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Abstract

Despite the prominence of God and Christ, the Book of Revelation also displays an
interest in angels. Certain passages of the Apocalypse (Apc 1:13-20; 14:6-20: 19:11-21)
provide vistons of Christ in which he 1s described in almost angelic categories. This
thesis attempts to affirm Christ’s identity in these passages (which has occasionally
been challenged) and identifies such a portrait of Christ as a so-called angelomorphic
Christology (which 1s defined after an assessment of matenal concerning
angelomorphic and angel-Christology). Such a christological concept was deliberately
employed by the author of Revelation. The assumption of a Jewish source as a | orlage
for Apc 14:6-20 1s thus eliminated. Consequently, possible reasons for the inclusion of
an angelomorphic Christology are provided: Angelomorphic Christology 1s not regarded
as an 1solated christological concept. In turn, the thesis compares angelomorphic
Christology with the prominent Lamb Christology of Revelation (especially Apc 5:
14:1-5; 19:7-9). A comparison of these concepts reveals that both Lamb and
angelomorphic Christology serve the purpose of contrasting different functions of
Christ. The functions correspond with the implied perception of Christ by his followers
on the one hand and his opponents on the other. Accordingly, Christ appears to be an
eschatological juridical figure (described 1in angelomorphic patterns) to his opposition.
while he 1s perceived as salvific redeemer (in torm of the Lamb) by those who believe
in him. Such a christological perspective draws on traditions from the Exodus narrative.

namely the features of the Passover Lamb and the Destroying Angel. Further, an

equality between God and Christ 1s established despite an angelomorphic portrait of



Christ: especially those passages describing Christ as the Lamb put him on par with
God. But also within visions with an angelomorphic description of Christ, his status as

superior to angels and as an equal to God is displayed.
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Hoc est Christum cognoscere, beneficia eius cognoscere, non ... eius naturas, modos

Iincarnationis contueri.

Philipp MELANCHTHON (1497-1560) - Loci communes, 1521
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Part A: Introduction

1. Introduction

1.1. The Problem

Apc 14

14 Kol €1dov, kot 1000 VEQEAN AEVKT, KOl €Ml TNV VEQEANY KOONUEVOV GHOLOV VIOV
AVOpOTOL, £XWV EML THG KEQOANG AVTOD GTEPAVOV XPLOOVV KOl €V TR YEPL aOTOD
OPETOLVOV 0.

15 xoat dAAog AyyeAog EEHABEV €K TOU Voo KpAlmv €V @mvi) LEYAAT T® KoBnpévm
ENL THE VEQEANC.

The Apocalypse of John displays a major interest in angels. This holds despite
the author’s ultimate focus on God and Christ. Angels may be portrayed either as
accompanying God and Christ (e.g. Apc 5:1-7: 5:11-13; 7:11; 8:1-5) or as acting
independently (e.g. Apc 7:1-3; 8:6-13; 9:1-2; 10:1-3). But the distinction between Christ
and angels 1s not always clear-cut and sometimes angelic and christological categories
cannot be differentiated. The passage quoted above offers one of the sharpest examples
of such overlapping categories. Angels are mentioned alongside a figure designated as
"one like a son of man". The latter figure echoes the same designation applied to Christ
in chapter 1:13. Therefore, the identity of this figure in Revelation 14:14 as Christ has
often been taken for granted.

This identification, however, is not unproblematic: Firstly, can it simply been
assumed that this figure is Christ and if so, why? Do specific features or functions
attributed to "one like a son of man" reflect the author’s own christological perspective?
Secondly, can one assume that the author has sharply distinguished between

Christology and angelology, so that identity can be so clearly defined? After all. the

author can draw on ideas normally found in angelophanic contexts when describing




Christ’s function and appearance. a feature which seems obvious in some passages
(1:12-20; 10:6; 14:14; 15:6: 16:15: 19:11-20). Thirdly. if we are correct in noting the
lack of a thoroughgoing attempt to differentiate between angels and Christ. is it possible
to infer that the author of Apocalypse regarded Christ as an angel in some sense? It so.
it has to be shown whether the author does this rather "carelessiv" (assuming his
ultimate attempt to distinguish Christ from other heavenly beings) or if in this apparent
mixing we find an expression of his respective christological and angelological
convictions. [t 1s therefore important to compare theophanic and angelophanic traditions
in the Hebrew Bible and early Jewish sources with the analogous statements on angels
and Chrnist within the Apocalypse.

An analysis of an overlapping of christological and angelic categories by the
author may probably not be carried through under the assumption that such a portrait of
Christ 1s aberrant or unusual; such a view would simply impose on Revelation (and the
NT) a more dogmatic understanding of Christology which has been predominant in
western (Roman Catholic and Protestant) church traditions. If parts ot the Christology 1n
the Apocalypse seem to stand in tension with christological dogma, then the articulation
of such an inconsistency is in itself little more than the product of a certain contessional
belief and does not do justice to the special christological features preserved in the
Apocalypse (see also section 2.2.9.).

Accordingly, the purpose of this thesis is to explore passages within Revelation
where an angelic portrait of Christ is provided and to confirm (or deny) Christ's
identity. Further, the given context of passages which contain a description of Christ 1n
angelic terms or categories has to be examined. Such an analysis, together with a
comparison of other christological features of the Apocalypse (as for instance with the

prominent Lamb Christology) might demonstrate the author's awareness and intention

to include a Christology which is indebted to angelic categories.



[n addition, 1t will prove useful here to have a closer look at some of the
important traditions in the Hebrew Bible (such as Dan 7:9.13: 9:2: Dan 10:5-6: Fzek
9:2; Ex 12:1-28) and early Jewish literature concerning angels which could have fed
ideas found in the Apocalypse -or in the NT in general- (e.g. 4 Ezra; I En.; 2 Bar.: Test
Levi) 1n order to find a possible common background against which such carly
Christologies were being formulated.

The present thesis also proposes to refer to some other early Christian texts (like
Shepherd of Hermas [Sim. VII-IX], the Pseudo-Clementines [Rec. 1-11]. the Ascension
of Isaiah [9-12] or Justin Martyr [4pol. 1 6]) to prepare for a similar Christology to that
presented 1n Apocalypse and, further, to assess the significance of texts offering similar
christological concepts held in early Christianity. These and other sources reflect the
fact that there was not a fixed system of expressing the belief in Christ for early
Christians during the first two centuries. Although attempts were made 1n the church to
impose uniform systems of Christology, diverse christological dogmas continued to
persist after the fourth century.' We should not, therefore, be surprised if christologies
that include angelic descriptions of Christ continued to find expression as, for instance,
in Dionysius the Areopagite‘s Hierarchy of Heaven, especially chapter IV (5™ century?).

Even nowadays the impact of angelological ideas on Christian belief (in general)
has aroused attention. We find a good example of this increasing interest in angels and
their importance for Christian belief in the systematic theological works by M.
WERNER and W. HARLE. In a chapter on "Die Wirksamkeit Gottes" in his Dogmatik
(1995) HARLE finds it necessary to include an excursus on angelology, presumably

because of an increased interest in the subject during the twentieth century.” HARLE

' Cp. also GRILLMEIER: Christus, passim, or KELLY: Glaubensbekenntnisse, passim.

