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2l. 

Zechariah 14 in the canonical scriptures.45 

In t he area of dependencies, the Da.nielic "SOn of Man" 

dare not be overlooked a.s a primary source for Enoch's por­

trayal. Al t l1ougll SCl1t1erer46 in:terprets Daniel's "Son of Kan" 

communally, he connects the personal figure of .Bnoch with 

chapter seven of Daniel. HDelscher47 states that the figure 

of the "Son of Man" in Daniel, there a symbol of the communi­

ty, is Q.pplic:?d to the Messiah by the ''Parables" of .Bnoch. 

The discussion of .Enoch's interpretation of Daniel's 

"Son of Man" raises the related and paramountly important 

question wheth~r Enoch uses "Son of Man" as a title, and, if 

so, 1•1hether t his• is a. )tessio.nic: title, and, if so, whether it 

r ef ers t c a personal ~iessiah • . 

Volz sees tbc term "SOn of Man" as a "formal eschatologi­

cal title,1148 and Boasset49 sketches the inevitable develop­

ment from the si,11ple ,10rd "man" to the title "~ Man" in the 
. 

following t erms: the descriptive and limiting definite arti-

cle mal.es c f " :aan" "~ man," and, once this stage of devel­

opment is reached, the ultimate result is nothing less than a 

45 John .Bright, ll!,! Kingdom g_( �~� (Nashville: Abingdon 
Press, 1953), p. 168. 

46.Dnil Schuerer, A llistory g!.!J!!, Jewish People in~ 
~g! Jesus Christ, authorized translation CEclinbUrgb: 
T. & T. C2ark, 1924), II, 1S8. 

47HQelscher, 9a• £!1., pp • . 192f. 

48Volz, 2.2• cit., PP• 186f. 

49nousset, 2.2• .!at•, P• 266. 

2/ 
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title. This general rubric 'tJOuld tend to in~o.J.idate the con­

clusions of a. o. Eerdmans, H., LietzAann and J. Wellhausen.SO 

that it means, and. can me.an, no more than. "man." .However it 

is not clear whether the "development" outlined by Bousset was 

immediate or gradual; ther€fore ·the conclusion must remain 

somewhat in suspension. 

'the question of @ e::;plici t ).1essianism in tl\e term "SOn 

of Man" in Enoch is not simply answered. 1"he fact tha.t de­

gree s of Messianity are possible would admit the implicit 

presence of elements in the phrase that our Lord could develop 

even beyond \'1hateve r stage it had .reached before His day. But 

this problein suffers from the same problem which besets the 

solution of "the "personaiity" of the Messiah in Daniei.Sl 

Kautzsch52 presupposes the Messianic content of the "SOn 

oi Man" in .Enocll, as do R.. Otto,S3 Paul Volz,54 Friedrich 

lluechsel, SS Scl1odtleSu and even the modern Je1tish scholar 

Kl:i.t,sn~:r, 1•bo calls the "Parables" of Enoch "an essentially 

SOcf . Sjocberg, 22• .ill_., p~ 40. 

Slsuora., Pl?• 7f. 

52Kautzsch1 .22.· ill•, PP• 222f., 227f. 

S3sjoebcrg, .22• cit., p. 45. 

S"-volz, .22• cit. , p. 187. 

5Ssuechsel, ..22• st~, p. 206. 

S6Gecrge H. Schodde, 'lbe ~ gt_ Bnoch (/Uldover: Warl:'en P. 
Drape#, 19-11), P• SO. 
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Hesci anlc docue1ent. n57 Sjoebe rg sununa.rizes huge blocl~s of 

criticc.l schol a r lip when he concludes thus: 

Mei stens altz e 't)·tiert man jedoch heute den Menschensolln 
a.ls einen juedischen, in den apokalyptisohen Kreisen 
n-ebraucht e n ?4essia.sn.a;aen, und fincle·t ihn durcl1 I Hen. 
37-71 [sic] i.>elegt. 58 

Ile soc s on t o credit t his ~eneral opinion to the observation 

of Charle s th ... t the "demonstrative reproduces, in all cases, 

the Gr ecl:;; de f i nite article. n59 The fact that this view· pre­

supposes a Gr eelt orir;inal may well lie behind tlle more cau­

t ious r emarks of l'a.ylor tha t this is "a moot point,. 1160 None­

t hel ess , Sjoe l.>c r g is positive: 11.2s steht a.lso fes-c: aus 

allgcr.iei ne11 Gruenden !:a.nn die ,\Jlsicht Charles' [sic] nicht 

wi:!erlcgt wcr c.len . 0 61 

The questi on s· of tile curr~ncy of the Boolt of cnoch and 

of its Mess ianic or non-Mes sianic interpretation are closely 

• + I £ ff . 1n .. er woven . For this reason, and because o t!le di icult1es 

involved , ther e is an almost irreconcilable variety of inter­

pr e t a tions. Some scholars say that Enoch was current and was 

inter pr et ed ·lessianically,62 others grant its currency, but 

57Klausner, .22• ill•, P• 289. 

