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9. WHO ARE THE "SONS OF GOD" IN GENESIS 6:1-8?
Moral and spiritual conditions in the antediluvian world had deteriorated with the passing years, not only among the Cainites but eventually among the Sethites as well. Materialism and ungodliness abounded, except for the small remnant connected with the line of the promised Seed, along with those few who may have been influenced by the witness of such men as Enoch.

Then, in the days of Noah, a strange and terrible event took place, leading rapidly to such a tidal wave of violence and wickedness over the earth that there was no longer any remedy but utter destruction. The "sons of God" saw the "daughters of men" and took them as their wives, the children of such unions being "giants in the earth," mighty men of renown, monsters not only in size but also in wickedness (Genesis 6:1, 2, 4).

In Genesis 6:2 which tells us the "sons of God" took wives from among the "daughters of men." We have the following three different interpretations of the term "sons of God": 

1. It refers to the sons of the godly line of Seth and the "daughters of men" to refer to the ungodly line of the Cainites. 

2. It refers to despots, powerful dynastic rulers. 

3. In keeping with the use of "sons of God" in Job, the term refers to fallen angels who mated with the daughters of men to produce an extremely wicked and powerful progeny that led to the extreme wickedness of Noah's day. Most who hold to this latter view find further support in 2 Peter 2:4-6 and Jude 6-7. 

The interpretation of Genesis 6:1-8 hinges upon the definition of three key terms: 

1. the sons of God (verses 2,4); 

2. the daughters of men (verses 2,4); and 

3. the Nephilim (verse 4). 

9.1 Human Beings
The "sons of God" are generally said by those who hold this view to be the godly men of the Sethite line. The "daughters of men" are thought to be the daughters of the ungodly Cainite. The first Christian writers to suggest this interpretation were Chrysostom and Augustine.

In Israel, separation was a vital part of the religious responsibility of those who truly worshipped God. What took place in chapter six was the breakdown in the separation which threatened the godly seed through whom Messiah was to be born. This breakdown was the cause of the flood which would follow. It destroyed the ungodly world and preserved righteous Noah and his family, through whom the promise of Genesis 3:15 would be fulfilled. The Nephilim are the ungodly and violent men who are the product of this unholy union.

9.1.1 Evidences for this interpretation
In support of their identification as men, there are several reasons: 

1. The major support for this interpretation is the context of chapters 4:16-17 and 5:32. Chapter four describes the ungodly generation of Cain, while in chapter five we see the godly Sethite line. 

2. The term "sons of God" could easily refer to men, since it is used elsewhere of godly men (Deuteronomy 14:1; Isaiah 43:6; Hosea 1:10; 11:1). 

3. The concept of sonship, based on God's election, is common in the Old Testament (Exodus 4:22; Deuteronomy 14:1; Psalm 73:15; Jeremiah 31:20). 

4. The concept of a holy line is seemingly established (Genesis 4:26). 

5. Hebrew indicates continuity from the previous chapter. 

6. Warning against marriage between believers and unbelievers are a common theme throughout the Pentateuch. 

9.1.2 Problems of this interpretation
The problems of this interpretation are as follows: 

1. Nowhere are the Sethites called "the sons of God." 

2. No evidence that the lines are kept totally separate. The theory does not account for Adam and Eve's other children. 

3. In Noah's time he alone was holy. 

4. The term for men is general. It would need further classification to be understood otherwise. 

5. Why stress only the union of godly men with ungodly women? What about the "daughters of God"? Were they being married to "sons of men"? 

6. It could not provide a satisfactory answer to the occurrence of the giants and universal violence. 

9.1.2.1 Nowhere are the Sethites called "the sons of God" 
First and foremost this interpretation does not provide definitions that arise from within the passage or which even adapt well to the text. Nowhere are the Sethites called "the sons of God." 

