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Introduction

Any comprehensive study in Angelology will inevitably lead to an evaluation of Genesis 6:1-4. The pivotal interpretational issue of this passage is the identification of the “sons of God”.
  It is the aim of this paper to examine this passage and its possible ramifications upon the study of Angelology throughout the rest of Scripture. 
Interpretations of the “sons of God”
The various positions regarding the identification of the “sons of God” can be categorized into two primary divisions: The sons of God as human beings and the sons of God as divine beings (angels). Three prominent and distinct views have risen out of the paradigm of these divisions. The “dynasty rulers” and “Sethite” viewpoints makeup the primary perspectives of the first division, while the “Angel” view serves as the sole conservative position of the second division.

Sethite View:
This view has become fairly common within conservative Christian circles today. Though this view is relatively old (roughly 1700 years), it is actually the most recent view of the three main interpretations of this passage.  Beginning in the third century and especially in the Syriac church, the Sethites have commonly been identified with “the Sons of God.”
 Well known proponents of this view include Augustine, Luther, and Calvin.  
According to this view, the sons of God are men of the genealogical line of Seth. Their sin is determined to be the marrying of “daughters of men” from the ungodly line of Cain. Furthermore, the phrase “and they took for themselves wives, whomever they chose” is considered to be an allusion to an additional sin of polygamy. These marriages are seen as being a result of poor discernment by the Sethites who stained their godly line by choosing wives on the basis of the physical attractiveness of the “daughters of men”.  This corruption of the godly line of Seth is said to have naturally led to rapid degeneration and ungodliness of the proceeding generations. 
According to this view, the divisions of “the daughters of man” and “the sons of God” are drawn from the human families. The genealogies given in chapter 4 (the family of Cain) and in chapter 5 (the family of Seth) are said to provide the background for the distinctions of “daughters of men” and “sons of God.”  This preceding immediate context of the genealogies of Seth and Cain is viewed as substantial validation for this view by its proponents.

 Therefore, the Sethites sinned by marrying outside of the godly family and by multiplying wives, just because of the physical attractiveness of “the daughters of men.” From this perspective, the intermarriage endangered the purity of the godly line, and with that the promise of God, and thus explains the widespread corruption at the time of the flood in that the offspring did not fear God.


It is common for proponents of this view to make several objections to the “Angel view” to direct support for their position.  It is generally maintained by Sethite proponents that Scripture is silent in regards to the sexual function of angels.  Many would even interpret Jesus’ statements in Matthew 22:30 that “angels do not marry” to mean that they are in fact incapable of sexual activity.  

An additional argument made against the angel view relates to how Genesis 6:1-4 corresponds to the proceeding flood narrative.  This contextual argument argues against the identification of angels with the “sons of God” because it seemingly results in man being punished for the sin of angels.  This proposition asks the question of “why do the innocent suffer for the sins of the guilty, while the guilty go unpunished?
 

Evaluation: Though this view is held by many today, it is not without its issues.  One of the strongest arguments against this view is the seemingly arbitrary separations made among the descendents of Adam.  Genesis 6:1 does not designate the daughters of men as specifically coming from the line of Cain or Seth. However, if one were seeking to read into this verse that the “daughters of men” refers to women from a specific line, the preceding immediate context would invariably lead to a conclusion of them being daughters from the line of Seth.  In the giving of Seth’s genealogy in Genesis chapter 5, the phrase “and he begat sons and daughters” is repeated nine times
, whereas daughters are not mentioned at all in the giving of Cain’s genealogy in chapter four. However, this rendering directly contradicts the Sethite view which sees the “sons of God” as male Sethites and “the daughters of men” as the female descendants of the line of Cain. This issue naturally leads into an even more formidable exegetical problem with the Sethite view.  


In the Sethite view, the term ‘men’ must be interpreted differently in verse one from how it is in verse two.   The ‘men’ of verse one is universally recognized as being a generic reference to mankind.  Sethite proponents then must limit the meaning of the “daughters of men” in verse two to refer only to Cainites.  Renald Showers adequately summarizes why the term in verse two and four generically refer to all mankind and not merely the line of Cain.  “Evidence for this is seen in the fact that the Hebrew word translated “men” in these verses is singular in number (literal translation, the man), but the pronoun ‘them’ at the end of verse 1, which refers back to that noun is plural. This indicates that in these verses the noun “men”, is referring to all mankind in general.”
 Consequently, the reference to “the daughters of man” cannot be limited to the genealogy of Seth or Cain.  Rather, they simply belong to the category of human beings of the feminine gender. 