58sjoe be r g , .2.12,. ,ill., p,. 41. 

59~., p . 45. 

60vi:icen·t Ta.f lor, Tlle Gosoel accorcling to Saint ~ 
(London: The .Ma.cm111an C0111pany, 1952), pp. lfff. 

6lsjoeberg, .22• .lli•• p. 41 

62icnopf, ~ .!!• , 9.2• ill• , pp. 300f. 
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deny its Me~siP-~ic i nterpretation,63 and yet others state that, 

apart fro:n its connection with ltnocil , t lte t rm " Son of ?-Ian" 

could not have been understood at a11.u4 Char1cs65 cautiously 

grunts the possibility of the currency of Enoch on the basis 

of parallels wi•~h Jer . Ta:mith. Volz,66 on the other hand, is 

adamantly o osed to granting its general cur.r-::ncy.. The a.rgu­

ment that lmoch r epre ents mere1y a faulty interpretation of 

Danie1 chapt er 167 is quite convincingly refuted by th~ ob­

serv~t i on of Bousset68 that the pre-existence of the .Enochic 

" ,:j(Jn of Mau" i s possible only from t?:.c phrase its,clf, which 

has i t:s ori~i n i n Daniel. nut no mo.ttcr whether the Da:lielic 

figur (! wa.s "roper ly or improperly understood by E.uoch, the 

fa.ct %'~mai ns t hat a "belief in tha.t heavenly man existed, and, 

in the ~pccalyptic context, was suff iciently eJ~>rcsscd ~/ the 

siu1pl e: ' the J.1:111,. , 1169 

While any r ef er ence to Jesus' use of the t erm may be pro­

lc ,tic, it i s nevertheless interesting to note that, nlthough 

63Fcine, 2.2.• E:.t•, p. 61; Cadoux, .22• cit., p. 98. 

64sjoeb er g , 22• .£i!•, ~P• S7, S9. 

6Sc11a..r1cs, ~• cit. •, p. 93. 

6~volz, .2!?.• cit., pp 188. 

67cadoux, 22,. cit., P• 93. 

68Bousset, oD. _ill., PP• 266f. 

69sjoeberg, 2.2, .. cit., P• 59 1 this autllor' s translation. 
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Moore, Manson and Cadoux70 doubt the likelihood of Jesus• ac­

qua?,,ntance with Enoch, Kautzsc1171 insists that .:snocb is rep.r!!­

sentati v c of con t emporary Jewish follclorc, and B:ildensperger72 

stat es c a t cgor.ic ally that Ue took His "Son of Man" froI:l folk­

lore . '!'he objection t hat the "Son of Man" references in th~ 

Boo!;: o f E11och are Christian i,iterpolat!.ons is well refuted by 

Kautzsch , 73 ;rho c alls attenti011 to the fact that, if this wer~ 

t he c as e , the i nt rpol ator did not talce _advantage of this op­

portunity t o i n t roduce a m~re complete Christian dogmatics 

into Enoc h ; i f i-t is argued that the interpola.tor il.ttcmpted 

a c a s ua l i ntrus ion, tllis argument falls wh en it is seen that 

the tit l e was current e nough a.lrearl y at Jesus• time not to 

demand c"plana.tio11 as a new departure . An addi t ional argu-

1;ient against thi s proposed Cllristic.n interpol~tor is the fact 

t lnt Judai sm a f t e r t he time of Christ baJ111ed 11a.ll the great 

J ewis h apoc alypses which were wri.ttcn before l.O A.O., and 

which c arried on the mystical and spiritual side of religion 

as or,_os ed t o the legalistic. 1174 

In swnma.ry , the teaching of the nook of Enoch regarding 

70cf. ca.c1ou,:, .!?1?.• ill·, P• 99. 

71ICa.utzsch, !m• ,ill., p. 233. 

72Quoted by ICautzsch, .21?• s!!•, p. 232. 