* For the dating of Dionysius the Areopagite and the importance of the later Latin version cp. e.g
HEUSSI: Kirchengeschichte, 147

' Cp. HARLE: Dogmatik, 296-300.

fad
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does produce evidence which presents angels as God’s messengers,” but wishes to
express caution when it comes to angelology as such. He argues against ans
overemphasis on the importance of angels. and demands that angels and God be clearls
distinguished. Hence he states that angels may in no way be the object of religious
worship or veneration.’

In addition HARLE empbhasizes that the nature of angels ought not be allowed to
carry any weight when one attempts to understand their theological significance. On the
contrary he maintains that the literature from the period of "Altprotestantismus" and
"Lutheran Orthodoxy" had — in an attempt to reveal the essence of angels according to
their nature — clouded their true meaning or even distorted it. According to HARLE the

significance of angels 1s more to be rooted in relation to the functional expressions

6 : : . :
"message"” and "encounter”,” and presumably not 1n categories in which angels may be

understood as analogous to God.

HARLE’s discussion concerning angels picked up on categories which were
being applied to Christology during the Protestant Reformation. The soteriological
function could overshadow nature in attempting to formulate Christology. The classic
formulation for this view was expressed by Philipp MELANCHTHON (1497-1560) in
his Loci communes edited in 1521: Hoc est Christum cognoscere, beneficia eius
cognoscere, non ... eius naturas, modos incarnationis contueri ("This 1s the way to

understand Christ, to understand his good works, not ... his natures, to look at the mode

of his incarnation").’

L - Sl

* HARLE mainly points to an amount of biblical references and allusions to angels within the
Bekenntnisschriften der Evangelisch-Lutherischen Kirchen (BSLK). Cp. HARLE: Dogmatik. 297-298.
Additionally the traditional interest in angels may be seen in liturgical praxis like the invocation ot angels
before the communion, the celebration of Michaelmas or even the naming of many churches after
Michael. For the increasing interest in angels and their meaning for modern theology see aiso STUBBE.:
Wirklichkeit.

" Cp. HARLE: Dogmatik, 298.

> Cp. HARLE: Dogmatik, 298-299.

- Cp. MELANCHTHON: Loci. 22-23.
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This statement most clearly expresses the Christology of the Reformation:
Though adopting the doctrine of Christ's two natures from the old church without
modifications, the reformers framed their christologies with existential and
soteriological concerns in view. It 1s not Christology itself that is the focus of interest.
but the works of Christ.® A consideration of their nature has not generally plaved an
important role for the understanding of either Christ or angels in Protestant theology,
and may not be a decisive factor for differentiating them from each other.

It 1s therefore surprising that, even in Protestant theologies. the opposite view
could find expression.” Differences between the natures of Christ and angels are
frequently discussed, especially 1in relation to categories such as "preexistence" or
"being created"”. This becomes clear 1f we have a closer look at the history of research of
matters of angel-Christology, especially the debates which have emerged as a result of
the work of M. WERNER 1n his magnum opus Die Entstehung des christlichen Dogmas
(1941).' The thesis of WERNER., as is well known, involved the claim that an angel-
Christology was the oldest form of early Christianity’s way ot expressing Christology.
In attempts to refute the views of WERNER, a consideration ot natures played a
decisive role — an argument which drew on a medieval understanding of angelology, as
instanced in the categorical system of Thomas Aquinas.'' Scholars have asked whether
one can safely concur with WERNER that these ideas are already expressed within the
NT. Likewise, it has been assumed that the development of christological dogma in the
church’s history essentially came to an end at a certain time (Nicea) and that there

subsequently was no need to dispute issues which had already been settled. This

assumption is quite dubious (see the example of Dionysius mentioned above). Finally.

_—

* Cp. e.g. POHLMANN: Dogmatik, 194. See also SCHWOBEL: "Christology”, 118-119 on the

relationship of the work and the person of Christ.
) Cp. the following discussion on WERNER, MICHAELIS and HARNACK in this thesis.

' WERNER: Entstehung, esp. 302-388.




the vehemence with which numerous scholars have sought to refute WERNER s thesis
has, until recently. been accompanied by a categorical avoidance of relating Christ to
angelic beings. Not only among WERNER’s opponents. but also in discussion of
Christology 1n general, any comparison of Christ and angels has frequently been
considered taboo (see especially the arguments of WERNER s opponents).

A question arises as to whether there are other criteria for distinguishing Christ
from the angels and whether we can find evidence in NT-literature in support of those
conclusions without referring to differences in nature. Initially. however, it is necessary
to have a closer look at the history of research concerning the relationship between

angels and Christology in order to identify and subsequently avoid certain mistakes

made up to now.

1.2. The History of Research

An overview of the history of research concerning the relation between

Christology and angelology within the NT 1s presented 1in a number of recent scholarly

discussions.'” These overviews have tended to address the question of whether or not
the NT documents preserve features of erther an "angel" or "angelomorphic”
Christology. What often goes ignored, however, are systematic-theological
underpinnings of the problem which may be observed in the history of interpretation.

Unfortunately, some recent treatments restrict themselves to describing other works 1n

L S — — - ——

"' Cp. e.g. Summa theologiae. 1. Quest. 50-64 or partly the Exposition of the Angelic Salutation (Ave

A:/aria), where angels are described in metaphysical categories.
= Cp. e.g. CARRELL: Jesus, 1-13, STUCKENBRUCK: V'eneration, 5-14. HORBURY: Afcssianism.
1 22-152, KNIGHT: Disciples, 75-78 or FLETCHER-LOUIS: Luke-Acts, 1-10.




chronological order of their publication rather than offering thoroughgoing discussions
that consider the question of theological significance. '

The beginning of modemn research concerning the importance of angels or other
intermediary beings for Christology has been commonly associated with W. BOUSSET
and his so-called Religionsgeschichtliche Schule. BOUSSET claimed inter alia that
Jewish angelology played a tormative role among religious-historical developments
within Judaism which help explain the rise of early Christian worship of Jesus (1924).
These developments involved a process of softening the "strict” monotheism - known.

for example. through the Deuteronomistic history of the Hebrew scriptures - and

included a growing interest 1n angels (and other "hypostatic" figures) in

-

"Spatjudentum”. 4

BOUSSET's most thoroughgoing discussion of Judaism as the matrix for
compromising forms of monotheism near the turn of the common era was largely based
on a detailed study published by W. LUEKEN, one of his students, in 1898: Michael.
Eine Darstellung und Vergleich der jiidischen und morgenldndisch-christlichen
Tradition vom Erzengel Michael ."> LUEKEN. in turn, had no doubt been encouraged to
address the significance of the archangel Michael (as well as that of other angelic
figures) for Christology by BOUSSET's prior claim that early developments in
Christology were probably indebted to contemporary Jewish ideas, especially those
which were concerned with Michael.'®

LUEKEN was probably the first to gather evidence pertaining to the possible

influence of angelological 1deas on Christology.'” In addition, he dealt with further

' See e.g. GIESCHEN: Angelomorphic, 7-25: GIESCHEN offers a valuable assessement of data. but

does not reflect on the theological importance of the debate.
"* Cp. BOUSSET: GRESSMANN: Religion, 302-357.

® LUEKEN: Michael.

' Cp. BOUSSET: 4ntichrist, 151.

'" Cp. LUEKEN: AMichael. 133-166.



angelological ideas'® or categories'” which are worthy of reconsideration in the current
study of the Apocalypse and other NT passages in which such motifs occur.”"