The interpretation of the passage obviously turns on the meaning of the phrase "sons of God" (Hebrew transliteration, bene elohim). In the New Testament, this term is used with reference to all who have been born again through personal faith in Christ (John 1:12; Romans 8:14), and the concept of spiritual relationship of believers to God as analogous to that of children to a father is also found in the Old Testament (Psalm 73:15; Hosea 1:10; Deuteronomy 32:5; Exodus 4:22; Isaiah 43:6). The concept of sonship based on God's election is indeed common in the Old Testament, but none of these examples cited above does the phrase "sons of God" appear; furthermore, in each case the meaning is not really parallel to the meaning here in Genesis. 

Neither the descendants of Seth nor true believers of any sort have been previously referred to in Genesis as sons of God in any kind of spiritual sense and, except for Adam himself, they could not have been sons of God in a physical sense. Such a description would apply only to Adam (Luke 3:38) and to the angels, whom God had directly created (Psalm 148:2, 5; 104:4; Colossians 1:16).

9.1.2.2 No evidence that the lines are kept totally separate
The contrast between the godly line of Seth and the ungodly line of Cain may be overemphasized. It is not certain that the line of Seth, as a whole, was godly. While all of the Cainite line appears to be godless, only a handful of the Sethites are said to be godly. The theory does not account for Adam and Eve's other children. The point which Moses makes in chapter 5 is that God has preserved a righteous remnant through whom His promises to Adam and Eve will be accomplished. 

9.1.2.3 In Noah's time he alone was holy
One has the distinct impression that few were godly in these days (cf. Genesis 6:5-7, 12). The sons of Seth were surely not all godly men; so why should they be called sons of God? It seems that only Noah and his family could be called righteous at the time of the flood (Genesis 6:8-9). Would God have failed to deliver any who were righteous?

9.1.2.4 The term for men is general
Also, the "daughters of men" can hardly be restricted to only the daughters of the Cainites. In verse 1 Moses wrote, "Now it came about, when men began to multiply on the face of the land, and daughters were born to them" (Genesis 6:1). It is difficult to conclude that the "men" here are not men in general or mankind. It would follow that the reference to their "daughters" would be equally general. 

9.1.2.5 Why stress only the union of godly men with ungodly women?
The term could be a class designation for "womankind," in contradistinction to the class of sons of God or angelic beings. Further, it would seem strange to confine the supposed human marriages to those of godly men with ungodly women. Intermarriage between two strains of humanity would most likely include godly women with ungodly men (sons of men with daughters of God). Why stress only the union of godly men with ungodly women? What about the "daughters of God"? Were they being married to "sons of men"? What justification would we have for confining "daughters of men" to godly women? To conclude that the "daughters of men" in verse two is some different, more restrictive group is to ignore the context of the passage. 

9.1.2.6 It could not provide a satisfactory answer to the occurrence of the giants and universal violence
If it merely means that the sons of Seth began to marry the daughters of Cain, then why did not the writer simply say so, and thus avoid all this confusion? Such interpretation could not provide a satisfactory answer to the occurrence of the giants and universal violence. Such an awful irruption of abnormality and wickedness burst forth on the earth could only be explained by a demoniacally supernatural cause.

9.1.3 Conclusion
For these reasons and others, I must conclude that this view is exegetically unacceptable. While it meets the test of orthodoxy it fails to submit to the laws of interpretation.

9.2 Despots
This interpretation has its roots in antiquity. It was suggested by both the Aramaic Targums and the Greek Translation of Symmachus. According to this approach the "sons of God" are despots, nobles, dynastic rulers, and kings. These ambitious despots lusted after power and wealth and desired to become "men of a name" that is, somebodies (cf. Genesis 11:4)! Their sin was not intermarriage between two groups - whether two worlds, (angels and man), two religious communities (Sethite and Cainite), or two social classes (royal and common) - but that the sin was polygamy. In this transgression the "sons of God" frequently violated the sacred trust of their office as guardians of the general ordinances of God for human conduct. 