The Sethite view also has weaknesses in regards to its reasoning behind why the marriages of the “sons of God” and “the daughters of men” were so sinful that it led to the Flood punishment. Sethite proponents assert that these marriages were sinful because they corrupted the pure Sethite line and were polygamous. However, the only commands recorded in Genesis up to this point were to “be fruitful and multiply”.  Thus, it must be assumed that some kind of command was given to this end, though no evidence of such is available. 
Furthermore, the evidence for the alleged polygamous nature of these marriages is less than overwhelming and must be inferred from the text.  The plural terms in the clause “and they took for themselves wives, whomever they chose” do not necessarily mean that individual sons of God took multiple wives, but may merely mean that each one within this group of “sons of God” took a wife.  Additionally, if these marriages were in fact polygamous, there still remains the issue of there not being an explicit command against polygamy as such.  
Another key flaw of the Sethite view is its inability to adequately explain the presence of the Nephilim in these verses.  Some Sethite proponents view the Nephilim as the results of the marriages.  In this scenario, it is impossible to determine from the text how the offspring of these natural human marriages turned into the “heroes of old, men of renown”. However, some proponents simply see the Nephilim statement as merely a historical reference that they were contemporaries of the described events. Assuming Mosaic authorship, the significance of this reference to the original audience can not be ignored.
  Considering how Israel spent forty years wandering in the wilderness because they were so severely intimated by the Nephilim and failed to trust God as a result, it is unreasonable to see their reference in Genesis 6:4 as anything but significant. If the Nephilim were the resulting offspring of Sethite men and Cainite women, in what sense could this have been duplicated to see them reappear in Numbers 13:33, when such seemingly clear cut genealogical lines of Seth and Cain were non-existent?
The arguments against the Angel view used by Sethite proponents will be dealt with in more detail under the evaluation of the Angel view.  However, in regards to the question of “why mankind is punished for the sins of the angels?”, it should be noted that the Sethite view is not exempt from this line of reasoning behind this question.  For God did not only wipe out mankind but all ‘flesh’ that had the breath of life. 
The birth of the Sethite view appears to be quite suspect in light of the historical context in which it was formed. Unfortunately, both Jewish and Christian circles have had eras in which an unhealthy overemphasis on Angelology resulted in obscure speculation.  Such was the case in the third century when the Sethite view came into existence.  Though not conclusive, the seemingly lack of exegetical evidence for this view may point to a theologically motivated reinterpretation of this text.

In summary, though the Sethite view seems plausible from a distance, the particulars of the text ultimately deem this view unsatisfactory.  Furthermore, unsupportable assumptions exist throughout this theory.
  Additionally, this theory seems to create more questions about this passage than were even conceivably present before its birth. Consequently, this view fails to correlate and harmonize this passage with the rest of Scripture.  
Dynasty Rulers View:


The “dynasty rulers” view is another view that designates the “sons of God” as human, not angelic beings. This view identifies “the sons of God” of this passage with nobles, princes, or heroes who married women outside their rank and status. This view does not necessitate an emphasis on whether the daughters came specifically from the line of Seth or Cain. According to this view, the major contrast and emphasis of these marriages lies in the difference between the rank of the “sons of God” (i.e. royal) and the “daughters of men” (i.e. commoners). 


There are multiple biblical references that are used by proponents to support this view. The magistrates or administrators of justice are called ‘gods’ in Exodus 21:6; 22:8, 9, 28. The same term is used of them in Psalm 82:1, and the expression “bene elyon”, “sons of the most high,” is used of the magistrates in verse 6 of the psalm. The antiquity of this view is evidenced in the Aramaic Targums and the Greek translation of Symmachus which both render “Sons of God” in this passage as “sons of nobles” and “sons of kings” respectively.


M.G. Kline proposes a variation of this view with a more specific rendering of the “sons of God”.  He suggests that the identification should be narrowed further to refer to “divine kingship”. Furthermore, He views these dynasty rulers as coming from the Cainite line.
 Kline states that evidence for this rendering stems from “the several great kingdoms which formed the setting of Old Testament history the evidence has been amassed, showing that kings were often regarded as in one sense or another divine and that they were indeed called sons of the various gods”.
 


This view shares some similarity with the Sethite view in regards to the nature of the sin/offense of these marriages. The “dynasty rulers” view generally proposes a two-fold aspect of the sin involved with the marriages.  First, the nobles/kings sinned by looking at the “daughters of man” with sensual desire and took great numbers into their harems. The sensuality and lust was the expression of their sinful hearts. Secondly, the nature of the transgression is thought to primarily lie in polygamy. Kline sees the aspects of the sin as a paralleled extension of Lamech’s (the Cainite) sin.
  Through this sin, the rulers are said to have violated the sacred trust of their office as guardians of the general ordinances of God for human conduct.


As with the Sethite view, there are differences in opinion as to the identification of the Nephilim of verse four.  Some view the Nephilim as contemporaries of the events, while others see them as the resulting offspring of the marriages.  Those of the former opinion consider the Nephilim to be loosely connected to the narrative. Their existence is said to bring out the perverse condition of mankind, which was oppressed by men (the offspring) who gained for themselves a reputation as heroes with no or little regard for the rights of others. The latter understanding of the Nephilim (as the offspring) see them as being characterized by flagrant disobedience against God’s laws and established institutions and were focused on making a name for themselves.

