ʾatnāḥ (looks like an inverted “v” under the marked syllable) marking the 
logical mid-point of a verse. I’ve divided the verses primarily in accord with the placement of the ʾatnāḥ — with a 



After seven days, //  
׃ץרֶאָֽהָ־לעַ וּי֖הָ לוּבּ֔מַּהַ ימֵ֣וּ  

ûmê hammabbûl /31 hāyû ʿal-hāʾāreṣ 
the flood waters / were upon the earth. 
 

The use of wayhî (wayyiqtol verb form) at the beginning of this verse indicates a 

circumstance of time with the following verbal clause using the qatal form (hāyû) in the main 

clause fronted by the subject (“the flood waters”) as the focal point. Verse 10 emphasizes the 

calculation of the number of days that had “passed” (possible narrative use of wayhî),32 in 

contrast to v. 11, which establishes the date.33 Verse 10 provides closure for the early statement 

in v. 4, “Indeed, after seven more days I will cause it to rain upon the earth” (  העָ֗בְשִׁ דוֹע֜ םימִ֨יָלְ י֩כִּ

ץרֶאָ֔הָ־לעַ ריטִ֣מְמַ ֙יכִנֹאָֽ , kî ləyāmîm ʿôd šibʿâ ʾānōkî mamṭîr ʿal-hāʾāreṣ) and completes the 

introduction to the Flood narrative (7:6–10).  

 
double solidus (//) marking its location in both transliteration and translation. An explanation is offered for any 
exception. 

31 A secondary disjunctive accent often consists of the zāqēp-qātôn (looks like a colon above the vowel it 
marks). This accent often acts as a quarter marker. The solidus (/) indicates the placement of the zāqēp-qātôn in the 
Hebrew verse. 

32 wayhî, however, is followed by  ְל (lə) prepositional phrase best understood as temporal in function: lit. 
“for seven days” meaning “seven days’ duration”; Bill T. Arnold and John H. Choi, A Guide to Biblical Hebrew 
Syntax (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2003), 111 (§4.1.10c). Due to the prepositional phrase, there 
is no grammatical subject for wayhî (in other words, the translation “seven days passed” would be contrary to this 
grammatical fact; cf. Drew G. Longacre, “Navigation Points in Text: Methodological and Linguistic Preliminaries 
for the Study of the Semantic, Syntactic, and Discourse-Pragmatic Functions of ַיהִיְו  in Biblical Hebrew Narrative,” 
in Grappling with the Chronology of the Genesis Flood: Navigating the Flow of Time in Biblical Literature, ed. by 
Steven W. Boyd and Andrew A. Snelling, 705–38 (Green Forest, AR: Master Books, 2014), 716. Therefore, this use 
of wayhî merely marks the temporal statement as it introduces the closing verse of the section, is not verbal, and 
does not consist of a summary (cp. Longacre, 721, who has not completed his analysis of wayhî in the Flood 
narrative, but seeks to describe its potential functions in paragraph-level syntax). By context the duration of time is 
past, so the translation “after” most accurately represents the meaning of the temporal clause. 

33 Alviero Niccacci, The Syntax of the Verb in Classical Hebrew Prose, trans. by W. G. E. Watson, Journal 
for the Study of the Old Testament Supplement Series 86 (Sheffield, UK: JSOT Press, 1990), 62 (§38) translates this 
clause as “And after seven days ….” He takes the function as circumstantial temporal subordinate to the following 
qatal (hāyû). 



How does this time reference fit with what appears to be two onsets of the mabbûl (vv. 6 and 

10) and two entrances into the ark (vv. 7–9 and 13–16)?34 In true Mosaic style, the author then 

proceeds to provide greater detail starting with v. 11.35 Wenham notes that “the second panel 

[7:11–24?] does not simply repeat, but is more precise than the first [7:1–10?].”36 

Context governs the more complex dual function of wayhî here. No matter which way the 

exegete takes the function of wayhî in this verse, it does not impact establishing the chronology 

for the commencement and cessation of the Flood mechanisms. 

4.2 Analysis of 7:11–12 

ֹנ־ייֵּחַלְ ה֙נָשָׁ תוֹא֤מֵ־שׁשֵׁ תנַ֨שְׁבִּ ]11[   חַ֔
bišnat šibʿat šēš-mēʾôt šānâ ləḥayyê-nōaḥ /  
In the six hundredth year of Noah’s life, /  
 

ֹחבַּ ֹחלַ םוֹי֖ רשָׂ֥עָ־העָֽבְשִׁבְּ ינִ֔שֵּׁהַ שׁ֙דֶ֙   שׁדֶ֑
baḥōdeš haššēnî / bəšibʿâ-ʿāśār yôm laḥōdeš // 
in the second month, / on the seventeenth day of the month — //  
 

ֹבּרֻאֲוַ הבָּ֔רַ םוֹה֣תְּ ת֙נֹיְעְמַ־לכָּֽ וּ֙עקְבְנִ הזֶּ֗הַ םוֹיּ֣בַּ   ׃וּחתָּֽפְנִ םיִמַ֖שָּׁהַ ת֥
bayyôm hazzeh nibqəʿû kol-maʿyənōt təhôm rabbâ / waʾărūbbōt haššāmāyim 
niptāḥû  
on that day all the fountains of the great deep burst open / and the windows of the 
heavens were opened 
 

 
34 Adherents to the Documentary Hypothesis, as well as evangelical exegetes, ask these questions — see 

Herbert Edward Ryle, The Book of Genesis in the Revised Version with Introduction and Notes, Cambridge Bible for 
Schools and Colleges (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1921), 96–97 for his list of repetitions and 
discrepancies which he takes as evidence for the Flood narrative being a composite of different Israelite traditions; 
and, Longacre, “Navigation Points in Text,” 706, who identifies the issue as making it possible to think the Flood 
“would have come in between at least two separate entrances of Noah into the Ark—cf. 7:7, 13, 15) and to think 
“the forty days of flooding would have occurred twice and the waters would not have begun to rise until after the 
rain had ceased.” 

35 Wenham, Genesis 1–15, 235 demonstrates this same structure in the Babel narrative with two “parallel 
panels.” Kenneth A. Mathews, Genesis 1–11:26, New American Commentary 1A (Nashville, TN: Broadman & 
Holman Publishers, 1996), 187–88 explains how Gen 2:4–25 picks up on “the skeletal telling” of 1:1–23 as “a 
thematic elaboration.” See Robert B. Chisholm, Jr., “History or Story? The Literary Dimension in Narrative Texts,” 
in Giving the Sense: Understanding and Using Old Testament Historical Texts, ed. by David M. Howard, Jr. and 
Michael A. Grisanti, 54–73 (Grand Rapids: Kregel Academic & Professional, 2003), 64–65 who refers to the 
occurrence of recapitulation in the Flood account. He also discusses panel structuring in the use of repetition in 
Hebrew narrative (69–71). 

36 Wenham, Genesis 1–15, 178. He does not provide verse references for these “panels,” so I have sought to 
identify them by means of his discussion of structure (156). 