9.2.1 Evidences for this interpretation
In support of their identification as despots, there are several reasons: 

1. Magistrates or administrators of justice are often referred to as gods (Exodus 21:6; 22:8, 9, 28; Psalm 82:1, 6). Some Bible scholars believe they refer to despots, powerful rulers.n the Old Testament, the Hebrew word for God, Elohim, is used for men in positions of authority. "Then his master shall bring him unto the judges who acted in God's name" (Exodus 21:6, following the marginal reading of the NASV). "God takes His stand in His own congregation; He judges in the midst of the rulers" (literally, the gods, Psalm 82:1, cf. also 82:6).

2. A thematic parallelism exists between Biblical motifs and the Sumero-Babylonians antediluvian traditions. 

3. Kings are often referred to in ancient Near Eastern literature as sons of deities (2 Samuel 7:14). Some scholars have sought to define the expression "the sons of God" by comparing it with the languages of the Ancient Near East. It is interesting to learn that some rulers were identified as the son of a particular god. In Egypt, for example, the king was called "the son of Re" (the sun god). 

9.2.2 Problems of this interpretation
The problems of this interpretation are as follows: 

1. Scripture never speaks of kings in a group as sons of deity. While pagan kings were referred to as sons of a foreign deity, no Israelite king was so designated. True, nobles and those in authority were occasionally called "gods," but not the "sons of God." This definition chooses to ignore the precise definition given by the Scriptures themselves.

2. There is no evidence that a monarchical system of rulers had been established in the line of Cain.

3. It is difficult to understand why something as familiar as kingship should be expressed so indirectly. The whole idea of power hungry men, seeking to establish a dynasty by the acquisition of a harem seems forced on the passage. Who would ever have found this idea in the text itself? 

4. There is no evidence that the expression "sons of God" was borrowed from contemporary literature.

5. The definition of the Nephilim as being merely violent and tyrannical men seems inadequate. Why should these men be sorted out for special consideration if they were merely like all the other men of that day (cf. Genesis 6:11,12)? Needs the connection of v.4, but the "mighty men" are the Nephilim, not the children of the union. 

9.2.3 Conclusion
While the despot view does less violence to the text than does the Cainite/Sethite view, it seems to me to be inadequate.

9.3 Fallen Angels
According to this view, the "sons of God" of verses 2 and 4 are fallen angels, which have taken the form of masculine human-like creatures. These angels married women of the human race (either Cainites or Sethites) and the resulting offspring were the Nephilim. The Nephilim were giants with physical superiority and therefore established themselves as men of renown for their physical skill and military might. This race of half human creatures was wiped out by the flood, along with mankind in general, who were sinners in their own right (Genesis 6:11-12). 

A wide variety of commentators regard the sons of God as fallen, wicked, angelic beings who cohabited with the fair "daughters of men" in a most unnatural way. This interpretation is an ancient one. It is found in the Book of Enoch, a pseudepigraph dating from the last two centuries B.C.:

"And it came to pass when the children of men had multiplied that in those days were born unto them beautiful and comely daughters. And the angels, the children of heaven, saw and lusted after them, and said to one another: 'Come, let us choose us wives from among the children of men and beget us children'" (Enoch 6:1, 2).
This was also the view of Philo, Josephus, most of the rabbinical writers, and the oldest church fathers - Justin, Tertullian, Cyprian, Ambrose and Lactantius.

9.3.1 Evidences for this interpretation
Supporting the view that they are angelic beings, we suggest these considerations: 

1. The term "sons of God" refers only to angels (Job 1; 38:7; Psalm 29:1; 89:7). 

2. The Septuagint renders the phrase "sons of God" as "angels of God" (Job 1). 

3. 2 Peter 2:4-5 and Jude 6-7 describe the unnatural angelic sexual sin. 

4. It provides a valid reason for the judgment of God upon angels who sinned peculiarly and are especially bound (2 Peter 2:4-5; Jude 6-7). 