73ICautzsch 1 !2E• s!• 
74charles, 22• ill•, p. 44. 
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the "Son o f Man," wbicb nisse17S and TorrC!y76 see as no es­

s ential addit ion to the Old Testament' s previou$ doctrine, 

doco , a.t l E'!ast, show a cla rification of the Danielic por­

trayal o f t he apocnlyptic Messiah whose ti tl ! -. .,as chosen by 

our. Lord :is Hi s f avorite sclf-dcsig11a.tion. Enoch's "Son of 

Man" is al:;o c all ed "the cllosen onci" "the chosen one of 

right~o rnn ~s and f aithfulness," "the r iahteous 0 ·1c," "the 

anointc " or " the J.tessia.h," a.ml, n.s "the bc~.rer of God I s 

s .;>i rit , 11 he i s bo·~h "lliclcten" by God and revealed by Him as 

the " enth r on ed" judge, w~10, acting in God' s str.:~d , jlldges 

nne cl a.n•l li:ings ; t he "Son of Man" brings t he \·.1orld ldngdoms 

to a 1:rc.m1bl .:t•1g ha.i.t, judces sinners and s tands in t he closest 

prc::imi t y of th~ "chosen" or " ,~lect" and "righteous" cono.nunity. 

As~ "man," be s tands before men in a. divine confronta.ticn.77 

75ni s e l., ~- ill• 
76Tor r c :t , .QJ2.• ill•' p • 111. 

77Briqht , 212.• ill•, !:>P • l.70 £. 



CHJ\P'f J.:R IV 

"SON OF MAM" IN our.. LORD' s USAGE 

TI.c t e rin "Son of Man" occurs some eighty times in the New 

Testaro n t,1 an d , except for Acts 7:56 1 it occurs only as a self­

des i gnation in the mouth of Jesus Himsclf.2 John 13:24, in 

l'lhich t he t erm is usecl by "the people,." is not an e:cception, 

since it is r1a.nif estly o.n indirect quotation of Jesus' own 

cla.im.3 

. or the nurposes of this paper the Gospel of Mark has 

been si l~l ed out for special co:1sideration since it epitomizes 

the z encr al synoptic doctrine of tbe "Son of Man" and parti­

cularly since, in modern times, tlle second Gospel has assumed 

a def i nite place of priority in the study of' the Jesus of the 

Gospcls . 4 

The occurrences .of the term "$on of Man" in Marl:, as well 

ilS in t he other Gospels I fall into three g.roups. PranzmannS 

1Ma.r t in ·[. Franzmann , Da.sileia tou Theou (Saint Lo\tis: 
Co11cordia Se111i11ary Print Sho!), 1956);-t). ~9. 

21,,.; .,1 u _._. -
3Ibid. -
4Au~~st Klcster ~~n~, Das Markusevnnelium nach seinen 

Quell~m~erthe (Goettingen:-vindenhoeck & Ruprecnt, 1~61), 
po. 1f.: cf. Vincent Taylor, The Gosoel accor.din4 to Saint 
Marlt (Lond01 : The Macmillan Company, ~952), PP• -'23' for a 
history of Markan interpre t&t io:is. 

' SFranzmann, 2.2• .£!.,!., P!>• 69-72 1 passim. 
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labels the three thus1 

1. "Son of Man" in eschato.logical contexts 01k. 8:38, 
13:26, 14:62) 

2. "Son of Man" in humiliation a.nd Passion contexts 
( Ml ... , 8;31, 9:31, 10133, 10:45, 9112, 14:21) 

3. "Son of Man" in contexts ,1hich speak of the present 
u.uth rity of J esus (Mk . 2:27£.) 

To t his list M:.i.rk 9:9 ma.y be added. a.s "escbatologica1," Mark 

14:41 as "humi liation and Pas sion," and Made 2:10 as "present 

nu t hori t y . n 'Htmter0 divides the Ma.11tan passages similarly 

u11dc-r 'i:he follo\dng heads: (1) exaltation, (2) humiliation 

and (3) s tatem~nts of a quite sencral nature. 

·r11e n es ch a t ological" group are tbe following : 

lJhosoeve .r t he r ef ore sha.11 b e ashamed of 1ne and my ,-rords 
in t his adulterous and sinful generation• of him a.lso 
shell the Son of Man b e ashamed, wllen lie cometh in the 
glory of His Father \'lith 'the holy angels. 7 · 

And a s they came down from the mountain• he cbarged them 
t h a t t hey should tell no man what things they

8
had seen, 

till t h e Son of Man were risen from the dead. 