  ץרֶאָ֑הָ־לעַ םשֶׁגֶּ֖הַ יהִ֥יְ וַֽ ]12[
wayhî haggešem ʿal-hāʾāreṣ //  
and37 the rain came upon the earth //  
 

  ׃הלָיְלָֽ םיעִ֖בָּרְאַוְ םוֹי֔ םיעִ֣בָּרְאַ
ʾarbāʿîm yôm / wəarbāʿîm lāyəlâ  
forty days / and forty nights. 
 

“On that day” (bayyôm hazzeh, v. 11) makes it clear that the Flood mechanisms commenced 

their actions on exactly the 17th day of the 2nd month of Noah’s 600th year. This verse opens the 

section containing vv. 11–16. Historical narrative in the Pentateuch includes other examples of 

such date formulas (cf. 8:4, 5, 13, 14; Exod 40:17; Num 1:1; 9:1; 10:11; 33:38; Deut 1:3). 

In v. 12, wayhî functions as a narrative verb expressing the dynamic stative (“came” or 

“became”) without serving as a temporal circumstantial for a following verb — there is no other 

verb in this verse. With the narrative action closed in v. 12, v. 13 transitions to establishing the 

time of Noah, his family, and the animals entering the ark (vv. 13–16). Boarding the ark takes 

place “on that very day” (bəʿeṣem hayyôm hazzeh),38 the day the Flood mechanisms began to 

send the waters over the earth (v. 11).  

4.3 Analysis of 7:17–24 

Analyzing this section of the text unit relies on the pattern of repetitions as much as on the 

grammar and syntax of the text.  

  ץרֶאָ֑הָ־לעַ םוֹי֖ םיעִ֥בָּרְאַ לוּבּ֛מַּהַ יהִ֧יְ וַֽ ]17[
wayhî hammabbûl ʾarbāʿîm yôm ʿal-hāʾāreṣ //  
Thus the flood came upon the earth for forty days //  

 
37 See fn. 10 above. With wayhî potentially completing the idea presented by the previous two verbs, the 

clause could indicate result and could be translated “so.” 
38 Literally, “on the bone of that day,” a Hebrew idiom expressing exactitude; Koehler et al., eds., The 

Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament, 870 (I ֶ5  םצֶע). It could also express “on that selfsame day” by 
extension of “bones” as the core being or “self”; K.-M. Beyse, “  ʿeṣem,” in Theological Dictionary of the Old  םצֶעֶ
Testament, 16 vols., ed. by G. Johannes Botterweck, Helmer Ringgren, and Heinz-Josef Fabry, trans. by David E. 
Green, 11:304–9 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1997), 305. Wenham, Genesis 1–15, 181, “a fairly 
rare phrase used to stress the memorableness of a particular occasion, e.g., Abraham’s circumcision (17:23, 26), the 
exodus (Exod 12:41, 51), Moses’ death (Deut 32:48).”  



 
  ׃ץרֶאָֽהָ לעַ֥מֵ םרָתָּ֖וַ הבָ֔תֵּהַ־תאֶ וּ֙אשְׂיִּוַ םיִמַּ֗הַ וּבּ֣רְיִּוַ

wayyirbû hammayim wayyiśʾû ʾet-hattēbâ / wattārām mēʿal hāʾāreṣ  
and the waters increased and lifted the ark / and raised it from upon the earth.  
 

  ץרֶאָ֑הָ־לעַ דאֹ֖מְ וּבּ֥רְיִּוַ םיִמַּ֛הַ וּר֥בְּגְיִּוַ ]18[
wayyigbərû hammayim wayyirbû məʾōd ʿal-hāʾāreṣ //  
The waters prevailed and increased exceedingly upon the earth //  
 

  ׃םיִמָּֽהַ ינֵ֥פְּ־לעַ הבָ֖תֵּהַ ךְלֶתֵּ֥וַ
wattēlek hattēbâ ʿal-pənê hammāyim  
and the ark moved upon the surface of the waters. 
 

  ץרֶאָ֑הָ־לעַ דאֹ֖מְ דאֹ֥מְ וּר֛בְגָּ֥ םיִמַּ֗הַוְ ]19[
wəhammayim gābrû məʾōd məʾōd ʿal-hāʾāreṣ //  
The waters prevailed very exceedingly upon the earth //  
 

  ׃םיִמָֽשָּׁהַ־לכָּ תחַתַּ֖־רשֶׁאֲ םיהִֹ֔בגְּהַ ם֙ירִהָהֶֽ־לכָּ וּסּ֗כֻיְוַ
waykūssû kol-hehārîm haggəbōhîm / ʾăšer-taḥat kol-haššāmāyim  
and all the high mountains were covered / which were beneath the heavens. 
 

  םיִמָּ֑הַ וּר֖בְגָּ הלָעְמַ֔לְמִ ה֙מָּאַ הרֵ֤שְׂעֶ שׁמֵ֨חֲ ]20[
ḥămēš ʿeśrēh ʾammâ milmaʿəlâ / gābrû hammāyim //  
Fifteen cubits upwards / the waters prevailed //  
 

  ׃םירִֽהָהֶ וּסּ֖כֻיְוַ
waykūssû hehārîm  
so the mountains were covered. 
 

  ץרֶאָ֗הָ־לעַ שׂמֵֹ֣רהָ ׀רשָׂ֣בָּ־לכָּ עוַ֞גְיִּוַ ]21[
wayyigwaʿ kol-bāśār hārōmēś ʿal-hāʾāreṣ /  
Thus all flesh perished: that which crept upon the earth /  
 

  ץרֶאָ֑הָ־לעַ ץרֵֹ֣שּׁהַ ץרֶשֶּׁ֖הַ־לכָבְוּ היָּ֔חַבַ֣וּ ה֙מָהֵבְּבַוּ ףוֹע֤בָּ
bāʿôp ûbabhēmâ ûbaḥayyâ / ûbəkol-haššereṣ haššōrēṣ ʿal-hāʾāreṣ // 
among the fowl, the beasts, and the living creatures, / and among all the swarmers 
that swarmed upon the earth,  
 

ֹכוְ   ׃םדָֽאָהָ ל֖
wəkol hāʾādām  
and all mankind —  

 
ֹכּ ]22[   ויפָּ֗אַבְּ םייִּ֜חַ חַוּר֨־תמַשְׁנִ ר֩שֶׁאֲ ל֡

kol ʾăšer nišmat-rûaḥ ḥayyîm bəʾapāyw /  
all which had the breath of the spirit of life in its nostrils /  



 
ֹכּמִ   ׃וּתמֵֽ הבָ֖רָחָֽבֶּ רשֶׁ֥אֲ ל֛

mikkol ʾăšer beḥārābâ mētû  
from all which were on the dry land died.  
 