5. The context emphasizes the unusual nature of the relationship which produced "giants" (Genesis 6:1-4). 

6. Pagan literature often refers to Titans and other offspring of deities and humans. Genesis 6 indicates the roots of this tradition. 

7. Christ says holy angels do not marry; He does not rule out gender when wicked angels take human form (Matthew 22:29-30). 

9.3.1.1 The term "sons of God" refers only to angels
My basic presupposition in approaching our text is that we should let the Bible define its own terms. If biblical definitions are not to be found then we must look at the language and culture of contemporary peoples. But the Bible does define the term "the sons of God" for us.

"Now there was a day when the sons of God came to present themselves before the Lord, Satan also came among them" (Job 1:6).
"Again there was a day when the sons of God came to present themselves before the Lord, and Satan came among them to present himself before the Lord" (Job 2:1).
"When the morning stars sang together, and all the sons of God shouted for joy?" (Job 38:7, cf. Psalm 89:6; Daniel 3:25).
Outside of Genesis 6 the exact term "the sons of God" (Hebrew transliteration, bene elohim) is used exclusively to the angels (Job 1:6; 2:1; 38:7). A very similar form (bar elohim) is used in Daniel 3:25, and also refers either to an angel or to a theophany. The term "sons of the mighty" (bene elohim) is used in Psalm 29:1 and also Psalm 89:6, and again refers to angels. Angels are termed elohim, bene elohim, or bene elim because they belong to a class of mighty beings. The references cited to support the other view do not use bene elohim. Then, the term should be understood as in other Biblical usage as of angels. 

9.3.1.2 The Septuagint renders the phrase "sons of God" as "angels of God"
It is significant that the Septuagint renders the phrase "sons of God" as "angels of God" (Job 1). This was the Old Testament version in dominant used in the Apostolic period, and thus this would be the way the phrase would have been read by Christ and His apostles. The apocryphal book of Enoch was extant then, as well, and was apparently known to the New Testament writers (Jude 14); and it intensely elaborated this angelic interpretation. This was also the meaning placed on the passage by the Greek translators of the Septuagint, by Josephus, and by all the other ancient Jewish interpreters and the earliest Christian writers.

9.3.1.3 2 Peter 2:4-5 and Jude 6-7 describe the unnatural angelic sexual sin
The language of both 2 Peter and Jude seems to describe the very type of unusual sexual sin that would have been involved. In 2 Peter the author sets forth the sure destruction of false teachers whose chief characteristics involve a denial of Christ's redemption and right to rule and a devotedness to sensual satisfaction (2 Peter 2:1-3, 12-15, 18). As mentioned, it is significant that here as well as in Jude the angelic sin is compared with sex perversion, as in Sodom and Gomorrah.

The language in Jude is pointed. The phrase "since they in the same way as these indulged in gross immorality and went after strange flesh" (Jude 7) should most likely be understood as a description of the angels' activity which is compared with Sodom and Gomorrah. The angelic sin would be "gross immorality" further defined as going after "strange flesh," understood as a flesh they did not have. These same angels are described in Jude 6; they "did not keep their own domain [archen, place of assigned authority and activity], but abandoned their proper abode [idion oiketerion, "peculiar place of residence"]." Instead of remaining in their usual state and residence, they invaded a new state and residence to commit gross immorality with alien flesh. No other angelic sin or human sin can begin to be described in this amazing and unparalleled fashion. 

9.3.1.4 It provides a valid reason for the judgment of God upon angels who sinned peculiarly and are especially bound 
Without Genesis 6 referring to angelic beings, it is impossible to find the valid reason for the supposed well-known judgment of God upon angels who sinned peculiarly and are especially bound (2 Peter 2:4-5; Jude 6-7): 

"For if God did not spare angels when they sinned, but cast them into hell and committed them to pits of darkness, reserved for judgment" (2 Peter 2:4).
"And angels who did not keep their own domain, but abandoned their proper abode, He has kept in eternal bonds under darkness for the judgment of the great day" (Jude 6).
These particular Satanic angels compounded their original sin in following Satan in his rebellion against God by now leaving "their proper abode (i.e. habitation)" and keeping not their "own domain", "going after strange flesh" as later did the Sodomites "in like manner" (Jude 6, 7). Therefore, God no longer allows them to roam about the earth like other demons, but has confined them "in everlasting chains under darkness unto the judgment of the great day," casting them down to a special "hell" (literally, "tartarus," not the ordinary place of departed spirits) where they are "to be reserved unto judgment" (2 Peter 2:4).