To his credit. LUEKEN remained cautious in the wayv he formulated his views.
Among the primary sources he found what he considered to be sufficient evidence in
early Christianity for the influence of Jewish beliefs about angels on three catcgories of
Christology; these were references to Christ's (a) pre-existence (so 1 Cor 8:6; 11:3.7: 2
Cor 4:4; Col 1:15: Heb 1:6,8; Shep. Herm. Sim. IX 12:2): (b) earthly existence (e.g. in
Origen, Hom. in Ezek. 1 7 [to Ezek 1:1]); and (c¢) "post-existent”" or exalted state (Phil
2:6-11; Heb 1:4, 2:16-18, 4:14-16, 7:25-27, 8:2. 9:11-12, 9:24_ 10:10-14, and 13:15; 1
Pet 2:25 and 5:1-4; Justin Martyr. Apol. 1 6; Shep. Herm. Sim. IX and Vis. VI:
Novatian, De Trin. 11).%

BOUSSET, in taking LUEKENs analysis as his point of departure, attempted to
characterize the sort of Judaism that could foster widespread speculative ideas about
angels. He concluded that the early Jewish interest in intermediary beings was due to
"foreign" influences (in both thought and practice) which were threatening to undermine
the strict Israelite monotheism of the pre-exilic and exilic periods. Only such external

influences could make the worship of Christ an explicable phenomenon.** For

BOUSSET there was an unbroken line of continuity between "Spétjudentum"” and the

early Christian devotion to Christ.

'® Cp. LUEKEN: Michael, 52-56: LUEKEN offers some material here on the early Jewish idea of nature-
angels and the connection of angels to a certain kind of element. This investigation seems to be most
interesting for further comparisons with the angel having charge of the fire in Apc 14:18 or the angels
related to earth, water and air in Apc 16:8-15. See also YARBRO COLLINS: "Tradition™, 565.

' Cp. LUEKEN: Michael, 30-32 and 91-100: Here LUEKEN provides some motifs of Michael as a
highpriest. See also the increasing interest in the angelic category of highpriesthood, e.g. in: FLETCHER-
LOUIS: Luke-Acts, 118-129 and 214.

* E.g. the idea of the Christology of Heb as one opposing a veneration of Christ as an angel. See
LUEKEN: Michael, 145.

*! Cp. LUEKEN: Michael, 163-166.

- Cp. BOUSSET: GRESSMANN: Religion, 469-524: BOUSSET sees esp. Hellenism, Diaspora Jewism

and Persian ideas being responsible for this development.



This aspect ot BOUSSET's religious-historical reconstruction has. of course. not
gone without criticism.”> One recent scholarly discussion which rejects his 1deas 1s that
of L. W. HURTADO. Despite his insistence that Jewish ideas help explain a number of
conceptual christological developments arising from the Palestinian Jesus movement.
HURTADO nevertheless maintains that there was an essential discontinuity between

these and the practice of worshiping Christ among early Jewish Christian

communities.>”

It 1s not the ultimate purpose of this thesis to deal with the problems relating to a

continuity or discontinuity and consequently this receives only brief mention here.*

However, 1t should be noted that the studies of BOUSSET and LUEKEN, in paving the
way for further analysis, have not outworn their importance for current research. The

same may be said of the less well known publication of F. J. DOLGER (1910). who

derived the connection between angelology and Christology from second century

: : : : : . 6
(Gnostic sources which, in turn, relied on earlier traditions.

However, at the turn of the twentieth century, the association of angelic figures
and emerging Christology was not treated as a solely historical concern, that 1s, 1n

relation to the question of Aow Christology developed at an early stage. Systematic-

theological concerns were also in play. A. HARNACK, 1n his Lehrbuch der

Dogmengeschichte (1909. 4™ ed.), reached a conclusion which dismisses the theological

> The same may be said of LUEKEN's work, as is already the case, e.g. in BARBEL: Christos, 339-340:
In the appendix of the reprint of his book, BARBEL refers to LUEKEN's focus as being set too narrowly

to get more valuable results.
** Cp. HURTADO: God, 3-9 and esp. 24-27. Cp. also HURTADO: "Mean". 348-368 and HURTADO:

"Monotheism", 3-26. __
* For a full description of this conflict of continuity and discontinuity c¢p. STUCKENBRUCK:

eneration, 5-14.

?® Analogous to LUEKEN (and to some extent to BOUSSET as well) F. J. DOLGER has collected some
material which took the offspring of angel-christological ideas into account, considering the roots to be in
Gnosticism. Cp. DOLGER: Ichthys, 273-297. DOLGER mainly referred to Shepherd of Hermas (Vis. V
2. Sim. VII-IX), Justin Martyr (4pol. 1 6). Clement of Alexandria (Strom.). Tertullian (De curne Christi.
De trin.), Origen (Ctr. Celsum, De princ.), Lactantius (/nstitut. div.). Methodius (Symp. 1-3). Philo of
Alexandria (De somn. 1.239; De conf. 146; De cher. 27f. De migr. 102), Or. Sib. 8:456-475. Pistis Sopﬁia
(11-12), Pseudoevangelium Jacobi and the epistula apostolorum (of uncertain date. but possibly mid-

second century C.E.).



import of Christ being designated as an angel. He argued that the christological use of
the title "angelus” 1n early Christian literature is to be understood as a description of
function, not of nature.”’ Similarly. F. CAVALLERA has subsequently claimed that the
"heresy"” of Christ as an angel according to his nature ought simply to be eliminated
from the history of development of doctrine.”® Such a convenient distinction runs up
against the emphasis on soteriology originally expressed among the early Reformers
(see above). Thus, from a systematic theological point of view, the precise way in which
Christology can be related to angelology bears further exploration.

[t 1s conspicuous that little of the research carried out near the turn of the
twentieth century - for example that of LUEKEN, BOUSSET. and DOLGER - was
being picked up in contemporary studies which referred to the relationship between
Chrnist and angels 1n the Apocalypse of John. Such 1s, for instance, the case in the
treatment by F. BUCHSEL about Christology in Revelation (1907) whose statement on
the 1ssue is rather meagre: there 1s at best a dubious proximity as far as a connection of
Christ and angels 1s concerned. He found himself unable to draw any more
conclusions.” R. H. CHARLES, who was thoroughly familiar with the then known
Jewish literature of the Second Temple period, was able to go a little further in his
observations (1920). However, though acknowledging the influence of angelology on

the representation of Christ in the Apocalypse, he nevertheless emphasized that Christ 1s

nowhere actually designated "angel" on any level of the tradition.”

Until the 1940s - for a period of some twenty years - this topic was largely

ignored, and references to angelological roots of Christology were mostly downplayed

*" See HARNACK: Dogmengeschichte, 204-205 n. 4. HARNACK gives evidence for the designation of
Christ as an angel and further states that some Christians probably understood this as a description of
Christ’s nature. This misinterpretation, however. vanished at the advent of the doctrine of the logos.

* Cp. CAVALLERA: "Christ-Ange", 56-59, who refers to the view of HARNACK.

* Cp. BUCHSEL: Christologie, 27.

' Cp. CHARLES: Revelation 1, 259. CHARLES dissociates the phrase d&Alog dyyedog in 14:15 from the
figure resembling "one like a son of man" in verse 14 by translating it as "another, an angel” (as in verses
0. 8, 9,15,17,18). not as "another angel” (so CHARLES: Revelation 11, 12-26).
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in 1mportance. For iInstance. according to F. LOOFS (1932) "... die
dogmengeschichtliche Bedeutung der Verbindung der Christologie mit der Engellehre

[ist] nicht zu iiberschitzen."”’