  המָ֗דָאֲהָֽ י֣נֵפְּ־לעַ ׀רשֶׁ֣אֲ ׀םוּק֣יְהַ־לכָּ־תאֶֽ חמַיִּ֜וַ ]23[
wayyimaḥû ʾet-kol-hayqûm ʾăšer ʿal-pənê hāʾădāmâ /  
Thus He obliterated all living things which were upon the surface of the ground 
— /  
 

  ץרֶאָ֑הָ־ןמִ וּח֖מָּיִּוַ םיִמַ֔שָּׁהַ ףוֹע֣־דעַוְ שׂ֙מֶרֶ֙־דעַ ה֙מָהֵבְּ־דעַ םדָ֤אָמֵ
mēʾādām ʿad-bəhēmâ ʿad-remeś wəʿad ʿôp haššāmayim / wayyimmāḥû min-
hāʾāreṣ //  
from mankind to beast, to creeper, and to the fowl of the heavens — / they were 
obliterated from the earth, // 
 

  ׃הבָֽתֵּבַּ וֹתּ֖אִ רשֶׁ֥אֲוַֽ חַנֹ֛־ךְאַ ראֶשָּׁ֧יִוַ
wayiššāʾer ʾak-nōaḥ waʾăšer ʾittô battēbâ  
so only Noah and those with him in the ark remained.  
 

  ץרֶאָ֑הָ־לעַ םיִמַּ֖הַ וּר֥בְּגְיִּוַ ]24[
wayyigbərû hammayim ʿal-hāʾāreṣ //  
Thus the waters prevailed upon the earth //  
 

  ׃םוֹיֽ תאַ֖מְוּ םישִּׁ֥מִחֲ
ḥămiššîm ûməʾat yôm  
one hundred and fifty days.  
 

In this section, ʿal-hāʾāreṣ makes seven appearances (vv. 17a, 17b, 18a, 19a, 21a, 21b, 24a)39 

with “upon the surface of the ground” (v. 23a) and “from the earth” (v. 23b) also being used. 

“Upon the surface of the waters” (ʿal-pənê hammāyim, v. 18b) follows the first three 

occurrences of ʿal-hāʾāreṣ and “upon the surface of the ground” (ʿal-pənê hāʾădāmâ, v. 23a) 

follows the second set of three occurrences of ʿal-hāʾāreṣ. Three times the verb “prevailed” is 

used (vv. 19a, 20a, 24a) — the first is followed by “upon the earth” in v. 19a and “all the high 

mountains were covered” in v. 19b, the second is followed by “the mountains were covered” in 

 
39 The same phrase occurs also in 8:1 and 7 (the last words for that section). 



v. 20b and “upon the earth” in v. 21a, and the third is followed by “upon the earth” in v. 24a. The 

first four follow an inverted pairing of “earth” – “mountains” – “mountains” – “earth.” 

Of the two verses with three lines (vv. 21, 23), the first ends with “all mankind” (v. 21c) and 

the second with “Noah and those with him” (v. 23c). These are two of three specific mentions of 

humans in 7:17–24 (see mēʾādām in v. 23b). For the climax40 of the Flood narrative (7:21–24), 

“all mankind” (wəkol hāʾādām) certainly draws attention.41 As Hamilton puts it, “The Hebrew of 

v. 21 takes eight words to describe the loss of animal life, but only two words to describe the 

demise of human life.”42 Verse 21 lists all creatures and mankind in the order God created 

them.43 In verse 22 nišmat-rûaḥ ḥayyîm bəʾapāyw, “the breath of the spirit of life in its nostrils” 

reminds readers and hearers of 2:7 (wayyippaḥ bəʾappāyw nišmat ḥayyîm, “and he breathed into 

his nostrils the breath of life”). As pointed out in the notes on the translation of vv. 21–22,44 

wayyigwaʿ and mētû bracket the two verses thus emphasizing the death of all breathing creatures 

outside the ark. This bracketing can also indicate a potential chiastic arrangement of these two 

verses depending also on the parallel kol clauses identifying those who experienced death in the 

Flood: 

A  wayyigwaʿ  
B  kol-bāśār hārōmēś ʿal-hāʾāreṣ 

… 
B  kol ʾăšer nišmat-rûaḥ ḥayyîm bəʾapāyw … 

A  mētû 

 
40 Cotter, Genesis, 58 makes this identification in his literary analysis. 
41 To visually highlight this point, I’ve placed these words in a box. 
42 Hamilton, The Book of Genesis, Chapters 1–17, 297. 
43 Wenham, Genesis 1–15, 183; Bruce K. Waltke, and Cathi J. Fredricks, Genesis: A Commentary (Grand 

Rapids: Zondervan, 2001), 140. 
44 See fn. 12 above. 



Both Garrett and Andersen argue that the chiasm supplies one piece of evidence demonstrating 

“the artistic unity and solemnity” of the whole Flood narrative.45 The repetitions and parallels 

highlight the theme of global destruction of all terrestrial and aerial life outside the ark. 

4.4 Analysis of 8:1–5 

ֹכּזְיִּוַ ]1[ ֹנ־תאֶ ם֙יהִלֹאֱ ר֤   הבָ֑תֵּבַּ וֹתּ֖אִ רשֶׁ֥אֲ המָ֔הֵבְּהַ־לכָּ־תאֶוְ ה֙יָּחַהַֽ־לכָּ תאֵ֤וְ חַ֔
wayyizkōr ʾĕlōhîm ʾet-nōaḥ / wəʾet kol-haḥayâ wəʾet-kol-habəhēmâ /  
ʾăšer ʾittô battēbâ 
Then God remembered Noah / and all the living creatures and all the beasts / 
which were with him in the ark.  
 

ֹשׁיָּוַ ץרֶאָ֔הָ־לעַ חַ֙וּר֙ םיהִ֥לֹאֱ רבֵ֨עֲיַּוַ   ׃םיִמָּֽהַ וּכּ֖
wayyaʿăbēr ʾĕlōhîm rûaḥ ʿal-hāʾāreṣ / wayyāšōkkû hammāyim 
So God caused a wind to blow upon the earth / and the waters decreased. 
 

ֹבּרֻאֲוַֽ םוֹה֔תְּ תנֹ֣יְעְמַ וּ֙רכְסָּֽיִּוַ ]2[   םיִמָ֑שָּׁהַ ת֖
wayyissākərû maʿyənōt təhôm / waʾărūbbōt haššāmāyim 
Thus the fountains of the deep / and the windows of the heavens were closed 
 

  ׃םיִמָֽשָּׁהַ־ןמִ םשֶׁגֶּ֖הַ אלֵ֥כָּיִּוַ
wayyikkālēʾ haggešem min-haššāmāyim 
and the rain from the heavens was restrained. 
 

  בוֹשׁ֑וָ ךְוֹל֣הָ ץרֶאָ֖הָ לעַ֥מֵ םיִמַּ֛הַ וּבשֻׁ֧יָּוַ ]3[
wayyāšūbû hammayim mēʿal hāʾāreṣ / hālôk wāšôb  
And the waters turned back from upon the earth, / going and returning. 
 

  ׃םוֹיֽ תאַ֖מְוּ םישִּׁ֥מִחֲ הצֵ֕קְמִ םיִמַּ֔הַ וּר֣סְחְיַּוַ
wayyaḥsərû hammayim / miqṣēh ḥămiššîm ûməʾat yôm 
So the waters lessened / from the end of one hundred and fifty days. 
 