While Cain and his descendants were "in Satan's pocket," Satan knew from God's words in Genesis 3:15 that through the seed of the woman God was going to bring forth a Messiah who would destroy him. Genesis 6 describes a desperate attempt on the part of Satan to attack the godly remnant that is named in chapter 5. So long as a righteous seed is preserved, God's promise of Salvation hangs over the head of Satan, threatening of his impending doom. If we would postulate on the satanic purpose in such a crime, we might say that he designed to corrupt the line of the Redeemer (Genesis 3:15) to keep Him from becoming truly human to represent us on the Cross. If the whole race were to eventually become hybrid angelic-human, then Christ could not have become a genuine and complete representative. God's judgment in the flood punished human folly and destroyed the monstrous offspring of the ungodly union.

Several factors must be noted here: 

1. Their peculiar sin is compared in Peter and in Jude with sexual perversions as in Sodom and Gomorrah. 

2. The time and sequence of mention connects this angelic sin closely with the flood. 

3. If the sin were the original fall of angels with Satan, all evil angels, not just some, would be bound. Further, there would be no Biblical explanation for Satan's angels now being loose (as demons), and Satan himself would be expected to be bound since the Fall. 

9.3.1.5 The context emphasizes the unusual nature of the relationship which produced "giants"
One of the most amazing facts revealed by paleontology (the study of fossilized remains of creatures which inhabited the earth in a former age) is that nearly all modern animals were once represented by larger ancestors. One thinks of the mammoths and cave bears, giant cockroaches and dragonflies, and huge reptiles like the dinosaurs. Along with them are occasionally found giant human footprints, suggesting indeed that "there were giants in the earth in those days." Not only in the Bible, but in numerous other ancient books, are preserved traditions of giants. 

Why children born of demon-controlled parents should grow into giants? It is believed that mutations can produce "giantism." The strange process of cloning, by which geneticists think they will one day be able to produce a race of carbon copies of Einstein by implantation of body cells in human fertilized eggs might be still another means of doing this. The point is that, if modern geneticists can discuss with all seriousness the imminent possibility of accomplishing such things, then it is likely that knowledge of these secrets could have been available to the angelic and demonic hosts. Having gained essentially complete control over both minds and bodies of these antediluvian parents, these fallen "sons of God" could then, by some such genetic manipulation, cause their offspring to become a race of monsters. The latter also then would be under their control and possession as well. 

The daughters of men were not raped or seduced as such. They simply chose their husbands on the same basis that the angels selected them - physical appeal. Now if you were an eligible woman in those days, who would you choose? Would you select a handsome, muscle-bulging specimen of a man, who had a reputation for his strength and accomplishments, or what seemed to be in comparison a ninety-pound weakling? Women looked for the hope of being the mother of the Savior. Who would be the most likely father of such a child? Would it not be a "mighty man of renown," who would also be able to boast of immortality? Some of the godly Sethites did live to be nearly 1000 years old, but the nephilim did not die, if they were angels. And so the new race began.

Therefore, it is possible that the nephilim may be interpreted as a race of super-humans who are the product of this angelic invasion of the earth.