Evaluation:  The ‘dynasty rulers’ view has been around much longer than the Sethite view, but it also is not without issues. The first major issue with this view is of an exegetical nature.  In verse one, ‘men’ is understood generically to refer to all men without regard to whether they came from the line of Seth, Cain or a mixture thereof.  The exegetical issue arises when proponents of this view are forced to regard the ‘daughters of men’ of verse two as a specific class/rank of people.  The primary issue with this designation is that there is no exegetical evidence to support the idea that the generic use of ‘men’ in verse one is abandoned in verse two to refer to a specific classification of ‘men’.  In a similar fashion, the expression in Genesis 6:2, “sons of God”, is not clearly explained as a reference to kings. Furthermore, the contrast between “the sons of God” and “the daughters of man” is severely diminished in this view, since both classes belong to the category of “people.”

As with the Sethite view, alleged support from other scripture references is far from a one-to-one correspondence with the phrase in question (“sons of God”). Though the totality of scripture references of judges/kings as ‘gods’ are used indiscriminately by proponents, consistency demands one to choose from only one category of references. For example, references found in Exodus (Exodus 21:6; 22:8, 9, 28) are used because they call the judges ‘gods’, not ‘sons of God’, and thus would lead the reader to see the “sons of God” in Genesis six as being the male offspring of the judges/kings (‘gods’), and not the judges/kings themselves.  However, the same proponents use the Psalm 82:6
 expression “sons of the Most High” in order to promote an equivalency between the judges “gods” of 82:1 and the “sons of God” of Genesis six.  At the very least, attempting to use the totality of these references to read their understanding into Genesis six only creates more confusion (i.e. are the ‘sons of God’ the judges/kings or their male offspring?).  The best solution seems to be that we should not force the meaning of unequal expressions upon foreign contexts, thereby creating the need for the coining of a new term to describe exegetical fallacies that go the go the extra mile beyond “illegitimate totality transfers”.  

Ironically, those within the ‘dynasty rulers’ view who make the most effort to draw contextual connections with the preceding immediate context in order to establish their identity of the “Sons of God” actually create additional difficulties in doing so.  Those who view these kings/rulers as coming specifically from the line of Cain create similar problems as Sethite proponents. Not only must they assert an arbitrary specification of the daughters of men (commoners), but also must surmise that the fact of Cain building a city (from which kings could flow) is sufficient evidence for the reader to understand “sons of God” to be a structural parallel that warrants the specific rendering of ‘rulers from the line of Cain’.  

Renald Showers finds additional logical reasoning for rejecting the ‘dynasty rulers’ view. By way of logical inference, Showers points out the absurdity of such dramatic evil resulting from only the marriages of royal men and commoner women.  He examines how intriguing it would be for marriages of aristocrat to aristocrat, commoner to commoner, daughters of aristocrats to sons of commoners would not have the corrupting effect that the specific union of sons of aristocrats to daughters of commoners would have.
 


In regards to the nature of the sin according to ‘dynasty ruler’ view, the response to the Sethite view applies here as well.  The polygamous nature must be inferred and the specific commands against polygamy in Genesis are lacking.  Furthermore, it is quite difficult to understand how the offspring of these marriages significantly led to the Flood judgment.  

The handling of the Nephilim by this view has issues in both forms in which they are interpreted.  Those who see the Nephilim as mere contemporaries create a seemingly “erratic boulder”
 within the text that fails to relate any kind of significant importance to the original readers.  This route also has to assume that they somehow ‘took advantage’ of the harsh rulers and continued to bring out the perverse nature of mankind.  Those who view the Nephilim as the offspring fail to satisfactorily explain how they relate to the ‘giants’ by which Israel’s faith in God was overcome in fear of these Nephilim.

As was the case with the Sethite view, the ‘dynasty rulers’ view appears to have a somewhat suspect history.  This view became the standard of rabbinical Judaism once the Angel view was predominately condemned in the second century.
 As such, there is a possibility that adherents to this view may have grown out of a negative reaction to the commonly held Angel view interpretation.

In conclusion, though this view is indeed very old, it fails to accurately deal with the particulars of the text, does not have legitimately corresponding scriptural support, and does not adequately explain the need for the Flood judgment. 
 Angel View:

The final view of the “sons of God” is that they are fallen angels.  This view is the most natural interpretation and seems to best fit the details of the text. This view is supported by scriptural references which use the exact same phrasing when referring to angels.
  It would be faulty hermeneutical procedure to assume that this is the meaning in Genesis 6 without regard for the specific context. However, the scriptural reference of angels as “sons of God” should cause the interpreter to evaluate the context and particulars of the text to see if this is the usage in Genesis 6 as well.   The following section will briefly cover a possible interpretation of this passage within the Angel view framework.

In Genesis 6:1, the ‘men’ should be understood generically to refer to mankind in general.  The statement of daughters being born does not infer that sons weren’t born, but is simply information that is about to be built upon in verse two.

Genesis 6:2 introduces the sons of God and illumines the importance of verse one mentioning the daughters. It is here in verse two that the “sons of God” 1.) saw that the daughters of men were beautiful, and 2.) took wives for themselves of all whom they chose.  It appears that the Angel view is the only view that does justice to the strong contrast made in the text between “sons of God” and “daughters of men”, without having to make arbitrary distinction within and between these groups. While the other views necessarily must infer that they marriages were polygamous and possibly forced, there does not seem to be anything within the words themselves that necessitate such an inference.
  If the ‘sons of God’ were merely humans, it would become necessary to speculate such things into this verse as the verse does not specifically state what the sin/offense of these marriages were. However, the offense of these marriages is quite evident if the “sons of God” are angels who have ‘crossed the line’ of God’s creation order.  God certainly never intended for Angels to marry women but for man alone to have a wife (Gen. 2:24). Further enlightenment on why these marriages led to the Flood judgment will be seen when examining the account of Noah.