ֹחבַּ ה֙בָתֵּהַ חנַתָּ֤וַ ]4[   יעִ֔יבִשְּׁהַ שׁדֶ֣
wattānaḥ hattēbâ baḥōdeš haššəbîʿî /  
Thus the ark rested in the seventh month, /  
 

ֹחלַ םוֹי֖ רשָׂ֥עָ־העָבְשִׁבְּ   שׁדֶ֑
bəšibʿâ-ʿāśār yôm laḥōdeš //  
on the seventeenth day of the month, //  
 

 
45 Duane A. Garrett, Rethinking Genesis: The Sources and Authorship of the First Book of the Bible (Fearn, 

Scotland: Christian Focus Publications, 2000), 22 citing also Francis I. Andersen, The Sentence in Biblical Hebrew 
(The Hague: Mouton, 1974), 39–40. 



  ׃טרָֽרָאֲ ירֵ֥הָ לעַ֖
ʿal-hārê ʾărārāṭ 
on the mountains of Ararat. 
 

ֹחהַ דעַ֖ רוֹס֔חָוְ ךְוֹל֣הָ וּ֙יהָ םיִמַּ֗הַוְ ]5[   ירִ֑ישִׂעֲהָֽ שׁדֶ֣
wəhammayim hāyû hālôk wəḥāsôr / ʿad haḥōdeš hāʿăśîrî //  
And the waters were going and lessening / until the tenth month; //  
 

ֹחלַ דחָ֣אֶבְּ ֙ירִישִׂעֲבָּֽ   ׃םירִֽהָהֶֽ ישֵׁ֥ארָ וּא֖רְנִ שׁדֶ֔
bāʿăśîrî bəʾeḥād haḥōdeš / nirʾû rāʾšê hehārîm  
in the tenth month, on the first day of the month, / the tops of the mountains 
appeared. 
 

The biggest grammatical and syntactical issue for this section involves its opening clause: 

wayyizkōr ʾĕlōhîm ʾet-nōaḥ (v. 1). The use of the wayyiqtol narrative verb form actually 

involves a secondary issue, since the key difficulty has to do with a potential literary theme 

change in the panel structure of the Flood narrative. How do these verses relate to what precedes 

in 7:6–24? Boyd asks, “Could 8:1 be at a different time than is conventionally thought?”46 The 

difficulty involves whether the wayyiqtol verb form here identifies a sequential action. The 

implication could be “that God only remembered Noah halfway through the Flood.”47 Therefore, 

the big question is whether there is sufficient evidence or data to treat the lead verb in 8:1 in a 

totally different fashion for its time placement? Lee Anderson offers the following proposition 

regarding a potential chronological disjunction: 

… the thematic shift from Genesis 7:24 to 8:1 at the height of the account’s pervading 

chiastic structure allows for the possibility of a unique situation in the chronological 

progression of the account. … Cassuto and Chisholm agreed that Genesis 8:1, while 

 
46 Steven W. Boyd, “Preface,” in Grappling with the Chronology of the Genesis Flood: Navigating the 

Flow of Time in Biblical Literature, ed. by Steven W. Boyd and Andrew A. Snelling, xiii–xviii (Green Forest, AR: 
Master Books, 2014), xiv. 

47 Steven W. Boyd, Thomas L. Stroup, Drew G. Longacre, Kai M. Akagi, and Lee A. Anderson, Jr., 
“Treacherous Waters: The Necessity for a New Approach,” in Grappling with the Chronology of the Genesis Flood: 
Navigating the Flow of Time in Biblical Literature, ed. by Steven W. Boyd and Andrew A. Snelling, 29–42 (Green 
Forest, AR: Master Books, 2014), 40. 



marking the center of the chiastic structure, did not mark the centermost point in the 

chronology of the Flood itself but reverted to an earlier chronological point (i.e. the 

fortieth day of the Flood). Had there been seamless thematic progression (i.e. no notable 

shift in the account’s topic or focus content), this possibility would be unlikely. However, 

as there is a considerable thematic shift occurring at this point, there remains the 

possibility of major chronological disjunction in which the beginning of episode 3 

overlaps the concluding statement of episode 2.48 

Chisholm, whom Anderson mentions above, points to Gen 8:1 as an example of the 

flashback technique: 

After a description of the devastating effects of the Flood and Noah’s isolation (7:17–24), 

the theme shifts to God’s concern for Noah and the removal of the waters (8:1). In 7:17–

24 the waters are described as prevailing over the earth for 150 days, but in 8:1–5 the 

focus is on their receding between the fortieth and one hundred and fiftieth days. As the 

theme shifts from judgment to renewal, the scene shifts back to the fortieth day of the 

Flood, when God began the process whereby he caused the waters to recede.49 

However, Chisholm concludes that “Verse 2 is not in precise chronological sequence with verse 

1.”50 He indicates that vv. 2–5 expand on v. 1 to provide some details: how God ended the Flood 

and the timetable involved. The timetable to which Chisholm refers includes “from the end of 

one hundred and fifty days” (v. 3). Although he believes the flashback places the “process” 

preparatory to recession from the 40th day, the text specifies that the actual recession commences 

 
48 Lee Anderson, Jr., “Sounding the Structural Depths: Theme Tracing and the Segmentation of the 

Narrative,” in Grappling with the Chronology of the Genesis Flood: Navigating the Flow of Time in Biblical 
Literature, ed. by Steven W. Boyd and Andrew A. Snelling, 639–704 (Green Forest, AR: Master Books, 2014), 702. 

49 Chisholm, “History or Story? The Literary Dimension in Narrative Texts,” 68. 
50 Ibid., 68n37. 



with the cessation of the mechanisms, which take place “from the end of” (miqṣēh) the 150 days, 

not before. In other words, the flashback merely reminds the reader that the mechanisms began 

with those first 40 days, not that any of them stopped at the end of those 40 days or at any time 

prior to the end of the 150 days. 

4.5 Analysis of 8:6–7 

  םוֹי֑ םיעִ֣בָּרְאַ ץקֵּ֖מִ יהִ֕יְ וַֽ ]6[
wayhî miqqēṣ ʾarbāʿîm yôm //  
When it came to the end of forty days, //  
 

ֹנ חתַּ֣פְיִּוַ   ׃השָֽׂעָ רשֶׁ֥אֲ הבָ֖תֵּהַ ןוֹלּ֥חַ־תאֶ חַ֔
wayyiptaḥ nōaḥ / ʾet-ḥallôn hattēbâ ʾăšer ʿāśâ  
Noah opened / the hatch of the ark which he had made  
 

  ברֵֹ֑עהָֽ־תאֶ חלַּ֖שַׁיְוַ ]7[
wayšallaḥ ʾet-hāʿōrēb //  
and he sent out the raven — //  
 

ֹביְ־דעַ בוֹשׁ֔וָ א֙וֹציָ אצֵ֤יֵּוַ   ׃ץרֶאָֽהָ לעַ֥מֵ םיִמַּ֖הַ תשֶׁ֥
wayyēṣēʾ yāṣôʾ wāšôb / ʿad-yəbōšet hammayim mēʿal hāʾāreṣ  
and it went out, going out and returning / until the waters dried up from upon the 
earth. 
 