And then s ha.tl they see the Son of
9

Man. coming in the 
clouds ·wi tll great power and glory. 

' .. And Jesus said, I am: and ye shall see the Sc,n of Man 
~sitting on the right hand of power, and coming in the 
~clouds of he av~n.10 

6A. M. Iilnter • The Gosoel according to Saint Mark (London: 
SCM Pr e s s , Ltd. , 1948), PP• 43f • - -

7?,lark 8 : 38. 

81.~1; 9:9. 

9.Mark 13:26. 

10t.tark 14: 62. 
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In Mark 8:38 there can be little doubt that our Lord in­

tended llis hearers to recall the Danielic "Son of Man. 1111 The 

' 'glOry of tis ,•a.ther" and His coming ''with the holy angels" is 

strongly reminiscent of Daniel. 1'aylorl2 indicates that this 

passage betrays close parallels with Enoch 51:8 and S2:2, 

where the "chosr.n one" is placed "on tile throne of glory" or 

"on t he t hrone of his glory," from which he judges the 2:¼ght­

eous, ldngs aud mighty men. Another interesting parallel is 

l3noch 63: 11 , where tile "Son of Man" judges those t-tho have 

"belied the Lord c,f the Spirits and His Messiall." Cadoux•s13 

11ot c that "'Jcirig a.shamed of the 'Son of Man'" includes being 

a.shamed of him is in line with the 11cormm,nal11 interpretation 

of the 11Son of Man" in Daniel and Enoch.14 

In Mark 9:9 the Resurrection is, in a. real sense, escha­

tological, but this passage miJht also fit under the heading 

of "Passion," since the Resurrection presupposes the Cross. 

In Mark 13: 26 the "clouds" and "power and glory•• again 

hark baclt to the figure of Daniel 7, where the "Son of Man" 

comes as the divinely invested judge.is 

In :Mark 14:62 the combination of the "right hand of power, 

11cecil Johll cadoux, The Historical Mission ,2! J~sus (New 
York: Harper & Brothers, n:cr.), P• 99. 

12Taylor, 22• .£!!•, p. 383 •. 

13cac10ux, .22• £!1•, P• 229. 

14supra, chapters II and III. 
15sup.ra, chapter II. 
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and comi na in the clouds of heaven" with the statement "I a," 
with all the divine implications of this plirase ,16 is seen by 

Cadoux as "an exception to the general privacy" with which 

Jesus used the t e rm "S011 of Man. 1117 Nonathele3s 1 Csdoux18 

chara.ctczizes this a..'"lswer before the High Priest as a direct 

avowa1 of Messianity based on Daniel chapter 7. 

'l'hese ''eschatoloaical" references make it quite clear that 

Jesus, i f He did not intend to assume the role of Judge,19 cer­

tainl y used t erminology with which He applied the pictures of 

Daniel and .Enoch to Himself. 

The p ,\ss ages \·Illich speak of the "present authority" of 

Jesus are but t\fO in numbers20 

But t hat ye may know that the son of Man hath power on 
ea~th to f orgive sins (he saitli to the sick of the palsy,)21 

I 

Therefore the son of .Man is.Lord also of the Sabbath.22 

Mark 2:10 ~s9~cially indicates Jesus' own conviction that He 

is the Messiah \'Ibo brings God's rule. 23 Although these passages 

16n,.:odus 2:14. 

17cadoux, 2!2.• .E:.!•• p. 97. 

lSibid,, pp. S9, 293. 

19nius Oadoux, .2.2• ill•, .P• 322. 

20These passages are examined at this point, contrary to 
the order a iven above, for reasons of continuity. 

21.Mo.rk 2:10. 

22Mark 2:28. 

23Luke 5:21 indicates that the Jews knew forgiveness to 
be a divine prerogative, cf. Ps. 103:3. 

i) 
'3 
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pose eJtegetica.l. problems• they do not play an important part 

in determining the content of the title "SOD of Man," and may 

be dismissed as "statements of a quite general. kind. 1124 

The passages in 1:1hich the humiliation and Passion of the 

"Son of J an" a.re treated are of vital importance for an under­

standing o f tllc content of tile title. 7hey are tile following: 

l.nd he b egan to teach them that tile Son of itan must suf­
f er i;uuiy t h ings, a.nd be rejected of tl c ::lde rs, am of 
the chi f priests, and scribes, and be lcilled, and after 
thre e days ris.e ngain,25 