Genesis 6:3 introduces God’s warning of impending judgment of man. That God’s Spirit shall not “strive with man forever, for he is indeed flesh” may give insight into the intentions of man through these unnatural marriages.  Could it be that the women and mankind in general, were receptive of these marriages in order to reach for divine status?  If this was the case, it certainly wouldn’t be the only example in Genesis 1-11 of mankind not being content with being merely human. If such was the case, then God’s pronouncement here would be a humbling reminder to them that despite their efforts, they still belong to the category of ‘flesh’ and are not intended to live forever in their current state. In light of the impending Flood, it seems best to view the 120 years as the grace-period before the judgment. It probably would have been during this time period that Noah not only built the ark but also preached righteousness (2 Peter 2:5).   

Genesis 6:4 introduces the Nephilim into the account.  As noted previously, there are differences of opinion as to the identity of the Nephilim. Any conclusion on the matter must keep in mind the original audience and their encounter with the Nephilim in Numbers 13:33, which resulted in Israel wandering in the wilderness for forty years because of their great fear of them.  

The controversy revolves around whether the Nephilim were contemporary with the marriages or were the product of the marriages. The verb in question is hāyû which can mean “were” or “arose, came to be”.  A cursory glance at the standard English translations would cause one to assume that “were” must be the obvious rendering in verse four.  However, it is interesting to note that there are several occurrences in the early chapters of Genesis that result in the “arose, came to be” rendering.
 However, there are multiple occurrences of this verb that could be used to support either rendering in verse four.  If there is not a default meaning for this verb for every use in any context, then the grammar and context must serve as the final determiner of its meaning. Which rendering does Genesis 6:4 favor? Meredith G. Kline argues strongly for the “arose, came to be” rendering in this verse because of the reference to going in to the daughters of men and to their bearing children, with the idea that that the offspring were the Nephilim.
  He states concerning the matter that “ if the author’s intention had been to say nothing more than that the Nephilim-Gibborim were contemporary with the marriages mentioned, he would have simply referred to those marriages in language similar to or even identical with that in verse 2. But his reference to the conjugal act and to childbearing finds justification only if he is describing the origin of the Nephilim-Gibborim”
. The meaning would then be that the mighty, renowned Nephilim arose out of the marriages. It is also possible that the very placement of verse four after verses 1–3 favors the idea that the Nephilim are a result. 


The phrase “and also afterward” causes significant problems for Sethite adherents if the Nephilim are the offspring of the marriages.  As previously noted, clear cut lines of Seth and Cain would not be existent to produce ‘Nephilim’ in the time of Moses (Num. 13:33).  This seems to be an unstated motivation for Sethite proponents to want (i.e. need) to render the verb in question as “were”, in order to avoid yet another insurmountable difficulty. 

Understanding the Nephilim as the offspring of the marriages logically connects them as the “mighty men who were of old, men of renown.”
  It is appropriate at this time to ask the question of “what exactly is special about these offspring that they warrant such fame?”  This is a question that essentially is unanswerable within the ‘Sethite’ and ‘dynasty rulers’ paradigms.  However, if one puts the pieces together within the Angel view, the answer is so readily available that the question need not even be asked.  

The occurrence of the Nephilim in Numbers 13:33 yields significant light on the matter of how and why they would receive such fame.  In this context the spies are reporting back to Israel what they found in the land of Canaan.  Despite the fact that the land was, as Joshua notes, “exceedingly good” and “flowing with milk and honey” (Num.14:7,9), the other spies were consumed with fear of the people they saw there.  They reported that the people were 1.) “stronger than we are”, 2.) “All the people were of great size”. They continue to state that “We saw the Nephilim there” and that “we seemed like grasshoppers in our own eyes, and we looked the same to them.”  Some have attempted to downplay this statement as extreme exaggeration, or even hypothesize that “the Israelites probably believed that there existed giants because of megalithic remains in the land and massive Late Bronze Age fortifications, which made their cities appear to have been “walled up to heaven” (Deut 1:28; 9:1 ).”
  It would seem odd for the spies to have such great fear of these people if they were merely average sized men who happened to be great warriors, since not even two years prior to this report they were delivered from the mighty Egyptian chariot army. If the Nephilim here were merely “great warriors” it seems odd that the renowned Egyptian chariot army would not receive such a designation. Such downplays of this verse do not do justice to the reality of what is being reported by these spies.  

It is important to note that the statement of the size difference between the spies and the Nephilim is not only from the perspective of the spies. “and we looked the same to them” seems to indicate that they were recognized as inferior in size from the perspective of the Nephilim as well.  This establishes that the spies were not imagining this size difference. The spies’ comparatively small size stood out equally as much to the Nephilim as the Nephilims’ great size stood out to the spies. There remains only one conclusion to the evidence of the spies report; there were giants in the land.  