9.3.1.6 Pagan literature often refers to Titans and other offspring of deities and humans
The Hebrew term for the resulting offspring is nephilim and comes from the verb naphal ("fall") means "fallen ones" and designates the unusual offspring of the unholy union. The name came also to mean "giants" and was applied later to the giants (i.e. the sons of Anak in Canaan) seen in Canaan by the Israelite spies (Numbers 13:33):

"There also we saw the nephilim (the sons of Anak are part of the Nephilim); and we became like grasshoppers in our own sight, and so we were in their sight" (Numbers 13:33).
The word was so understood by the translators of Genesis into Greek, rendering the word in the Septuagint by gigantes. Why are the unusual and famous offspring of this union designated nephilim, translated by the Greek Septuagint as gigantes, rendered "giants" in the King James Version? The basic idea of the Greek term, however, is not monstrous size, but "earth-born" (gegenes) and was used of Titans, who were partly of celestial and partly of terrestrial origin. Genesis 6 indicates the roots of this tradition.

9.3.1.7 Christ says holy angels do not marry; He does not rule out gender when wicked angels take human form
Christ says holy angels do not marry; He does not rule out gender when wicked angels take human form (Matthew 22:29-30). The context presents the cohabitation as unusual, probably one of the causes for the flood. (Probably Genesis 6:1-4 presents the angelic cause and 6:5-6 the human cause). So, then unusual relationships might be involved. We do not know the total powers of fallen angels. Matthew 22:30 does not exclude such cohabitation, but its point is that angels do not procreate among themselves. Furthermore, angels have taken human form and performed other human functions, such as eating, walking, talking, and sitting. Some angels were mistaken for men and were sought for homosexual use by men of Sodom (Genesis 18:1-19:5).

9.3.2 Problems of this interpretation 

Scholars who reject this view readily acknowledge the fact that the precise term is clearly defined in Scripture. The reason for rejecting the fallen angel interpretation is that such a view is said to be in violation of both reason and Scripture in the following ways: 

1. Angels are sexless and they cannot procreate (Matthew 22:30; Mark 12:25; cf. Luke 20:34-36). 

2. Angels are spiritual beings therefore they do not have physical bodies (i.e. human sexual organs) to perform sexual intercourse with women. 

3. Angels were not previously mentioned in the first five chapters of Genesis. 

4. Why is man punished by the Flood for the wickedness of angels? 

5. The idea of a union between angels and humans is unreasonable, abnormal, and grotesque, partaking of the mythological and magical. 

9.3.2.1 Angels are sexless and they cannot procreate
The primary passage which is said to be problematical is that found in Matthew's gospel, where our Lord said, 

"You are mistaken, not understanding the Scriptures, or the power of God. For in the resurrection they neither marry, nor are given in marriage, but are like angels in heaven" (Matthew 22:29-30).
Is it true that angels are sexless and they cannot procreate? We are told that here our Lord Jesus Christ said that angels are sexless, but is this really true? Jesus compared men in heaven to angels in heaven. Jesus taught that angels do not propagate baby angels (Matthew 22:30). Neither men nor angels are said to be sexless in heaven but we are told that in heaven there will be no marriage. This is not equivalent to saying that angels are "sexless," since people who share in the resurrection will surely retain their own personal identity, whether male or female. It is the will of God that there will be no sexual activity between male angels and female angels in the heaven to generate their offsprings (i.e. baby angels). Angels were never told to "be fruitful and multiply" as was man. Hence, it is correct to say that angels do not procreate in heaven but it is wrong to say that angels cannot procreate on earth. Fallen angels were not concerned with obedience to God's will.
 

As I have mentioned in the above Sections 4.5 and 4.10, angels can appear in different forms, they may appear as a man (cf. Genesis 18:2, 22; 19:1, 5; Daniel 10:18) or a woman (Zechariah 5:9), or sexless or bi-sexual. Therefore, it is not correct to say that all angels are absolutely males or females or sexless. 

9.3.2.2 Angels are spiritual beings therefore they do not have physical bodies to perform sex 
Is it true that angels cannot participate in sexual activities? Some Bible scholars think that it is difficult to believe that after angels rebelled against God and were cast from heaven, they acquired the capacity for human reproduction. After man fell, he experienced no essential biological transformation; the only change was represented by the introduction of pain and difficulty. However, this objection presupposes more about angelic abilities than we know. 