The seeming repetition of wayhî and “forty days” appears to be a literary repetition the 

author used to maintain the unity of the Flood narrative. The use of wayhî here consists of the 

adverbial (temporal) circumstantial clause, rather than making the verb a mainline verb of the 

narrative itself. The mainline narratival verb in this case is wayyiptaḥ, “and opened.” Just as the 

Flood began when God “opened the windows of the heavens” (7:11) on the first day, Noah 

“opened the hatch/window of the ark” on the 265th day. The two uses of the verb ptḥ comprise 

yet another literary repetition providing the narrative with literary ornamentation and readers 

with delight and appreciation. 

 



5. Interpretive Implications 

A complication arising with the 150 days as the actual extent of the mabbûl involves the final 

section of the tôlədōt (history) of Noah. Noah’s tôlədōt begins at 6:9, “These are the generations 

[or, This is the history/genealogy] of Noah” ( חַנֹ תֹדלְוֹתּ הלֶּאֵ , ʾēlleh tôlədōt nōaḥ). It concludes at 

9:28–29 with these words:  

לוּבּ֑מַּהַ רחַ֣אַ חַנֹ֖־יחִיְ וַֽ  
wayhî-nōaḥ ʾaḥar hammabbûl  
Thus Noah continued to live after the mabbûl  
 

׃הנָֽשָׁ םישִּׁ֖מִחֲוַֽ הנָ֔שָׁ ת֙וֹאמֵ שׁלֹ֤שְׁ  
šəlōš mēʾôt šānâ waḥămiššîm šānâ  
350 years.  
 

ֹנ־ימֵיְ־לכָּ וּ֙יהְיִּֽוַ הנָ֑שָׁ םישִּׁ֖מִחֲוַ הנָ֔שָׁ ת֙וֹאמֵ עשַׁ֤תְּ חַ֔  
wayyihyû kol-yəmê-nōaḥ təšaʿ mēʾôt šānâ waḥămiššîm šānâ  
So all the days of Noah came to be51 950 years,  
 

׃תמֹֽיָּוַ  
wayyāmōt  
then he died.  
 

The style follows closely that of the genealogy in Genesis 5.  

Cassuto observes that “if Noah lived 350 years after the Flood had run its course, that is, after 

the waters had dried from the face of the earth on the twenty-seventh day of the second month of 

the six hundred and first year of his life, Noah would have attained, at the end of his days, the 

age of 951, not just 950 years.”52 He uses 8:14–15 as the end of the 370-day Flood for his 

calculation. However, he goes on to point out that a 40-day mabbûl solves the problem.53 

Unfortunately, Hartley cites Cassuto for mentioning the difficulty, but implies Cassuto took the 

 
51 This translation attempts to retain the literal force of wayhî. A smoother, more dynamic translation might 

be “totalled.”  
52 U. Cassuto, A Commentary on the Book of Genesis: Part II, From Noah to Abraham, Genesis VI 9–XI 

32, trans. by Israel Abrahams (1992 repr.; Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1964), 171. 
53 Ibid. 



landing on Ararat as the end of the mabbûl.54 He misses the date provided in 8:4 that the ark 

rested in the range of the Ararat mountains in the 600th year, the 7th month, on the 17th day, 

which does not add up to Noah living to 951 years. Wenham also notes the potential difficulty, 

but reasons that it may be resolved by understanding the mabbûl to refer to the 40 days 

comprising “the first destructive phase of the inundation.”55 

If the mabbûl lasted for 150 days, rather than just 40 days, what was the date (year, month, 

day) of its cessation? With the mabbûl starting in the 600th year of Noah’s life, in the 2nd month, 

on the 17th day of the month (7:11), a 150-day mabbûl would end five months (of 30 days 

each)56 later in the 600th year of Noah’s life — in the 7th month, on the 17th day of the month. 

Therefore, whether the mabbûl lasted 40 days or 150 days, Noah’s age at death would still be 

950 years. 

 

6. Past and Present Interpretations57 

Does the Flood last for 40 days (and 40 nights; Gen 7:4), or for 370 days (7:6, 11; 8:13, 14)?58 

What is the significance of the period of 150 days mentioned in 7:24 and 8:3? The main issue 

involves 8:2–3, “Thus the fountains of the deep and the windows of the heavens were closed and 

the rain from the heavens was restrained. And the waters turned back from upon the earth, going 

and returning. So the waters lessened from the end of one hundred and fifty days.” Does this 

 
54 Hartley, Genesis, 115.  
55 Wenham, Genesis 1–15, 203 and cf. 180. 
56 See arguments for 30-day months here by L. M. Barré, “The Riddle of the Flood Chronology,” Journal 

for the Study of the Old Testament 41 (1988): 16 and F. H. Cryer, “The Interrelationships of Gen 5,32; 11,10–11 and 
the Chronology of the Flood (Gen 6–9),” Biblica 66, no. 2 (1985): 256. 

57 For an excellent survey of past and present literature about the chronology of the Flood narrative see Lee 
Anderson, Jr., “Waves of Opinion: The Chronology of the Flood in Literature Past and Present,” in Grappling with 
the Chronology of the Genesis Flood: Navigating the Flow of Time in Biblical Literature, ed. by Steven W. Boyd 
and Andrew A. Snelling (Green Forest, AR: Master Books, 2014), 189–230. 

58 Cotter, Genesis, 50 asks this same question.  



indicate that the Flood’s water sources (rain and the fountains of the deep) continued for the full 

150 days, rather than just 40 days? A variety of views have been taken by biblical scholars.  

6.1 Chronological Inconsistency Due to Multiple Authors/Editors 

Along with other scholars, Cotter indicates that such seeming inconsistencies point to an edited 

composition joining together at least two different stories of the flood of Noah’s time. In fact, he 

goes on to conclude, “there seems no doubt that two rather different stories about the same 

general course of events have been combined here.”59 Samuel Rolles Driver takes the 40 days 

and 40 nights as the duration of the Flood according to the J (Yahwist) Document of the 

Documentary Hypothesis — the longer period of time falls to the P (Priestly) Document.60 He 

opines that a hypothetical compiler added the “forty days” in Gen 7:17.61 The Priestly writer’s 

account specifies 150 days for the prevailing of the waters in 7:24.62 But, the debates and 

analyses arguing over the supposed multiple sources for the Flood narrative bring Cassuto to the 

opinion that “Anyone who studies the course of this research cannot free himself from the 

impression that, if the analytical method is capable of producing divergent results, its criteria 

cannot necessarily be as sound and reliable as many have thought.”63 Instead, Cassuto concludes 

that careful exegetical analysis reveals the beauty and harmony of a highly artistic work 

testifying to a single skilled author’s work.64 The “Grammatical and Syntactical Analysis” above 

in section 4 of this paper affirms Cassuto’s conclusion regarding the Flood narrative’s beauty and 

 
59 Ibid., 51. The same documentarian view is maintained by a number of commentators, including the 

following: Ryle, The Book of Genesis, 96–110. Hermann Gunkel, The Legends of Genesis: The Biblical Saga & 
History, trans. W. H. Carruth (New York: Schocken Books, 1964), first published in 1901, takes the Documentary 
position. 