And 
a."ld 
t h 
s et 

ll~ ans,·rered and told them, .Bl:ias verily cometh first, 
r cstoreth a.11 tilings; and hou that it is •.1ritten of 
SN1 o f _.tan,. th2.t he ri1ust suff .r many things, an:1 be 
a.t n a1.,zht. ~6 

For h e t aught his disciples, and said unto them, The Son 
o f Man i s d elivered into t:-,e llauds of mt:n, and they shall 
!·ill h i m; a.'1.d after that he is Itilled, be sh&l.1 rise the 
t hird day.27 

Behold, \·re go up to Jerusalem; and the Son of Man shall 
b e dc liv~red unto the chief priests, nnd unto the scribes; 
and they shall condemn him to death, and Gha.11 deliver 
him to the Gentiles, 

and they sba.11 moc!t him, and shal.1 scourge him, and shall 
spit upon him, on~

8
shall kill him; ~d the third day he 

slla11 rise again. 

Fo= even as tbe S.011 of Man came not to be ministered unto.._ 
but to ministe~, and to give l1is life a. ransom for many.2Y 

l'he Son of .Man indeed goeth, as it is ,-.-ri tten of him: 

24St.ipr~, note 6. 

?-5,.tarlt 8 : 31. 

26!1tark 9:12. 

27Mark 9:31. 

28J.tark 10:33£. 

29Mark 10:45. 
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but woe to that man by whom the Son of Man is betrayed! 
good were it for that man if be had n~ver been bom. 30 

And he cometh the third time! and saith unto them, Sleep 
on no\'1 a11d tn!;:e your rest: t is enough, the hour is 
come ? behold! the Son of Man is betrayed into the hands 
of sinne r s . 3 · 

Por the purposes of this 1, apcr a summary of the exegetical 

pos s ibilit'i es of the t erm "Son of Man" will suffice, since the 

content of t he t i tle is the concern of this thesis. Vincent 

Taylor32 gives t he folloi-1ing outline of interpretations1 

l. Man in general 

2. The col l ective comnn1nity 

3. " I uho speak" was changed to "Son of Man" by 1ater 
tradition 

4 .. 1' e " I deal .t1au" 

5 . Us ed by Jesus as a cbaUenge for reflection, and, 
after Caesarea Phillipi; used to explain the coming 
Passion. 

T"nc f irst interpretat ion is probably the simples·t and most 

natural, and Pcine33 attests the fact that the Greek and Latin 

fathers appli ed it, ever since the second century, to the human 

descent of Jesus. Buechse134 a.grees that it is mere1y "man, 11 

and Feine3S mentions with approval Baur•s observation that 

30itark 14:21. 

31Jlarlc 14: 41. 

32Taylor, El?• .e!• , pp.. 197f. , passim. 

33J.>au1 Peine, Theologie des Neuen Testaments (vierte, neu 
bearbeitetc Auflage; Leipzig; J. c. Ilinrichs1schc Bucbhandlung, 
1922), !>• 57. 

34priedrich Buechsel, Jesus, Verkuenclif?UPJ? und Geschichte 
(Guetersloh: c. Bertelsmann verlag, 1V41), pp. 202'f'. 

3SFe~ne, 1££• cit. 
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Jesus used ·this particular teruJ in express opposition to the 

Jewish inter pretation of a poli ticfl.1-nationalistic ''Son of 

Man. 1136 Taylor, however, modifies this extreme vie\'f by stat­

ing emp!rn.t ically that Jesus did not use "Son of Man" merely 

to avert r evolut ion.37 

The osition that "Son of Man" merely stresses the hu­

L'lD.Jli ty of Jesus is violently op ')Osed by Knopf, Lietzmann and 

\·;eine,1 ,38 Dancan,39 & &• N(~vertheless, it cannot be said 

t·1at the term " Son of Man" has no reference whatsoever to 

J esus ' hu 1a11ity. {i1c did not by-pass tbe primary linguistic 

fact tha t "Sc,n of Ma.nu does n1ean !!!!!'.!,, but rather built a 

fuller con ception on this basis. After all, Jesus "war kein 

g.ricchische r Philosoph und' lcein moderner t.l11?,1anist, und er 

redete nicllt zu Philosophen und zu 1.hnnanisten. 1140 

'fhe interpretation that "Son of Man" refers to the re­

leemed corllmunity is not without relative merit, especially in 

the light of the strong communal overtones in both Daniel and 

361nfrn, p~. 38ff. 

37Taylor, oo. cit., P• 123. 