A more serious study which acknowledges the significance of angelology was
published in an article by A. BAKKER (1933).* On the basis of a passage in the
Antiquities of Josephus in which the activity of Jesus is described (18.63-64, the so-
called Testimonium Flavianum). BAKKER identifies an earlyv Jewish Christian tradition
which equated Christ with angels. She correlated this tradition with other tendencies in
the NT which warn against worshipping angels or mistaking Christ for an angel. e.g. In
Hebrews 1-2,>> Colossians 2:18, and Apc 19:10 or 22:8.°" In particular. she considered

Hebrews to be of importance because of its "anti-docetic" polemic.”

With the publication of M. WERNER’s thesis on the development of the
Christian dogma (1941). the history of research on the connection of christological and
angelological ideas probably reached its climax. WERNER believed that a so-called
Jewish Christian FEngelchristologie was the oldest form of Chnistology of Early
Christianity.’® He sought to justify his thesis by discussing texts that involve messianic
eschatological figures such as an angelic "Elect One" or "Son of Man" in the Similitudes
of 1 Enoch 37-71.°" He also tried to recover evidence for the representation of Christ as

an angel in NT texts as well. In his opinion the belief that Christ 1s an angelic being is

"' LOOFS: Theophilus, 125 n. 1.
** Cp. BAKKER: "Christ", 255-265.
3 Cp. also WINDISCH: Hebrdgerbrief, 17, who influenced BAKKER in this idea. For a more recent

discussion see KARRER: Hebrder, 134.

** Cp. BAKKER: "Christ ", 258-259. -
¥ Cp. BAKKER: "Christ". 262-263: BAKKER compares Heb to texts that reflect the insignificance of

human needs for angel-like beings, e.g. Tob 6:6 (and the remarkable differences of the text of X 10 the

other variants, explicitly excluding the angel from eating), Tob 12:19 or in contrast Lk 24:37-43 in order

to prove her thesis.
* WERNER: Entstehung. (See for his position also the abbreviated version of Entstehung.)

" Cp. WERNER: Entstehung. 303-321.
B



assumed by the Gospels and Paul’s writings.”® In particular, he focused on Paul's use of
the title xOprog (probably in misapprehension of its meaning as a substitute of the
tetragrammaton” ). WERNER observed that the designation xvploi refers frequently to
angels 1n apocalyptic literature and argued that therefore Christ himself, as KUPLOg, may
be understood as an angel.”** WERNER argued further that traces of an angel-
Christology lay behind Arianism and, because of association with the "heresyv", was
banished afterwards.*’ WERNER’s thesis caused quite a stir and was contradicted
almost immediately and vehemently by W. MICHAELIS (1942).*

MICHAELIS" turious response to WERNER was an attempt to disprove every
single argument that had been used in favour of the existence of an angel-Christology in
earliest Christianity. Though his work was. unfortunately, conducted as a vigorous
polemic, MICHAELIS was nonetheless essentially correct in his refusal of WERNER s
proposal. The matenal presented by WERNER is hardly enough to justify the
assumption ot an angel-Christology existing as a kind of "mainstream Christology"” in
early Christianity or even in Arianism.” He also accuses WERNER for having
constructed this notion in order to serve his larger thesis of a so-called
Verwandlungsschema ("scheme of transformation"”) which he derived from the

transtormation of Enoch in I Enoch 71 and related to the Gospels (e.g. to Mk 9:2-10)

e -

** Cp. WERNER: Entstehung, 304-305: WERNER made his assumptions mainly on the basis of the "Son
of Man"-title and conclusions on his hierarchical position. His comparison of the use of the "Son of Man"
in early Jewish writings, such as / Enoch 46:3, and his superior posttion above the orher angels (as
described in 7 En. 46:1) led him to the result that the same 1dea must have been reflected in the Gospels
(e.g. in Mk 8:38; Mt 16:27; Lk 9:26; Mt 13:41-42; MKk 13:261f). He found this scheme of Christ being
described as having an exalted position above other angels similarly reflected by Paul’s writings (e.g. in
Phil 2:6-9; 1 Cor 15:28). It is noteworthy that WERNER does not refer to this possibility in relation to the

Apocalypse of John.

¥ Cp. e.g. HENGEL: Christology:, 380.
““ Cp. WERNER: Entstehung. esp. 307-310. WERNER believed that xptog in 1 Cor 8:6 had to be

understood in angelic dimensions, and therefore Christ was described in angelic features.

*' Cp. WERNER: Entstehung, 371-388.
* MICHAELIS: Engelchristologie. The subtitle, 4bbau der Konstruktion Martin Werners, reveals the

main intention of his work.
¥ Cp. MICHAELIS: Engelchristologie, passim, esp. 162-186.




and 1n some degree also to Paul (e.g. to 1 Cor 15:51—52.).“14 This was completely rejected
by MICHAELIS, who pointed out that neither / Enoch nor any of the other texts

appealed to by WERNER reflect an understanding of transformation that may be used
as a basis for Christology.” Beyond this, MICHAELIS provided further plausible
reasons for rejecting WERNER's thesis as a whole. He argued that the preconditions
WERNER cites as proof for an angel-Christology in the NT and early Christianity are
simply incorrect — that 1s, the hypothesis of a fixed hierarchy of angels (and the use of

"angelos" to denote an angel from a low category).™ the understanding of x0plog as a

title for angels,"’ and an understanding of transformation which brings the earthly Jesus

dangerously close to docetic ideas.*

For the most part, contours for the debate concerning angel-Christology have

been derived from the disputes of MICHAELIS* and WERNER.>° At the same time. J.
BARBEL devoted substantial research to the angelos-title and its importance for

Christology in early Christianity and in the early church without finding much evidence

for warranting the assumption of a significant angel-Christology during this era.”

Unfortunately, his valuable scholarly research was barely noticed and dismissed by

WERNER™ because of BARBEL’s rejection of the existence of an angel-Christology.

Alele—— ]

* Cp. WERNER: Entstehung, 313-321. The idea of "scheme of transformation" is very important for
WERNER, for he assumed it to be the general solution of Paul (and early Christianity in general) to deal
with the problem of pre-existent (or heavenly) Christ on the one hand, and the earthly Christ on the other
hand. Both of those aspects were combined by the belief of Christ’s transformation. For him the easiest
way of achieving such a combination was in the identification of Christ as an angel.

* Cp. MICHAELIS: Engelchristologie, 93-114.

* Cp. MICHAELIS: Engelchristologie, 21-34.

*”Cp. MICHAELIS: Engelchristologie, 70-79, and also the meaning of k¥pioc according to Paul. 61-70.
*® Cp. MICHAELIS: Engelchristologie, 104-114, esp. 108-109.

* Cp. MICHAELIS: "Engelchristologie”, 288-290.

** Cp. e.g. WERNER: "Auffassung", 33-62 and WERNER: "Angelus", 62-70.

"' BARBEL: Christos.