60 Samuel Rolles Driver, The Book of Genesis, with Introduction and Notes, 2nd ed., Westminster 
Commentaries (London: Methuen & Co., 1904), 91. 

61 Ibid. 
62 Ibid., 93. 
63 Cassuto, A Commentary on the Book of Genesis: Part II, 34. 
64 Ibid., 34–35. 



harmony consistent with a highly artistic work. Such a skilled narrative also argues strongly for a 

single author as well as for the unity of the text itself. 

As Lee Anderson points out, the Documentary Hypothesis questions the unity and coherence 

of the Flood narrative, denies Mosaic authorship, and is rife with a number of logical fallacies.65 

Identifying the weaknesses of the Documentary Hypothesis does not mean that without its 

interference the chronology issue can be easily resolved. The matter is complex, as can be 

discovered from a survey of the literature and the variety of viewpoints thus revealed.66 Twenty-

five percent of the literature surveyed by Anderson took the Documentarian position.67 

On behalf of the Documentary Hypothesis, Wenham concludes that it “may yet be defended, 

if one is prepared to posit a most ingenious and thorough redactor who blended J and P into a 

marvellous and coherent unity.”68 However, he goes on to conclude, “Yet a simpler and more 

economical hypothesis would have much to commend it. … it is better to think in terms of one 

epic source which has been reworked by a later priestly editor.”69 

6.2 40 Days Are Symbolic, Not Necessarily Actual Time 

We might also note that some commentators look at the entire Flood narrative as filled with 

figures and symbolic numbers. For them, the number 40 merely symbolizes the purging of sin or 

purification, or the overcoming of evil.70 Sarna makes this position clear in his Understanding 

Genesis: “the evidence is against a straight-forward historical interpretation of the biblical 

 
65 Anderson, “Waves of Opinion,” 192–201. 
66 Ibid., 200–201. 
67 Ibid., 228. 
68 Wenham, “The Coherence of the Flood Narrative,” 347–48. 
69 Ibid., 348. 
70 E.g., Sarna, Genesis, 54. Cf. Although he does not take the 40 days as purely symbolic, Leupold, 

Exposition of Genesis, 291 reminds his readers of the significance of the number throughout the Bible: “forty 
regularly describes a period of trial terminating in the victory of good and the overthrow of evil; see Num. 14:33; 
Exod. 24:18; 1 Kings 19:8; Jonah 3:4; Matt. 4:2; Acts 1:3.” 



narrative.”71 He concludes that the Flood narrative is merely a symbolic moral story to express a 

“biblical polemic against paganism.”72 As demonstrated in the chronological analysis, there is no 

need to take the numbers in the Flood narrative as figurative or symbolic. The text treats the 

numbers for dates and time periods as historical facts. 

6.3 The Matter of 40 Days and 150 Days Effectively Ignored 

Some scholars ignore the issue completely (at least in their published commentaries).73 

Anderson’s statistical analysis of literature taking a stance on this matter of how long the Flood’s 

mechanisms were operational showed that forty-nine percent of the literature he surveyed took 

no stance.74 Ignoring the issue does not adequately respond to legitimate questions about the 

chronology of the Flood described in the narrative. 

6.4 40 Days Mark Water Sources’ Cessation  

According to some scholars, the rain ceased and the fountains of the great deep were closed after 

only 40 days.75 However, we must divide this interpretation into two groups: one that holds the 

waters began their recession after the 40 days and one that holds the waters maintained their 

levels and power until the 150th day. The 150-day period (7:24 and 8:3) presents a challenge to 

those who think all the destructive power of the Flood took place within its first 40 days. Kidner 

recognizes this difficulty and concludes with Heidel, Cassuto, and Nielsen that the second 

 
71 Nahum M. Sarna, Understanding Genesis: The World of the Bible in the Light of History (New York: 

Schocken Books, 1966), 38. This view was also taken by Gunkel, The Legends of Genesis, 7–12. 
72 Sarna, Understanding Genesis, 59.  
73 E.g., John H. Sailhamer, “Genesis,” in The Expositor’s Bible Commentary, 12 vols., ed. by Frank E. 

Gaebelein, 2:1–284 (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1990), 79–94; Walter Brueggemann, Genesis, Interpretation 
(Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Press, 2010), 73–88; C. John Collins, Reading Genesis Well: Navigating 
History, Poetry, Science, and Truth in Genesis 1–11 (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2018), 185–92, 256. 

74 Anderson, “Waves of Opinion,” 228. Some of those sources might include those that take the position 
described in 6.2 40 Days Are Symbolic, Not Necessarily Actual Time above. 

75 Cassuto, A Commentary on the Book of Genesis: Part II, 44. Cf. Ronald A. Simkins, Creator & Creation 
(N.p: Ronald A. Simkins, n.d.), 140, “According to the Yahwist, God wipes out all living creatures with a flood 
produced by a torrential rainstorm lasting forty days.” Simkins never mentions any other mechanism or period of 
time. 



section of the Flood narrative overlaps with the first section in what they consider typical Semitic 

style.76  

Boyd and Smith identify the mabbûl as the forty days referred to in 7:4, 12, and 17.77 A 

variety of scholars use this identification to point to one version of the Flood narrative in which 

“the flood ends when the rain ceases.”78 The Grappling with the Chronology of the Genesis 

Flood research group following their massive publication in 2014 of their preliminary studies 

continue to pursue the topic of the text’s 150 days and how that period of time relates to the 

Flood narrative and the event’s chronology. In his comparative pie chart of chronological 

perspectives of the extent of the Flood, Lee Anderson indicates that nine percent of surveyed 

sources hold that the peak of the Flood came on the 40th day.79  

In contrast to this version, the second version of the Flood narrative, according to scholars 

like Cotter, displays a chronology that is “remarkably precise, with dates and a calendar that 

correspond to the life of Noah.”80 The results of the grammatical and syntactical analysis 

presented in this paper falls more in line with this second interpretation. 

6.41 40 Days of mabbûl Followed by 110 Days of Prevailing Waters 

The overall impression of the Flood narrative indicates that “The swelling of the waters is 

vividly portrayed by the repeated use of the key words ‘the waters prevailed’ to create an 

 
76 Derek Kidner, Genesis: An Introduction and Commentary, Tyndale Old Testament Commentaries 1 

(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1967), 106. Kidner references Alexander Heidel, The Gilgamesh Epic and 
Old Testament Parallels, 2nd ed. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1949), 246 and Eduard Nielsen, Oral 
Tradition: A Modern Problem in the Old Testament Introduction, Studies in Biblical Theology 11 (London: SCM 
Press, 1954), 99. For Cassuto, see my references to him below. For an introductory description of temporal overlay 
in narrative texts, see Chisholm, “History or Story? The Literary Dimension in Narrative Texts,” 65–69. 