Therefore, it must be kept in mind that when the original audience of Genesis hears of the Nephilim in 6:4, the images of the giants found in the land of Canaan during the spies expedition is going to be particularly vivid in their minds. Thus, the unnatural union of fallen angels and human women brought about the otherwise unexplainable existence of a ‘super-human’ race of giants.  The idea that the Nephilim giants were the offspring of the fallen host and human females was not unique to Judaism. This understanding was likely behind the Greek, Roman, and Egyptian mythologies, as well as those of India and the near east. All these beliefs resulted not as mere inventions of fertile human imagination, but as a corruption of antediluvian truths which were distorted when their origin was forgotten over time.


It is not difficult to imagine how the exploits of giants would warrant such fame.  The fame of the giant Goliath whom David fought serves as an interesting example.  Goliath was merely a descendent from the giants in Gath (2 Sam. 21:22).  As such, it is quite plausible that Goliath was a ‘watered down’ version of the Nephilim (his ancestors c.f. Num. 13:33).  Goliath was the direct offspring of giants
 and not that of angels and human women.  Thus, it seems logically possible that Goliath may have not even ‘held a candle’ to his distant ancestors, the Nephilim. 

It is crucial to note the drastic differences between so called ‘giants’ of our time and the genuine giants of antiquity.  The exceedingly tall people today (those over eight feet) are not a result of super-human genes, but rather suffer from a pituitary gland disorder.  These modern abnormally tall people hardly compare to the biblical and historical evidence of the giants.  The giants of the Bible are infamous for their incredible and ferocious warrior capabilities.  The ‘giants’ of today generally have difficulty walking or even supporting themselves.  As a result of their pituitary gland disorder, they typically have drastically shortened life spans as well.  The giants of antiquity were significantly larger than the giants of today and were clearly superior in terms of functionality.
 

Angel view’s correspondence to the Flood narrative:  Before responding to the common objections to the Angel view, it is necessary to examine how the proceeding (Flood) context relates to Genesis 6:4 within an Angel view interpretation. Verses 1-4 are contextually best viewed as an introduction to the Flood, as well as a brief explanation of the causes that led to the judgment. Genesis 6:9 is of particular interest in light of the Angel view rendering of the events.  This verse reads in the NKJV as follows: “This is the genealogy of Noah. Noah was a just man, perfect [tamim] in his generations. Noah walked with God.” The Hebrew word tamim, translated here as “perfect,” means “physically without blemish.” As the first sentence makes clear, it’s referring to the genealogy of Noah; it does not refer to moral perfection.
 What is the support for the ‘physical’ rendering in this context and what exactly could it be referring to?


The answer seems to lie in the effect of the unions described in Genesis 6:1-4.  Within the understanding that the “sons of God” were fallen angels, the offspring of their unions with human women points to an intriguing, yet disturbing conclusion; the offspring were not fully human.  Through the violation of God’s creation order/intention, the fallen angels and human women involved would have successfully introduced a corruption into the human race.  As time progressed and the Nephilim bred more of their kind, and the corrupted (not fully human) race would have rapidly increased.  The increase would have been particularly forceful in light of what history tells us of these giants.  They clearly would have dominated the natural man in every way, which would also lead to an increase of their (giant) kind and a decrease in the number of ‘genetically uncorrupted’ men.  These possibilities bring us to a better understanding of what may have been meant by Noah being “perfect in his generations”.  Could it be that Noah’s immediate family line was unique to that of the majority of the world at the time in that it had not been infected with the corrupted angelic/human mixture?  If the Angel view is correct, then this conclusion about Noah and his family is both highly likely and internally consistent with the events that were unfolding in Genesis 6. The fact that Noah “walked with God” quite possibly was a significant contributor to his descendents not being corrupted/mixed.

The relation of Genesis 6:1-4 to the proceeding context can thus be summarized in the corruption induced upon mankind as a result of the union of fallen angels with human women which ultimately led to the Flood judgment.
Objections to the Angel View
Contextual argument:


The seemingly strongest argument against the Angel view is the contextual argument which argues against the identification of angels with the “sons of God” because it results in man being punished for the sin of angels.  This argument is asking the question of “why do the innocent suffer for the sins of the guilty, while the guilty go unpunished?”
 The response to this proposition does not argue against the logical validity of the claim, but rather, the premise behind it.  This underlying premise assumes that the humans were merely victims of a cosmic scheme in which they contributed nothing to the sin.  This assumption clearly does not line-up with the details of Genesis 6.  

The first piece of evidence that should be considered is that the marriages of Genesis 6 were indeed marriages and not merely one time ‘sexual encounters’, whereupon the ‘daughters of men’ were simply defenseless victims.  The fact that these were marriages seems to imply that both the ‘daughters’ and the human fathers who gave them away were of full consent to these unions.  


Secondly, God’s statement in verse 3 that “My spirit shall not strive with man forever, for he is indeed flesh” appears to give insight to what the intentions of mankind joining together with these angels may have been. Genesis has several instances within the primeval period in which mankind proves to not be content with their human status.   In Genesis 3, the desire to “be as the gods” (KJV) seems to have been part of the desire which Eve gave in to.  The building of the Tower of Babel also seems to stem from a similar motivation. Could Genesis 6:1-4 be presenting an instance where mankind manifests their discontent with their human status and mix together with angels in order to reach for pro-longed life and immortality?
 