> Cp. WERNER: "Angelus", 67 n. 30. WERNER accuses BARBEL of generally not paying attention to
the importance of the messianic figures according to early Jewish sources. This was admitted by
BARBEL himself, though he doubted that his research on this topic might have confirmed WERNER's
thesis. According to him not every messianic figure would be angelic in character, cp. BARBEL:
Christos. 347.
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and because BARBEL had only regarded as relevant what WERNER deemed to be a
limited number of Christian sources from the first to the earlv fourth centuries.™

Only a few scholars supported WERNER's thesis entirelv (such as F.
SCHEIDWEILER’*), while the majority of contemporary scholars were either very
cautious with his proposal (such as W. KOHLER™ or G. KRETSCHMAR™) or
categorically rejected his ideas (such as O. CULLMANN"', F. FLUCKIGER™. G.
KITTEL” and W.G. KUMMEL®"),

As has already been stated, the problem of using narure as a category to
differentiate Christ from angels is encountered in the disputes between MICHAELIS
and WERNER. The latter's rather careless use of the term "creature”" in referring to
Enoch because of his "election” by God®' caused MICHAELIS to deal with this
problem 1n great detail, giving 1t more attention than i1t warrants in terms ot the problem

as outlined above. His argument, in essence, was that WERNER’s definition of

"election” 1s too narrow and that to identify a given figure as an "elected being" 1s an

issue quite apart from whether that individual 1s a "creature”.*

> Cp. BARBEL: Christos, 181-311. BARBEL mainly focused on early Christian sources, e.g. Shep.
Herm. (Vis. 111 4, Sim. VII 3, Sim. IX 3; Sim. X 3), 4sc. Isa.,, Origen (Ctr. Celsum, In [s. Hom.), Justin
Martyr (dpol. 1 6, Dial.), Methodius (Symp.), Clement of Alexandria (Strom., Excerpta Theod.).
Lactantius (Institut. div.), Irenaeus (Adv. haer.), Tertullian (Adversus Marcionem, De Carne Christi) or

Novatian (De Trin.).
o4 Cp. SCHEIDWEILER: "Engelchristologie", 126-139, who based most of his assumptions on Writings

of Novatian.
> Cp. KOHLER: Dogmengeschichte, 6. The importance of WERNER’s ideas is admitted up to some

extent, though reviewed as being rather constructed, following the critique of MICHAELIS.
** Cp. KRETSCHMAR: Trinitdtstheologie, 221-222, who stresses the influence of angelology on trinity.

not only on Christology.

*7 Cp. CULLMANN: Christus, passim. |
 Cp. FLUCKIGER: Ursprung, 60-71. FLUCKIGER mainly interpreted WERNER's ideas of

eschatology.
> Cp. KITTEL: "&yyehoc", 84. KITTEL insisted that an identification of Christ as an angel is totally out

of question.
* Cp. KUMMEL: Urchristentum, 111. KUMMEL rejected WERNER s thesis, because there were no

source materials in early Christianity (or early Jewism) which especially advocated the idea of C hrist

being an angel. | |
°l Cp. WERNER: Entstehung, 303. The idea of election is of larger importance for WERNER s thesis and

especially for his idea of the Verwandlungsschema, because this enabled him to equate thf-: "Son of Man”
in / En. with Christ. Accordingly. WERNER definitely saw a background in / £n. for Christology.

°* Cp. MICHAELIS: Engelchristologie. 16-17 and 40.
| 4




The problem of "creature-terminology" became even more obvious in the
discussion of the meaning of 1 Corinthians 15:28.45-46. WERNER's proposal
concerning the understanding of Christ as a creature - which he derived from |
Corinthians 15:45%- led MICHAELIS to conduct a detailed exegesis of this passage in
order to retute this idea. He argued that WERNER was overemphasizing the meaning of
€YEveTo as an act of creation in this passage and, accordingly, had been led to the wrong
conclusions.”” Similarly, he argued against an understanding of Colossians 1:15-18 as
evidence for an angel-christological notion of Christ as the firstborn of creatures: Christ
is not represented as a creature. but is strongly contrasted with other creatures.®> More
generally, MICHAELIS stressed the importance of Schipfungsmittlerschaff and
Offenbarung as appropriate categories for underlining the difference between Christ and
angels according to their nature ("wesensmdfig") and not abolishing it.*°

Other scholars have followed MICHAELIS® mode of argument, linking a
description of Christ as an angel with the notion that Christ is being identified as a
creature. C. ROWLAND (1985), for example, has not concurred with the existence of
an angel-Christology but instead has suggested that one "... speak of angelomorphic
christology in the earliest period. This kind of description in no way implies that Christ
was identified entirely with the created order."®’ Similarly. R. BAUCKHAM (1981) has
wanted to draw a clear line between God and creatures, considering the term worship to

be a signal for such a distinction: only God may be worshipped, not the creatures. so not

even angels are to be worshipped.®®

——

** Cp. WERNER: Entstehung, 305.
°* Cp. MICHAELIS: Engelchristologie, 36-42.

* Cp. MICHAELIS: Engelchristologie, 54-61.
66 . _ . , L L . on d
Cp. MICHAELIS: Engelchristologie, 61. For him, the fact that Christ is the subject of revelation does

not blur the difference between angels and Christ according to their nature, but rather makes them

distinguishable.

*’ ROWLAND: "Man", 100.
** Cp. BAUCKHAM: "Worship". 322 and 329. Cp. also BAUCKHAM: Clinax, 118-120 and 148-149.
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Naturally MICHAELIS offered other criteria for making a distinction between
Christ and angels as well - for instance Christ’s function” or the problem of
subordination’’- but here a question arises as to what extent such criteria rest on
presuppositions which reflect a rather contemporary way of expressing a dogmatic point
of view. It 1s doubttul that such christological considerations can be generallv assumed
for NT texts, or 1f the early Christian way of describing Christ has to be thought of in
more simplified terms. Such observations are probably worth considering in addition to
the principles of Christology set out by those Protestant scholars mentioned above.
trying to distinguish Christ from the angels.

[t 15 also noteworthy that MICHAELIS and WERNER addressed the issue of
angelological 1deas influencing the Christology of the NT only by implying an angel-
Christology as such. The possibility of an existence of an angelic or angelomorphic
Christology was not yet raised. Accordingly, it has to be emphasized that MICHAELIS®

rejection of WERNER was far too categorical in that he completely denied any traces of

an angel-Christology within the NT. This view determined the direction of research for

at least the tfour next decades.

On the one hand MICHAELIS’ strict refusal of admitting even traces of an
angel-Christology is still to be found, for example in the opinion of J. D. G. DUNN
(1980).}71 On the other hand it took at least two decades until the connection of
angelology and Christology was again taken into account. J. DANIELOU played a key
role in reopening discussion on this subject. Significantly, he proposed that the
influence of angelic descriptions on Christology could be considered apart from any

claim that this necessarily amounts to an angel-Christology (1964). Instead, he referred

e ——_

> Cp. e.g. MICHAELIS: Engelchristologie, 155. |
" Cp. e.g. MICHAELIS: Engelchristologie, 167. Both of those terms are of importance in the discussion
of the meaning of the "One like a Son of Man" in Apc 14:6-20 in order to distinguish him from the

angels, as to be shown.
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to an "angelomorphic Christology" and defined this as a description which draws on
imagery applied to various angelic beings.”