38Rudolph Knofp, Hans Lietzmann and Heinrich l\feinel, 
liinfuehrung in das Neue Testa111ent (Berlin: Alfred Toenelmann, 
1949J, . p. 301. - - -

39George s. Duncan, Jesus, !!!! ~ .2,!, !!!a Ore,r: York: 
The Macmillan Comoany, 1949J, p. 136, quoted by John Fritz, 
"l'he New Testament Concept of the Son of Man" (unpublished 
lila.ster• s Tl1esis, Concordia Seminary, st. Louis, 195UJ, P• 2. 

40 • .\non., quoted by Peine, 22• ,ill., p. 65 
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Unoch.41 However, it mu:::t be understocc! thnt the redeemed 

community ' s s s cnce depP.nds on 1:he Redeemer; the community 

is t he "Son o f Ma.n° only by theological metonymy, for their 

rede1,1pt i on i s d e endent on Jesas as the " Son of Man " as He - ' 
identifie s Hi mself witll His people. 

The vie w t hat the phrase "Son of Man" is merely "a mod esi: 

and i n · i r ~ct 1esi gn rLti o n of Himself1142 may be correct in the 

sens e thot J e s us ' hearers did not, nor were -~hey intended to, 

full)' uuder s t :mu e ach use o f t he phrase. It is de1no11strable, 

however, t hat Jewis h speech allowed the u se of the third per­

son i n pl a.c of t he first person. 43 Cadoux, 44 ltowever, calls 

attention to t he following passag·es, in which there is a. dif­

ference b e t we e n "I" and "Son of Man": Mark 8:38, Luke 9:26 

(cf. i,1a t thei-; 1 6 : 27 J, Luke 12:8, Matthew 10:.>2, 19:28, Luke 

22:28-30 , ~~a r l:: 14 :62 and Matthew 2S:31-46). Tlu s evidence 

would a r gue a. ainst the t lleory that the " Son of .Man" !9£! in 

t he Gos r els a.re later J ogma.i:ic applications by the Church.45 

4l suora, ch apters II and III. 

42ca.doux, 2£• cit., p. 97. 

43 Feine, 21?.• ill_., p. S7; cf. ~leinrich_ Holtzmann, ~­
!!!.!:!! ~ neutestamentlichen Theolog1e (Tueb1ngen: J.C. B. 
Mohr, 1911), I, 316 . 

44cadoux, 22• ill•, p. loo. 

4S111us G. Volkmar, \'I. Brandt and H. L. Dort; similarly 
Harold A. Guy·, The Origin of the Gosoel of Mark (London: 
Ro:ider and Stoughton, 11154), ~113; Knopf, Lietzmann and 
\feinel , !m.• ill• , p.. 302. 
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Hoskyns anrl D:i.vey41J a:lmit that the evanselists do "thcologize," 

but they <lo n o t impose their interpretation on history, but 

r ather a.r e cont.rolled by history. Jesus' own consciousness 

of thP. nr.c e~si ty imposed upon Him b;- tile Old Test :l.Dlent, \'thich 

must l'mvc come to ligllt in oriGinal and genuine 11Son of Man" 

dicta., i -- the ult im' te cause behind the "theologizina" of the 

Evangelists . 47 Thus it is true tha.t Jesus used the tcrua " Son 

of llan11 tc, V!.•il His claims , 48 but t he phrase i~ more than mere 

modest , , it is t heology. 

'he intc:rprctation t hat "Son of Man" has r ef ercnce. to an 

"Ide..i.l Man" ini ~ht wel l. be possible, especially in t lte light 

of t he .::.pocal }•p i::ic expectatio.n , but this stress cannot be de­

fensibly eleva ted to t lle position of a comple te explanation 

of Jesus ' use of t·1e pilrase.49 This emphasis may h:ive been 

pr esent i::i i: 1e mind of Jesus , however, and Ma.rlc's temp·t·ation 

account 50 ay be colored by this idea. 

Th<? i ter pr e tation which con-.men~ls itself especially \·lith­

in t he co1ri: e:-rt of this paper is the suggestion o f l'aylor 

above,51 that, while the term "Son of Man" \fas 11ot too generally 

46 ·d\·,y1.1 Hoskyns and Noel Davey, The Riddle of the Ne,., 
Testament (Lo11don: Paber and Faber, Ltd., 1931), pp. ll'i'l':' 

47cf. Peine, o~. ill•• P• 63. 
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49Feine, op. ill•• p. 63. 

50.Marlt 1:12, " ••• and was with the wild beasts." 
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