Although some angels do not have physical bodies, the fallen angels (i.e. demons) may possess a human body (i.e. demon-possession) in order to carry out sexual activities. In addition, some angels have often revealed themselves in bodily form (Genesis 18:1-19:28; Luke 1:26; John 20:12; Hebrews 13:2). They can wash (Genesis 19:2), eat (Genesis 19:3) and sleep (Genesis 19:4). In addition, if the Holy Spirit (i.e. without physical body) can cause the virgin Mary to born a baby (i.e. the Lord Jesus Christ), then it is possible that evil spirits may also cause women to conceive babies. 

When we find angels described in the book of Genesis, it is clear that they can assume a human-like form, and that their sex is masculine. The writer to the Hebrews mentions that angels can be entertained without man's knowing it (Hebrews 13:2). Surely angels must be convincingly like men. The homosexual men of Sodom were very capable of judging sexuality. They were attracted by the "male" angels who came to destroy the city (cf. Genesis 19:1ff, especially verse 5).

A solution seems to consist in recognizing that the children were true human children of truly human fathers and mothers, but that all were possessed and controlled by evil spirits. That is, these fallen angelic "sons of God" accomplished their purposes by something equivalent to demon possession, indwelling the bodies of human men, and then also taking (or "possessing") the bodies of the women as well. The men whose bodies they possessed were evidently thereby made so attractive to the careless and rebellious women of the age that they could take over and use any of the women they chose. The seductive beauty of the women, probably enhanced by various artificial cosmetics and allurements developed by that time, was itself sufficient to induce men to constant obsession with sex, assuring a maximum rapidity of multiplication of the population. Thus, the "sons of God" controlled not only the men whose bodies they had acquired for their own exploitation, but also the women they took to themselves in this way, and then all the children they bore.

9.3.2.3 Angels were not previously mentioned in the first five chapters of Genesis
Angels were not mentioned in the first five chapters in Genesis; to introduce them in such a narrative and in connection with such a strange, unprecedented union is unnatural and foreign to the text. I would like to reply that although angels were not previously mentioned in Genesis, it should not be viewed as a decisive evidence to reject this interpretation.  

9.3.2.4 Why is man punished by the Flood for the wickedness of angels?
A formidable problem is that judgment in Genesis 6:6ff. fell upon men alone. Why is man punished by the Flood for the wickedness of angels? Since the sons of God were the real initiators of the evil that was judged, surely they were human rather than angelic. I would like to reply that both wicked angels and sinful men were justly punished by God. 

Only Noah and his family could be called righteous at the time of the flood (Genesis 6:8-9), therefore it is right to punish the sinful men by Flood (Genesis 6:12-13). In addition, those fallen angels involved in the extraordinary unnatural sexual sin were confined permanently in tartarus awaiting the great judgment of the lake of fire with Satan their leader (Matthew 25:41; 2 Peter 2:4; Jude 6; Revelation 20:10). Those fallen angels are probably "the spirit in prison which once were disobedient when the longsuffering of God waited in the days of Noah" (1 Peter 3:19-20), to whom Christ went in the Spirit after His death to proclaim His ultimate victory over their evil purposes.

9.3.2.5 The idea of a union between angels and humans is grotesque, partaking of the mythological and magical
One's first reaction to this passage (and the standard interpretation of the liberals) is to think of the fairy tales of antiquity, the legends of ogres and dragons, and the myths of the gods consorting with men - and then to dismiss the entire story as legend and superstition. I would like to reply that the whole Bible recorded a lot of miracles and supernatural events, therefore we should not solely base on this objection to dismiss this interpretation.  

9.3.3 Conclusion
After examining all the evidences and problems of this interpretation, I conclude that the identity of the "sons of God" in Genesis 6:1-4 should mean "fallen angels." I believe that it is the best interpretation.