Furthermore, DANIELOU was the first to draw. attention to the difficulty of
using "creature-terminology" in order to distinguish Christ from angels. as this reflects a
way of thinking that belongs to the era of Arianism.”” Nevertheless. he continues to
make use of the term "creature” himself, while charging WERNER with having limited
Christ’s status to that of a creature.’® Accordingly, though denying WERNER's ideas.
he accepted WERNER’s terms and categories. However, his idea of an angelomorphic
Christology was now being taken seriously and would be further developed by R. N.
LONGENECKER (1970).”°

Many scholars have followed the ideas of DANIELOU and LONGENECKER
by adopting the concept of an angelomorphic Christology. or have at least recognised
the possibility that Christology has been influenced by angelic categories. Various
features have been emphasized by different scholars; for example J.-A. BUHNER, who
argued for a dependence of the Christology of John's Gospel on angelic traditions.
analogous to Tobit, has described Christ in terms of "One who has been sent" (1977).”°

Beyond this, an increasing interest in features ascribed to intermediary figures in
carly Jewish literature may be observed, as in the works of M. BARKER (1992)
investigating the "Angel of the Lord"-Tradition.”” Similarly, J. E. FOSSUM
concentrates on the hypostasized Divine Name and the Angel of the Lord. mainly

basing his research on Samaritan and Jewish concepts of intermediary beings (1985)."°

"' Cp. DUNN: Christology, 156-158. It should be mentioned, however, that DUNN gave up his rather
strict position and considers this topic to be of more importance in the 2™ edition of this title, cp. DUNN:

Christology, XXIV-XXVI.

"> Cp. DANIELOU: Christianity, 117-146, esp. 146.

" Cp. also BARBEL: Christos. 349-350, who argues similarly.
" Cp. DANIELOU: Christianity, 118 n. 3.

" Cp. LONGENECKER: Christology, 26-32.

6 Cp. BUHNER: Gesandle, esp. 118-180.

""Cp. BARKER: Angel, passim.

8 Cp. FOSSUM: Namie, passim.
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An equivalent approach is taken by C. A. GIESCHEN in order to illuminate
Angelomorpnic Christology (1998). having a particular interest in the idea of
hypostases.79
An influence of hypostases on Christology may be assumed in general. but it is
not always clear 1t such concerns have been adopted consciously or are rather simply
paralleled by a similar christological framework. Some scholars are less inclined to
acknowledge that an existence of hypostatic figures in early Jewish thought plaved a
formative role in the development of early christologies.
In addition to R. BAUCKHAM and C. ROWLAND, who have already been

mentioned above, other scholars have focused their investigations on angelomorphic
traditions within the Apocalypse. In particular, these include P. CARRELL. who argues
that Christ’s description as an angel-like being is only "temporary" (1997)%, and L. T.
STUCKENBRUCK who stresses the importance of angels and the prohibition of
veneration for the development of Christology within a monotheistic framework
(1995).% Similarly J. KNIGHT has studied the importance of angelology for the
Christology in the Ascension of Isaiah (1996): KNIGHT detines an angelomorphic
Christology as a description of Christ that contains language and imagery derived from
Jewish angelology which, at the same time, acknowledges that Christ was distinguished
from angels and not an angel himself.*

Further insight into the influence of angelology and its impact on Christology

has more recently been provided by D. D. HANNAH (1999). In his work HANNAH

e P

" Cp. GIESCHEN: Angelomorphic, esp. 36-45 and 70-123.

% Cp. e.g. BAUCKHAM: God, 5 n. 4.

*' Cp. CARRELL: Jesus, esp. 191-192 and 224-226. CARRELL stresses the importance of Christ’s
"temporary" angel-like status, for this would help avoid the assumption of an "ignorant” or even
"subordinated" Christ (in Apc 14:14-20) who is in need of instructions by angels. However. CARRELL
fails to give any evidence for this idea. Instead, he seems to have imposed a contemporary, dogmatlc-
theological explanation which ought not be assumed to have existed as a christological feature tor the

author of the text.
*2 Cp. STUCKENBRUCK: Veneration. esp. 270-273.
> Cp. KNIGHT: Disciples, 18-19.
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focuses on traditions concerning the angel Michael and a possible influence on
Christology in early Christianity.®® Further, the significance of an angelomorphic
Christology has also been acknowledged by S. VOLLENWEIDER who regards
angelology as a preparation for aspects of Christology which are worked over in order

to emphasise the special character of Christ. thus establishing a high Christology in

general.85

It 15 not only Christology that is considered to be angelomorphic but also
soteriology, as proposed by C. H. T. FLETCHER-LOUIS 1n his work on Luke-Acts
(1997). He adopts a broad definition in order to make a "specifically human direction”
for the term "angelomorphic" possible.*® Accordingly. he managed to find various
angelomorphic traditions 1n Luke and the sources used by him, like an angelomorphic
humanity (for example in Dan 7-12 or Acts 17:28ff)°’, angelomorphic communities
(for mstance 1n 1Q8S, 4Q400-407, 4Q491, 4Q511 35. the History of the Rechabites or
the Testament of Job)88 or angelomorphic soteriology (for example in Lk 15:7-10, Lk
15:11-32, Acts 6:15 or Acts 7:53)89. Even a high priest may be considered
angelomorphic (as for instance in Eccl 50:1-21, Diodurus Siculus’ Bibliotheca
Historica, the Letter of Aristeas and possibly in the Book of Watchers in I En. 1-3 6).”"

Obviously the understanding of the term "angelomorphic" as used by
FLETCHER-LOUIS is quite fluid - deductive and inductive at the same time. and does
not focus on the author’s use of tradition or their understanding of the use of certain
imagery. Rather, the term’s meaning depends on a more generalized point of view.

Formal parallels become decisive in order to determine whether a certain 1dea 1s

angelomorphic or not. Accordingly, one idea can be interpreted as being angelomorphic

** See HANNAH: Michael, passim.
8 Cp. VOLLENWEIDER: "Monotheismus", 21-44. esp. 34-41.

% Cp. FLETCHER-LOUIS: Luke-Acts, 14 n. 64.
8 Cp. FLETCHER-LOUIS: Luke-Acts, e.g. 30-31 and 205-215.
® Cp. FLETCHER-LOUIS: Luke-Acts. e.g. 184-205.
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and so, correspondingly, other traditions can be interpreted in the same way - In some
cases without even mentioning any angelic imagery.

A tendency for dealing with sources and interpreting them in terms of
angelology can be seen, tor example. in FLETCHER-LOUIS" interpretation of History
of the Rechabites: The celibate status of the Rechabites reported in this text and their
designation as "earthly angels" (5:3-4; 7:10) have led him to the conclusion that this
description has to be interpreted as an angelomorphic human community.”
Accordingly, for him, this way of describing a community allows for a better
understanding of Luke’s soteriology depicting Christian society in similar terms — this
means Luke’s description has to be interpreted as angelomorphic.” Apart from the
problem of seeing a background for Luke’s gospel in the History of the Rechabites, such
a procedure does not take sufficient account of Luke's own use of materials or
traditions. The assumption of a shared world view 1in which angelic and human

categories could be fluid, however appropriate 1t might be. ought not to be contused

with the particular ideas expressed by individual authors.

This raises the question as to whether it is the aurthor’s understanding of
employing traditions which makes an idea angelomorphic in character or not. It 1s
probably important if an author consciously derives imagery trom traditions.
Accordingly, it is significant to what extent and maybe 1f his way of composing an
angelomorphic description possibly copes with the ability of his readers to understand
this 1dea.