In Genesis 6:5, it is stated that the “wickedness of man was great in the earth, and that every imagination of the thoughts of his heart was only evil continually.”  There were probably several factors that played a role in the great wickedness of man.  First, it should be kept in mind with whom they have mingled with in these marriages. Fallen angels are certainly not known for affecting man toward holiness.  The non-canonical book of I Enoch
 proposes that the fallen angels instructed man in the ways of all sorts of iniquities.
 With these things in mind, it easy to see how true man’s state in Genesis 6:5 really is.  

Despite man’s effort to unnaturally enter into the realm of the divine, their offspring, the Nephilim, were nonetheless still “flesh” and bound to the earth (vs. 3, 4).  The Nephilim were notorious for their warrior prowess in both pre and post Flood occurrences.  Their great capability for violence is often thought to be a significant contributor to the repeated statement that “the earth was filled with violence” (Gen. 6:11, 13). 

Ironically, though it is the opponents of the Angel view who claim that it does not fit the nature of the judgment, it appears their conclusions render absolutely no fruit in dealing with the totality of the judgment.  Genesis 6:7 states that God was going to destroy “men and animals, and creatures that move along the ground, and birds of the air--for I am grieved that I have made them.” How can the competing views explain the destruction of the animals and other creatures?  The effects of socially mixed or religiously mixed marriages don’t lend any kind of explanation why God would be “grieved” that he made animals and the other creatures. However, the monstrosities resulting from angels and human women marrying offer several possibilities that readily explain this situation.  

One possible explanation is that the Nephilim introduced the killing and eating of animals which might be what is being described in I Enoch 2:5-6.
 It has been suggested that by some commentators that before the Flood men only ate plants. Support for this theory is linked to God giving Noah permission to eat animals after the flood in Genesis 9:3.


It is not certain, but the second occurrence of the Nephilim in the OT in Numbers 13:32 may be indicating the cannibalistic nature of the Nephilim that I Enoch describes. While speaking in great fear of the people of the land, the spies report that “the land devours those living in it”.  The word “devours” often means literally to ‘eat’.
 Though it is quite possible that the spies were speaking in figurative terms, the possibility that the Nephilim were literally cannibals should not be discarded without consideration.  

Yet another possibility is that the fallen angels introduced new forms of iniquity to man in regards to the animals.  It is possible that the fallen angels may have introduced sinful corruptions of God’s created order through means of bestiality and the mixing of unlike animals so as to go against God’s order of them producing “after their kind”.
  If this were the case, then God’s instruction to Noah to bring the particular designations of creatures “after their kind” may be an indication of God’s plan to rescue both Noah and the animals from corruption.  
Angels do not marry argument:


The argument against the Angel view that angels “do not marry” is typically the sole basis upon which most deem the Angel view “untenable”.  In Matthew 22:30 Jesus responds to the Sadducees saying, “For in the resurrection they neither marry nor are given in marriage, but are like the angels in heaven.”  Generally, this verse is interpreted even further to mean that not only do they not marry but that they also cannot procreate as well.  The position that angels only appear as men when they are manifested in human form is accepted here as true.  As such, there is no argument against the idea of angels being incapable of producing “baby angels”, as there is no evidence of ‘female’ angels. However, such truths do not seem to have direct significance with the issues involved with Genesis 6. In Genesis 6, it is not a case of angels marrying angels, but rather, fallen angels taking on human form and marrying human women.  

Furthermore, as Renald Showers observes, Jesus’ statement is qualified to involve angels “in heaven”
.  This denotes that Jesus is speaking of elect angels, and certainly not the fallen angels of Jude 6 who “kept not their first estate, but left their own habitation”.  Stephen Quayle suggests the following as the best interpretation of Jesus’ teaching:


What makes the most sense is that since celestial beings are deathless, there is 



no need for procreation. Thus there is no need for a marriage and children.


Following the resurrection, the same will be true of mankind just as it is now 


for the angels. Thus, Jesus did not say that angels could not have sex, only that



they had no need for it (and most likely were forbidden from it).


Such an interpretation of Jesus’ statement seems best for several reasons.  First, the question Jesus is responding to involved a situation where a ‘kinsman’ needed to marry a widow.  One purpose of such a practice was to carry on the family name/line, which is indicated in verse 24 from the statement of the initial husband dieing, “having no children”.  
Secondly, Jesus’ statement of the questioners not knowing “the power of God” is the first indicator of the supernatural nature of the resurrection.  This thought is confirmed in Jesus’ OT references, whereby the present tense of God being (“I AM”) the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob refutes the Sadducees beliefs. Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob were not without life or non-existent, but rather were alive with God in a very real way.  Therefore, the power of God in keeping believers alive throughout eternity negates the functional need for marriage, as there is no need to propagate.