Different Interpretations of the Identity of the "Sons of God" in Genesis 6:1-4
	 
	Human Beings
	Despots
	Fallen Angels

	Sons of God
	Godly line of Seth
	Dynastic rulers
	Fallen angels

	Daughters of Men
	Line of Cain
	Commoners
	Any woman (mortals)

	Offense
	Marriage of holy to unholy
	Polygamy
	Marriage between supernatural and mortal

	Evidences
	1. The context (Genesis 4) refers to the lines of Seth (Genesis 4:16-24) and of Cain (Genesis 4:25-5:32). 

2. The term "sons of God" could easily refer to men, since it is used elsewhere of godly men (Deuteronomy 14:1; Isaiah 43:6; Hosea 1:10; 11:1). 

3. The concept of sonship, based on God's election, is common in the Old Testament (Exodus 4:22; Deuteronomy 14:1; Psalm 73:15; Jeremiah 31:20). 

4. The concept of a holy line is seemingly established (Genesis 4:26). 

5. Hebrew indicates continuity from the previous chapter. 

6. Warning against marriage between believers and unbelievers are a common theme throughout the Pentateuch. 
	1. Magistrates or administrators of justice are often referred to as gods (Exodus 21:6; 22:8, 9, 28; Psalm 82:1, 6). 

2. A thematic parallelism exists between Biblical motifs and the Sumero-Babylonians antediluvian traditions. 

3. Kings are often referred to in ancient Near Eastern literature as sons of deities (2 Samuel 7:14). In Egypt, for example, the king was called "the son of Re" (the sun god). 
	1. The term "sons of God" refers only to angels (Job 1; 38:7; Psalm 29:1; 89:7). 

2. The Septuagint renders the phrase "sons of God" as "angels of God" (Job 1). 

3. 2 Peter 2:4-5 and Jude 6-7 describe the unnatural angelic sexual sin. 

4. It provides a valid reason for the judgment of God upon angels who sinned peculiarly and are especially bound (2 Peter 2:4-5; Jude 6-7). 

5. The context emphasizes the unusual nature of the relationship which produced "giants" (Genesis 6:1-4). 

6. Pagan literature often refers to Titans and other offspring of deities and humans. 

7. Christ says holy angels do not marry; He does not rule out gender when wicked angels take human form (Matthew 22:29-30). 



	Problems
	1. Nowhere are the Sethites called "the sons of God." 

2. No evidence that the lines are kept totally separate. The theory does not account for Adam and Eve's other children. 

3. In Noah's time he alone was holy. 

4. The term for men is general. It would need further classification to be understood otherwise. 

5. Why stress only the union of godly men with ungodly women? What about the "daughters of God"? Were they being married to "sons of men"? 

6. It could not provide a satisfactory answer to the occurrence of the giants and universal violence. 
	1. Scripture never speaks of kings in a group as sons of deity. 

2. There is no evidence that a monarchical system of rulers had been established in the line of Cain. 

3. It is difficult to understand why something as familiar as kingship should be expressed so indirectly. 

4. There is no evidence that the expression "sons of God" was borrowed from contemporary literature. 

5. The definition of the Nephilim as being merely violent and tyrannical men seems inadequate. 
	1. Angels are sexless and they cannot procreate (Matthew 22:30; Mark 12:25; cf. Luke 20:34-36). 

2. Angels are spiritual beings therefore they do not have physical bodies to perform sexual intercourse with women. 

3. Angels were not previously mentioned in the first five chapters of Genesis. 

4. Why is man punished by the Flood for the wickedness of angels? 

5. The idea of a union between angels and humans is unreasonable, abnormal, and grotesque, partaking of the mythological and magical. 


�VJP note: the phrase “angels in heaven” or “angels of heaven” is given several times n the Testament, and by context it is clear that this refers to unfallen angels, so that Jesus’ statement in Matthew 22:29-30 refers to those angels who have chosen to remain faithful.
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