FLETCHER-LOUIS’ concept of angelomorphisms is so general as such that it

can be used as pattern against which to examine almost every text. However. it 1s hkely

% Cp. FLETCHER-LOUIS: Luke-Acts, e.g. 72-107.
* Cp. FLETCHER-LOUIS: Luke-Acts, e.g. 118-129. -
' Cp. FLETCHER-LOUIS: Luke-Acts. 199-204. He bases his conclusion on similarities between some

texts.
2 Cp. FLETCHER-LOUIS: Luke-Acts. e.g. 221.



that neither a general pattern nor a single uniform concept of adopting angelomorphic
traditions may have existed. Rather, a given author’s particular wav of adopting
traditions may differ accordingly from text to text. Thus we cannot assume the idea of
angelomorphism to be uniform in character.

It should be obvious by this point that there is no agreed working definition for
the term "angelomorphic”, but rather that the interpretation of its meaning is dependant
on the approach chosen: the more extended the definition becomes, the more
angelomorphic traditions are to be found. The lack of a clear definition 1s apparent here.
the term can be used 1n a very flexible way.

It should also be apparent that within the history of research many conclusions
have been advanced with dogmatic considerations in mind, as shown through the
example of the "creature-terminology” (see above). This 1s also visible 1n the process of
the above mentioned disputes: the arguments used are related to the history ot doctrines
(notably the first disputes are to be seen only among scholars of history of doctrines).
and closer observations of NT facts follow as a logical consequence. Theretore 1t has to
be asked whether this course of the disputes has determined from the outset the more
recent discussion concerning the connection between angelology and Christology, or 1f

criteria of the NT have been taken into account seriously enough.

The need for further studies in the Christology of Revelation seems apparent.
Accordingly, the aim of the present thesis is to determine the type of Christology that
characterises the Apocalypse and to observe especially its connection to angelology.
Any contemporary attempt to describe the author’s own way of integrating angelology
with Christology should avoid (or at least be aware of) dogmatic presuppositions. as
shown above. The history of research regarding the studies on angelology and

Christology has shown that a dogmatic understanding - In most cases - underlies the

analysis and assessment of angelomorphic or "angel" Christology. In the present thesis.
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other means of distinguishing Christ from angels (e.g. functional-soteriolouical and

narrative-contextual aspects) shall be explored. It should also prove helpful to determine

the tradition-historical background which gave rise to this special kind of Christology.

1.3. The Problems of Definitions

Since the absence of a clear working definition of the expression
"angelomorphic” has become apparent, 1t seems necessary to define this expression for
further studies on the Apocalypse and the question whether or not angelomorphic
elements are present in this writing. A promising start for such a definition has to be
based on the integration of two other expressions that are somehow related to the term
"angelomorphic", namely the terms "divine" and "angelic". A definition of these two
words seems especially helpful. because both were essentially used in earlier attempts to

establish an appropriate understanding of the expression "angelomorphic" as will be

demonstrated in this section (cp. immediately below). A definition of "angel
Christology" should also be made at this stage. A closer look at some previous attempts
at defining the expression "angelomorphic" demonstrates the correlation of all
mentioned terms and their dependency on each other.

For instance, the definition for "angelomorphic" provided by DANIELOU
explains the expression as a representation

"... by means of the imagery of various angelic beings. "

Such a definition seems simplistic, but at the same time it offers a reasonable solution.

However, the question remains open with regard to what an angelic being actually 1s; a

definition of an angel or angelic being thus still has to be made. Similarly. the definition

by KNIGHT lacks clarity, since he defines angelomorphic descriptions as

> Cp. DANIELOU: Christianity, 146.
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"... analogies with the angels despite the attribution of diviniry .. "
and contrasts sharply between an angelomorphic Christology and the so-called Angel

Christology - literally implying a presentation of Christ as an angel - as postulated by

WERNER.” This definition also leaves open the question of what constitutes an angel
or angelic being. Furthermore, it remains to be asked what constitutes a divine being.
and whether a divine status rules out the possibility of an angelic status altogether or
allows for an occasional understanding of "divine" angels.”
A somewhat more precise definition is finally provided by FLETCHER-LOUIS
who interprets "angelomorphic" as
"... wherever there are signs that an individual or community possesses specifically
angelic characteristics or status, though for whom identity cannot be reduced to that of
an angel."”’
This definition, in turn, builds on his understanding of what an angelic being is:
"... the constellation of characteristics and motifs which commonly occur across a
broad spread of Jewish texts from the Second Temple and early rabbinic periods.".”®
Although both definitions, taken together, may seem specific at first sight. some
clarifications are to be made in this case as well. For instance, 1t needs to be specified
what can be defined as "commonly" applied characteristics or motifs of an angelic
nature.
Another weakness of FLETCHER-LOUIS’ definition lies in the temporal
restriction he provides. A limitation of angelic 1deas to Second Temple and rabbinic

writings is not necessarily consequent, since imagery concerning angels underlies

changes in that period and is not standardised. Further, writings from other periods or

> Cp. KNIGHT: Disciples, 142.
” Cp. KNIGHT: Disciples, 76 and 183.
:: See for a similar critique FLETCHER-LOUIS: Luke-Acts, 14 n.64.
N Cp. FLETCHER-LOUIS: Luke-Acts, 14-15.
Cp. FLETCHER-LOUIS: Luke-Acts, 15.
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later Christian writings can also be held responsible for a development of angelological

1deas.

On the other hand, the definition provided by FLETCHER-LOUIS is
amorphous: 1f an angel 1s considered to have all "characteristics and motifs which
commonly occur”, almost any being related to heaven would be subject to an
interpretation as having an angelic status. Such a definition appears far too broad and
unspecific. Certain attributes or functions, as well as the possible designation of a figure
as an angel, should be taken into account for a reasonable and limited interpretation of a
figure as angelic.

For HANNAH the concept of an "angelomorphic Christology” is
phenomenological. For him the expression refers to

"visual portrayals of Christ in form of an angel "
However, such a definition is too limited as it excludes any form of angelomorphic
Christology but a descriptive element of an appearance. Such aspects like functions or
the context by which a figure might appear angelomorphic are not taken into account.

Further definitions of the terms such as "angelic", "angelomorphic”, "angel

Christology" and "divine" have been proposed by GIESCHEN. He attempts to arrive at

definitions for the words that do not neglect the interrelationship between them. With

this in view, GIESCHEN first defines an angel as:

"a spirit or heavenly being who mediates between the human and divine realms".'"

Secondly he concludes the definition for "angelomorphic™ as
" .. an inclusive adjective which describes a phenomenon that has the variegated form

and functions of an angel, even though the figure may not be explicitly identified as an

101
angel.".

Al ——

? Cp. HANNAH: Michael, 13.
' Cp. GIESCHEN: Angelomorphic, 21.
"' Cp. GIESCHEN: Angelomorphic, 27-28.




An angelomorphic Christology. therefore, is
"... the identification of Christ with angelic form and functions ... whether or not he is
specifically identified as an angel"
in contrast to an "angel Christology", which is an
“explicit identification of Jesus Christ as an angel".""
GIESCHEN builds his definition on the work of ROWLAND. who interprets an
angelomorphic Christology as a description of Christ which
"in no way implies that Christ was identified entirely with the created order" '

It should by now be apparent that definitions of "angelomorphic" depend on the
definition of "angelic" and what an angel actually is. probably as well as on a definition
of "divine". Theretore, a definition of angels has to be established first.