Implications upon Old Testament Passages

With the validity of the Angel view having now been established, it is necessary to synthesize this interpretation of Genesis 6 with the rest of Scripture.  Whereas the other competing views of Genesis 6 have little to no implicational effect upon the rest of Scripture, the Angel view involves many possible ramifications. 
Genesis 3:15:


In the pronouncing of judgment upon the serpent (Satan) for his involvement in the Fall of man, God speaks what theologians have come to call the “protoevangelium”.  It is here that God states, “And I will put enmity between thee and the woman, and between thy seed and her seed; it shall bruise thy head, and thou shalt bruise his heel.”  The latter half of this verse is commonly applied to the Messiah (Eve’s seed) defeating Satan.  But what is to be said about the first half of the verse? Most seem to generalize it to simply mean that the Messiah’s agenda and Satan’s agenda are hostile toward each other.  While this is certainly true, this thought does not deal with the details of the enmity that will be present specifically between Eve’s seed and Satan’s seed.  Theologians specifically note that Jesus was the promised Messiah that was to come from “Eve’s seed”, thus interpreting “Eve’s seed” literally
, in that “seed” literally represents a descendent of Eve and the term is not “spiritualized”.  However, most interpret Satan’s “seed” figuratively without particular reason from the text. 


Within the Angel view paradigm, the reference to Satan’s “seed” can be interpreted in the same literal fashion in which the woman’s “seed” is.  Employing such hermeneutical consistency in this passage seems to offer intriguing insight into the events of Genesis 6.  If Satan’s “seed” is to be interpret literally (as the woman’s “seed” is), then the offspring of the fallen angels could legitimately be described as the “seed” of their leader, Satan. Such a proposition assumes that the events of Genesis 6 were not merely random iniquities which led to judgment, but that they were intentionally apart of Satan’s plan and enmity between the “seed” of the woman. 


How exactly would the events of Genesis 6 be a part of Satan’s enmity against the ‘seed’ of woman? It seems to be a valid possibility that Satan may have been attempting to corrupt the human line (Eve’s ‘seed’) through which the messiah was to come and defeat him.
  Thus, if this were the case, then it would serve as one of the earliest attempts of Satan to foil God’s redemptive plans for man, but certainly not the last.  Satan’s attempts to prevent God’s redemptive plan that was to be accomplished through the Messiah can be seen all throughout Scripture.

Conquest of Canaan:

The reoccurrence of the Nephilim in Numbers 13:33 prompts the need to consider the nature of the conquest of Canaan.  Their reoccurrence should not come as a drastic surprise. In Genesis 6:4, the phase that the Nephilim were in the earth in those days (time of Noah) and “and also afterward” hints toward the fact that man had not seen the last of Nephilim. Naturally, the Angel view is able to offer some insight into why the Israelites were so terrified of the people found in the land of Canaan.  The nature of how Joshua, in following God’s command, “destroyed with the sword every living thing in it--men and women, young and old, cattle, sheep and donkeys” (Josh. 6:21) is of particular interest for this discussion. 

Several sound conclusions have been put forth for why this seemingly harsh policy was in place.  In line with what the rest of the OT testifies as to the beliefs and practices found in the land of Canaan, it is a valid conclusion that their destruction was necessary to protect the religious purity of Israel. Furthermore, as Dr. George Meisinger has pointed out, Genesis 15:6 strongly suggests that God’s enactment of Israel’s conquest at this specific time in history served a secondary purpose of implementing judgment upon the Amorites when their sin had “reached its full measure”.
 Another secondary reason may have been to protect the purity of the Jewish line from disintegrating/dissolving.  

While these conclusions certainly have substantial merit, the Angel view seems to open the possibility of another reason for these annihilations.  The reference to the Nephilim being present in the land seems to suggest that Satan may have attempted a similar scheme as in Genesis 6.  From the time of God promising Abraham this land, Satan would have had roughly four hundred years to try and foil God’s promises.  However, this time around, the purpose of introducing the Nephilim into the land was probably slightly different in that their physical strength could prevent Israel from being able to enter the land at all.  The first spying out of the land in Numbers 13 would then be an example of such a plan being effective in part.

If this were the case, it would fit very well with the traditional reasons listed above for the complete annihilation of the Canaanite cities.  In their sin, the Amorites may have willfully accepted such an introduction of the Nephilim.  Furthermore, what is known about the religious practices of the Nephilim would only strengthen the “religious purity” reasoning.  Also, the “Jewish line purity” reasoning for annihilation would clearly be bolstered as well.  The previously suggested possible ways in which the animals of Genesis 6 may have corrupted, might also shed light on why the animals are destroyed as well.
 