77 Steven W. Boyd and Douglas K. Smith Jr., “Genre and Geology: Meaning and Mechanism in Genesis 
7:11b,” Journal of the Creation Theology Society 1 (2022): 72n97. 

78 Cotter, Genesis, 51. 
79 Anderson, “Waves of Opinion,” 228. 
80 Cotter, Genesis, 51. 



ascending effect.”81 Northrup suggests a period of stabilization, quieting of the violent movement 

of waters, and precipitation of sediments for the 110 days following the first 40 days of the 

mabbûl.82 Whereas the sum of 110 plus 40 does equal 150, the text itself makes no specific 

reference to 110 days. Likewise there is no support in the text for a subdued Flood condition 

after the first 40 days. 

6.42 40 Days of mabbûl Followed by 110 Days of Declining Waters 

Cassuto takes the view that the production of waters ended after 40 days, but that they continued 

to prevail for 110 more days before declining: “consequently no more water was added to that 

which already submerged the land; but the layer of water did not subside for a long time, … It 

was not till five months after the commencement of the Flood that the first sign of the decline of 

the layer of water was discernible.”83 Having already decided that the Deluge took place in the 

40 days of rain, Cassuto regards the wind as having begun to blow at the end of those first 40 

days.84 He continues with the assumption that the actions of v. 2 took place at that same point of 

time.85 He recognizes that his view implies that the verbs of this verse might be taken as 

 
81 Anderson, “From Analysis to Synthesis: The Interpretation of Genesis 1–11,” 35. 
82 Bernard E. Northrup, “Identifying the Noahic Flood in Historical Geology: Part One,” in Proceedings of 

the Second International Conference on Creationism, vol. 1 General Sessions, ed. by Robert E. Walsh and 
Christopher L. Brooks, 173–79 (Pittsburgh, PA: Creation Science Fellowship, 1990), 176. Northrup also held to the 
sustaining of the prevailing waters until the end of the 150 days, after which the waters began to recede (177). Then, 
based on Gen 8:1–3 he proposed “a massive oscillation” produced by the repeated onslaught of tsunamis (177). 

83 Cassuto, A Commentary on the Book of Genesis: Part II, 44. He later explains that the 40 days of rain 
were followed by 110 days of the Flood continuing on the earth so that the total time of the Flood prevailing came to 
150 days (97). In agreement are: John Calvin, Commentary on the First Book of Moses Called Genesis, 2 vols., 
trans. by John King (electronic ed.; Bellingham, WA: Logos Bible Software, 2010), 1:277–78; John Peter Lange, 
Genesis or, the First Book of Moses, trans. by Tayler Lewis and A. Gosman, A Commentary on the Holy Scriptures: 
Old Testament 1, ed. by Philip Schaff (electronic ed. of a reprint of the 1868 ed.; Bellingham, WA: Logos Bible 
Software, 2008), 304, 306; Susan A. Brayford, Genesis: Commentary, Septuagint Commentary Series, ed. by 
Stanley E. Porter, Richard S. Hess, and John Jarick (Leiden, The Netherlands: Brill, 2007), 268, “Although the rain 
stopped after forty days and nights, the flooding of the water over the earth continued for 150 days” (note that this is 
a commentary on the Septuagint’s text of the Flood narrative).  

84 Cassuto, A Commentary on the Book of Genesis: Part II, 101, “The blowing of the wind must be 
regarded as taking place immediately after the forty days of rain ...” and “The meaning is not that He remembered at 
the termination of the hundred and fifty days mentioned in the previous verse” (ibid., 99; the previous verse being 
7:24). 

85 Ibid., 99, “this took place, of course, at the end of the forty days of rain.” 



pluperfects (“had [already] remembered,” “had been [already] closed,” and “had been [already] 

restrained”). However, he quickly objects to taking the verbs in this way, claiming that treatment 

of the verbs “is certainly incorrect and not in keeping with Hebrew idiomatic usage.”86 Instead, 

he argues that, 

The interpretation here must follow the same lines as the explanation we advanced 

regarding the relationship between the story of Creation and the story of the Garden of 

Eden. The preceding paragraph tells how the waters prevailed upon the earth, and this 

episode forms the theme of that paragraph up to the end; whereas this new paragraph 

deals with a different topic — the first stage of the deliverance of the survivors — and 

commences the narration of this story from the beginning, although the commencement 

antedates the conclusion of the episode described above.87 

According to Cassuto’s reasoning, the action of the wind in 8:1 (starting immediately 

following the forty days of rain) began to evaporate the waters (which continued to prevail over 

the earth) and they thus began their subsiding at that time, not after the 150 days.88 As he says, 

“Only 150 days after the commencement of the Flood was the abatement of the waters noticed; 

till then their might alone was felt, as was stated earlier (vii 24).”89 Likewise, Mathews declares 

that “The abatement of waters … and the grounding of the ark in 8:3–4 show that the waters 

 
86 Ibid. 
87 Ibid., 99–100. Cassuto is referring to his discussion of Gen 2:5–25 in U. Cassuto, A Commentary on the 

Book of Genesis: Part I, From Adam to Noah, Genesis I–VI 8, trans. by Israel Abrahams (1998 repr.; Jerusalem: 
Magnes Press, 1961), 96–137. He says of Gen 2:7, “The explanation, given by some commentators, of ַרצֶייִּו  
wayyīṣer as a pluperfect (Now the Lord God had already formed) is simply an unsuccessful attempt at 
harmonization” (Cassuto, A Commentary on the Book of Genesis: Part I, 104). Later, in 2:19 he again declares that a 
pluperfect “cannot be considered seriously” (ibid., 128) and suggests that in the garden “the Lord God now formed 
particular specimens for the purpose of presenting them all before man in the midst of the Garden” (ibid., 129). 

88 Cassuto, A Commentary on the Book of Genesis: Part II, 101. 
89 Ibid., 102. 



already started their descent within the hundred-and-fifty-day period.”90 This view regarding the 

subsiding of the waters after only 40 days runs contrary to the text’s insistence that the same 

mechanisms that initiated the Flood continue to operate for a full 150 days.  

Driver takes the “forty days” in Gen 8:6 as a reference to “the entire period of the Flood.”91 

Bernhard Anderson and others understand that the purpose of the first “40 days” (7:17) to be the 

explanation of “the time required for the ark to be buoyed on the waters.”92  

6.5 40 Days Included in the 150 Days93 

Dead Sea Scroll 4Q252 dated to 50–1 BC provides one of the oldest commentaries on the Flood 

narrative. The author of the scroll offers a solution to the difficulty of how the prevailing waters 

might decrease enough for the ark to come to rest in the Ararat range on the 150th day of the 

Flood (Gen 8:4). Here is his solution: 

Col. I, line 7. And the waters prevailed upon the earth one hundred and fifty days, 8. until 

the fourteenth day in the seventh month, the third (day) of the week. At the end of 9. one 

hundred and fifty days, the waters came down two days, the fourth day and the fifth day, 

 
90 Mathews, Genesis 1–11:26, 377. In n. 54 Mathews notes the agreement of T. E. Fretheim, “Genesis,” 

New Interpreter’s Bible (Nashville: Abingdon, 1994), 392 and Hamilton, The Book of Genesis Chapters 1–17, 298. 
Cf. also, Steven J. Robinson, “The Flood in Genesis: What Does the Text Tell Geologists?” in Proceedings of the 
Fourth International Conference on Creationism: Technical Symposium Sessions, ed. by Robert E. Walsh, 465–74 
(Pittsburgh, PA: Creation Science Fellowship, 1998), 468, 470, 472; James Montgomery Boice, Genesis: An 
Expositional Commentary (Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 1998), 349. 