(1) "Angels" and " Angelic"

The concept of angels in the Hebrew Bible and the adaptation of angelological
ideas 1n the New Testament literature apparently has its roots in the motif of a
messenger sent by God 1n order to communicate his messages to the people. Therefore,
GIESCHEN’s proposal of an angel as a "heavenly being who mediates between human
and divine realms" seems an appropriate suggestion for a definition, which we may
generally agree to. However, since all the functions ot angels are not always clear cut in
terms of simply mediating between those realms, we need to be more precise here:

Since angels are generally subordinate to God we may consider them as heavenly

servants of God who do his bidding either in heaven itself, or they take responsibility to

make his will known on earth functioning generally as messengers and God's servants.
In description they might even reflect God’s glory, but their power 1s certainly hmited

and subject to God’s will. A general definition for an angel in biblical writings could

therefore be:

L

"%* Cp. GIESCHEN: Angelomorphic, 28.




"An angel is a heavenly intermediary being, who is in service of God and functions

as a messenger or servant."

Further, an angel is generally designated as such. The adjective "angelic'
conclusively relates to figures who share these attributes of an angel. possibly but not
necessarily implying that the figure thus described represents an angel.

(2) "Divinity' and "Divine"

"Divinity" 1s best defined in a very general way as a term describing the status of
God. The expressions "divinity” and "divine" are commonly understood in contrast to
"angels" and "angelic". If we understand a concept of divinity exclusively as describing
God and attributes related to him, such a distinction seems to be appropriate. In turn, we
should attempt to i1dentify the criteria which express a degree of divinity. GIESCHEN
proposes a catalogue for the criteria of divinity consisting of (1) a Divine Position, (2) a
Divine Appearance, (3) Divine Functions, (4) the Divine Name and (5) the Divine
Veneration.'” However, these criteria seem questionable, since many features within
descriptions of God are subject to change and might also be applied to angels or similar
minions of God. A sitting posture of God as an expression of his divinity as assumed by
GIESCHEN may indeed be found in certain traditions. But, as GIESCHEN admits
himself, portraits of God or those surrounding him as standing may also be found. (See
section 3.1.3.2. for a more thorough discussion on this problem in Revelation.)
Moreover, the possibility of deriving divine status from a description of appearance or
size must be questioned. Though GIESCHEN provides evidence for descriptions of size
or appearance of divine figures, it may certainly not be assumed that elements of such a
depiction can be found everywhere. For instance. descriptions of Christ in New
Testament literature do not follow a general pattern of portraying God. On the contrarv.

one might wonder where descriptions of God are found and where those descriptions

el

03 Cp. ROWLAND: "Man". 100.




play an elemental role in Christophanies. Similarly. a name as clearly divine feature
may be present in certain descriptions, but one might doubt if a concept of divine names
Is a standardized common feature in a wide range of texts. Moreover. the expression
"divine name” may be misleading, since most names of angels in early Jewish texts end
on "-el" (e.g. Michael, Raphael, Yahoel, Uriel) alluding to God.'™ Can all those names
be 1dentified as divine? Angels would then be divine figures as well. And can one argue
that these names are simply derived from God's name in order to express God’s unique
status? In that case most titles given for instance to Christ relating him to God (e.g. son
of God) would have to be interpreted likewise.

A similar problem occurs if veneration is interpreted as an exclusive means to
ascribe divinity to certain figures: In the recent past some scholars, such as
HURTADO, ™ BAUCKHAM.'” VOLLENWEIDER ' or GIESCHEN'® (and to some
extent FLETCHER-LOUIS”O) have assumed that worship and veneration (especially
cultic’ veneration) are a means of ascribing divinity to Christ in contrast to angels where
such a reference 1s generally absent. Such an interpretation is - as partially admitted by
these scholars - not without challenge, since references to veneration or even worship of
angels can be found. Examples for veneration ot angels have been provided for instance
by STUCKENBRUCK.'""' HURTADO's argument of a 'cultic' veneration as the means
for distinguishing Christ from angels or other heavenly beings and thus maintaining a
straightforward monotheism (drawing a line between angelic and divine) also has other
flaws. Weak points in HURTADO's argument include a too narrow definition for

"worship” and the neglect of possible developments in early Jewish traditions

%% Cp. GIESCHEN: Angelomorphic. 30-33.

' See also VOLLENWEIDER: "Monotheismus", 28-29.

"% Cp. HURTADO: God. passim (for instance 11-13), “Monotheism", 3-26, or "Mean". 348-368.
%" Cp. BAUCKHAM: Theology, 58-63, Climax, 133-140, and God, 34-35.

'8 Cp. VOLLENWEIDER: "Monotheismus", 30.

' Cp. GIESCHEN: Angelomorphic. 33.

"9 Gee for instance FLETCHER-LOUIS: Luke-Acts. 15,



concerning angels and their veneration.''* Despite the theory of worship being the
decisive factor in order to set Christ apart from subordinate heavenlv beings which may
In contrast not be worshipped, it seems important for the current definition of divinity
that the criteria of worship lacks precision in general. Added to which, the overlap
created by evidence of angels being worshipped seems to contradict the assumption that
worship 1s the decisive factor for keeping the line between divine and non-divine.
Therefore, it i1s difficult to regard worship as an exclusive means to establish the
distinction between divine and non-divine. Nevertheless, since worship 1s rejected by

"> it may well be worth keeping "worship" in mind as a

angels in certain traditions
means to distinguish angels from God and those who are in ultimate proximity to him
(e.g. Christ). In other words, early Jewish and later Christian writers might generally
have addressed the topic of worship in order to keep a line between angels (or similar
heavenly beings) and God. Maybe such a division has been expanded to Christ without
necessarily implying a fully developed understanding of a divine status of Christ.

An even more helpful means of expressing a divine status in early Jewish or
Christian writings might have been established by ascribing certain functions to God
and maybe other figures one wished to present as on par with him. However, the critena
of functions may not be entirely without overlaps: angels might occasionally be
portrayed with functions which are commonly reserved for God, such as taking care ot
the created cosmos, protection of the righteous, punishing evil or answering prayers.114
Other features, though, are rather exclusively ascribed to God, as for instance (A) the

creation of the world (a feature which is rarely shared, as for instance by Wisdom 1n

Proverbia 3:19; 8:22-31; Wisdom of Solomon 9:9 or Ben Sirach 24:3-7). (B) salvitic or

" Cp. STUCKENBRUCK: F’eneration, 51-204, and "Refusal", 679-696. See for honour given to angels
as a cultic practice HORBURY: Messianism, 121.

"2 Cp. STUCKENBRUCK: I'eneration, 49-50. and "Monotheism", 70-89.

¥ Cp. for instance BAUCKHAM: "Worship"”, 322-341. or STUCKENBRUCK: }Veneration, 270-271.
'Y Cp. GIESCHEN: .dngelomorphic, 32.




redemptive deeds like absolving sins. causing general salvation for Israel or
pronouncing eschatological judgement, and finally (C) holding the dominion over the
earth and the entire creation. Such features are generally absent when references to
angels are made: A creation by angels or even just the participation of angels in creation
1s excluded. Salvation 1s also caused exclusively by God, though it it might be carried
out by angels (e.g. in Num 20:16; Ex 23:20-23 or Tob'"); the angels only reflect God’s
will and obey his command. Similarly, the power to reign over<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>