Other Occurrences of Giants:


When considering the amount of trouble giants inflicted upon the young Israel nation, it would be odd for the Bible to not give any kind of inkling as to their origin. The Angel view appears to be the only logical explanation for the many occurrences of giants throughout the OT. Furthermore, the giants’ origin according to the Angel view seems to magnify the power of God.  Taking the famous event of David and Goliath as an example, the significance of the defeat is magnified if Goliath is more than just an unexplainable ‘random’ giant.  If Goliath was a result of one of Satan’s many schemes, then Goliath’s defeat by the little Israelite boy serves as a very literal example of the truth found in I John 4:4
.  Also, in light of Goliath having four giant brothers, perhaps David took five stones with him knowing that God was powerful enough to deliver him from anything.
Implications upon New Testament Passages

Jude 6-7:


This passage reveals that there are fallen angels who have been bound prematurely in everlasting lasting chains until the “judgment on the great Day”.  Some have said that the sin that caused these angels to be bound is that of the original angelic rebellion.  If this were the case, then it would seem that all angels (including Satan) would be bound as well.
 However, it is quite evident from Scripture (and experience) that Satan and other fallen angels are free and well at work in the world.  Furthermore, the sin that resulted in these angels being bound in Tartarus is revealed to be a specific category of sin, separate from the angelic rebellion.  

Verse 7 introduces a comparison showing a likeness between the angels of verse 6 and the cities of Sodom and Gomorrah. The likeness between them lies deeper than the fact that both were guilty of committing sin. It extends to the fact that both were guilty of the same identical sin. The text indicates that the fallen angels left their own domain and indulged in sexual immorality, going after “strange” or “other” flesh, in the same manner in which Sodom and Gomorrah had.  Outside of the Angel view understanding, the transgression of the angels in this passage becomes impossible to place with anything else described in Scripture. This would be particularly odd, especially sense Jude is intentionally using ‘common’ examples to illustrate a basic truth. The Angel view of Genesis 6 can thus be seen to give meaning and coherency to this otherwise cryptic passage.
2 Peter 2:4:


The implications of the Angel view upon this passage are very similar to the Jude passage. Peter’s whole argument is based on the illustration of several examples. It is a common literary and communicative truth that examples, when not explained, can be presumed to be well-known to the original readers. The other two examples of the Flood and Sodom and Gomorrah are certainly well known examples as they both occur in Scripture.  If the first example is referring to the initial angelic rebellion (as some suggest), then the connection would have to be implied by inference, as it hardly would be obvious to the original readers.  However, the Angel view synthesizes very nicely with this passage, especially in light of the historical evidence that the Angel view was very popular during this time period.
1 Peter 3:19-20:


This passage is particularly confounding when read without the aid of the Angel view interpretation of Genesis 6.  It would be particularly odd if God placed  the ‘spirits’ of men who sinned through religiously or socially (status) mixed marriages in a special prison of judgment separate from all the other sinners of history. Furthermore, it is equally as difficult to imagine why such sins would warrant the visitation and proclamation of the crucified Christ.  Clearly, the Angel view is the only perspective that offers any kind of reasonable understanding of this passage.  

In light of Jude 6 and 2 Peter 2:4, the Angel view most naturally leads to the conclusion that these ‘spirits’ are the angels who sinned in marrying human women in Genesis 6.  The reason for Christ proclaiming to these specific spirits could then be postulated to be because they had intentions to thwart the Christ’s incarnation (and redemptive plan in general).  Thus, Christ may have been proclaiming His victory and their officially sealed doom.

1 Corinthians 11:10:

“Therefore the woman ought to have (a symbol of) authority on her head, because of the angels.”   

This verse serves at yet another example of references to angels that is can seem hopelessly cryptic when viewed outside of the Angel view perspective.  When viewed from the Angel view ‘paradigm’, this reference to the angels can begin to make sense.  The preceding immediate context deals with woman having been made from and for man (vs. 8, 9).   In light of the angel reference, the idea here may be that she was not made for angels, and the veiling indicates she is under the authority of her husband. Nonetheless, because of the briefness of this reference, it is difficult to come to a conclusive interpretation of this passage, though the Angel view seems to aid toward a better understanding.
Luke 17:26/Matthew 24:37:


It is uncertain whether the Angel view yields any genuine implications upon this passage.  It is certain that Jesus’ primary thrust lies in the imminent yet “unexpectedness” nature of His return (Matt. 24:42).  This is clear from the two examples in which the people were unaware of their impending doom the moment it came upon them.  However, it becomes difficult to know whether more should be understood from the Noah example, in light of how it is commonly linked with the Sodom and Gomorrah event elsewhere.
   It is hard to tell whether the employing of these two examples implies that the time immediately preceding Christ’s second coming will also involve similar manifestations of total disregard for God, leaving the people of the time completely taken by surprise at His coming just as the people of the two examples were when their judgment came.
Conclusion


In summary, while the three mainline views of Genesis 6:1-4 each have their adherents and unique perspectives, they in no way share equal support from the details of this text, nor cohesiveness with the rest of Scripture.  Despite the theological objections raised against it, the Angel view appears to best handle the details found in Genesis 6:1-4.  Furthermore, the Angel view has proven to have the strongest correspondence to the immediate Flood context.  

Consequently, it is no surprise that the Angel view has been found to bring a unity to both Old and New Testament passages in which all the pieces begin to fit together.  This unity serves as a valuable confirmation of the validity of the Angel view that is absent in the competing views.  This study has also attempted to examine possible implications of the Angel view that go beyond the obvious.  As such, many of the suggested possible implications found in this paper should be taken for what they are – suggestions and possibilities that should not be taken as clear, ‘dogmatic’ truths. Nonetheless, consideration of these possible implications has been both a profitable and enjoyable experience.
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