91 Driver, The Book of Genesis, 94. Driver explains that “the clause stood perhaps before v. 2b ‘and (or that) 
the heavy rain from heaven was restrained’: the compiler, in combining P and J, has transposed it, and made it refer 
to 40 days after date named in v. 5” (ibid.). 

92 Anderson, “From Analysis to Synthesis: The Interpretation of Genesis 1–11,” 35; Barrick and Sigler, 
“Hebrew and Geologic Analyses of the Chronology and Parallelism of the Flood,” 400; Barrick, “Noah’s Flood and 
Its Geological Implications,” 263n65. 

93 Anderson, “Waves of Opinion,” 228 found that seventeen percent of sources surveyed took the peak of 
the Flood as the 40th day, but argued that the destructive (prevailing) waters were sustained until the 150th day when 
they began to recede. 



and the 10. sixth day, the ark rested in the mountains of Hurarat (Ararat); it was the 

seventeenth day of the seventh month.94 

Goldingay focuses on the palistrophic (chiastic) arrangement of the narrative with its periods 

of time and dates. He takes the 40 days and nights as included in the 150 days (7:24) and the text 

as stating the length of the Flood as a solar year.95 Wenham takes the same view and states that 

the 150 days of 7:24 are the same as the 150 days of 8:3.96 

6.6 40 Days Plus 150 Days Equals 190 Days 

There are some commentators, however, who add the 40 days to the 150 days to equal 190 

days.97 In addition to Murphy, Hamilton takes this view in his Handbook on the Pentateuch.98 

However, this view adds 40 days to the Flood’s total length and runs contrary to the text’s 

calendar dates establishing the duration of the Flood. 

6.7 150 Days Mark Water Sources’ Cessation 

Another view interprets 8:1–3 as indicating that the mechanisms for the Flood were not totally 

shut down until after the 150th day. As Lange quotes Knobel,  

The 150 days, within which the destruction was accomplished, include the forty days of 

storm at the beginning. According to ch. 8:2, the rain continued all through these 150 

 
94 Jeremy D. Lyon, Qumran Interpretation of the Genesis Flood (Eugene, OR: Pickwick Publications, 

2015), 87. 
95 Goldingay, Genesis, 137. Anderson, “From Analysis to Synthesis: The Interpretation of Genesis 1–11,” 

35 also takes the 40 days as included in the 150 days. Likewise, the following: Leupold, Exposition of Genesis, 306. 
96 Wenham, “The Coherence of the Flood Narrative,” 344. Garrett, Rethinking Genesis, 25 takes the same 

position. It must be noted, however, that Garrett does not understand the text to say that the rain continued for the 
entire 150 days. Instead, he takes the 150 days to “refer to the time from the beginning of the flood until the water 
abated enough for the ark to ground” (26). 

97 E.g., James G. Murphy, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Genesis (Edinburgh: T & 
T Clark, 1863), 217. Murphy identifies the 150 days of 7:24 with the 150 days of 8:2, claiming that for half of those 
days the waters were rising (75 days?) and for half the waters were sinking (ibid., 217). 

98 Victor P. Hamilton, Handbook on the Pentateuch (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2005), 71. However, 
although he mentions the 190-day viewpoint in his Genesis commentary and suggests Ezek 4 in the Septuagint as a 
possible parallel addition of 40 days to a period of 150 days; Hamilton, The Book of Genesis Chapters 1–17, 293, 
298. 



days. Still must we distinguish its more moderated continuance from the first storm of 

rain in the forty days.99 

Lange himself agrees by stating that the initial stage of the Flood involved “forty days of the 

flood-storm” and “one hundred and ten days, thereupon, of steady rain, and of the steady rising 

of the flood—so in general one hundred and fifty days.”100 By timing the Flood from its 

inception to the grounding of the ark on the Ararat range, Blenkinsopp identifies the 150 days as 

the length of the Flood.101 

In his survey, Anderson found that forty-four percent of sources examined took the view that 

the Flood’s peak came on the 150th day.102 The conclusions reached by this paper agree most 

fully with this view. 

6.8 Implications from Survey of Views 

No biblical exegete worth his salt can rest with what appears, so far, to be a majority viewpoint. 

We must not count commentaries or scholars, we must weigh them. In other words, we must 

allow the text itself to speak louder than all the scholars who have studied the text and published 

their conclusions. So it must always be with surveys — they do not prove anything and no 

survey actually looks at every single source ever published. It is the text that must speak and 

that’s why the text has been given priority in this study. The exegetical analysis presented in the 

 
99 Lange, Genesis, 306 citing August Knobel, without full bibliographic identification — I was unable to 

locate the exact same citation in Die Genesis (Leipzig, Germany: Weidmann’sche Buckhandlung, 1852), 85, 
available online, https://www.digitale-sammlungen.de/en/view/bsb10410913?page=,1&q=%22150+Tage%22, 
accessed 28 December 2023. 

100 Lange, Genesis, 309. Other commentators also pinpoint the closure or cessation of the mechanisms for 
the Flood at the end of 150 days: Henry M. Morris, The Genesis Record: A Scientific and Devotional Commentary 
on the Book of Beginnings (Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 1976), 202 (“the waters prevailed 150 days. It was not until 
after this period that the ‘fountains of the deep’ and the ‘windows of heaven’ were shut (8:2) and the waters began to 
retreat.”), 204 (“global eruptions and downpours continuing for 150 days”).  

101 Joseph Blenkinsopp, Creation, Un-Creation, Re-Creation: A Discursive Commentary on Genesis 1–11 
(London: T & T Clark International, 2010), 139. 

102 Anderson, “Waves of Opinion,” 228. 



first sections of this paper demonstrates the text’s support of only one of the views observed in 

the commentaries. 

 

7. Concluding Summary 

Genesis 7:11–12 identifies the forty days and nights of rain with the two major mechanisms, 

implying that both contribute to the rainfall regardless of the length of time involved. In 8:1–3 

the text says those same mechanisms continued for the first 150 days of the initial and prevailing 

stages of the Flood. At this point in my research, I am yet to be convinced that the thematic or 

panel transition at 8:1 offers sufficient evidence to alter the traditional and seemingly normal 

reading of the text. In other words, without further research and data I choose to retain the 

interpretation that sees the major mechanisms of the Flood continuing their actions throughout 

the first 150 days of the Flood. I continue to follow the research of Steve Boyd and his group 

with keen interest.  
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