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title. This general rubric would tend to invalidate the cone-
clusions of B. D. Eerdmaus, H. Liectzmann and J. Wellhausen?
that it means, and can mean, no more than "man.® However it
is not ciear whether the "development" outlinad by Bousset was
immediate or gradual; therefore the conclusion must remain
somewhat in suspension.

The question of an explicit Messionism in the fterm "Son
of Man" in BEnoch is not simply answered. The fact that de-
grees of Messianity are possible would admit the implicit
Presence of elemeats in the phrase that our Loxrd could develop
even beyond whatever stage it had reached before His day. But
this prcoblem suffers from the same problem which besets the
solution of the "personaiity" of the Messiah in Daniel.5l

Kautzscio? presupposes the Messianic content of the "Son
of Man" in EBnoch, as do R. Otto,”> Paul Yolz,34 Priedrich
Buechsei, 35 Schodde’® and even the modern Jewish scholar

Klaugsner, who calls the '"Parables" of Enoch "an essentially

5027, sjoeberg, op. cite., pe 40.
Slsupra, pw. 7f.

S52Kautzsch, op. cit., pp. 222f,, 227f.
53sjoeberg, op. cit., p. 45.

5%Volz, op. cite., p. 187.

S5pucchscl, op. cite., p. 206.

56George H. Schodde, The Book of Emoch (Andover: Warren F.
Draper, 1911), p. 50.
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leseiznic document,"d7? §joeberg summarizes huge blocks of

j o

e

cx cal schelarchip when he concludes thus:

Ls

Meistens akzeptiert man jedoch heute den Menschensolhn

als einen juedischen, in den apokalyptischen Kreisen

sebrauchien Messiasngmen, und findet ilin durch I Hen.

37-71 (sic] belegt.3®
Ile goes on to credit this general opinion to the obscrvation
of Charles that the "demonstrative reproduces, in all cases,
the Greck definite article."3? The fact that this view pre-
supboses a Greek original may weil lie behind the more cau-
tious remarks of Taylor that this is "a moot point."OU None-
theless, Sjocberg is positive: '"Bs steht also fest: aus
allgcmeinen Gruenden kann die Ansicht Charles? [gig] nicht
wilerlegt werden,wol

The guestions of the currency of the Book of inoch and
of its Messianic or non-Messianic interpretatiocn are closely
interwovcn.' For this reason, and because of the difficulties
involved, there is an almost irreconcilable variety of inter-
pretations. Some scholars say that Enoch was current and was

interpreted Messianically,92 others grant its currency, but

57K1ausuer, op. cit., p. 289.
SBSjoeberg, Ope Citey, Do 41,
391bid., p. 45.

OUvincent Taylozr, The Gospel according to Saint Mark
(London: The Macmillan Company, 1952), bp. 119f.

6lsjoeberg, op. cit., p. 41

62inopf, et al., op. cit., pp. 300f.

%IlI--------I--III--I--------II-I-II-IIIIIIIIIIIIII---‘
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deny its Messianic interpretation,®3 and yet others state that,
apart from its connection with Inoch, the temu "Son of }Man"
could not have been understood at ail.%% CharlesdS cautiously
grants the possibility of the currency of Enoch on the basis
of paraliels with Jer. Taanith. Volz,99 on tne other hand, is
adamantly opposed to granting its general currency. The azgu-
ment that Inoch reprecents mercly a faulty interpretation of
Daniel chapterx 767 jg quite convincingly refuted by ths ob=-
servation of Bousset6® that the pre-existence of the Enochic
"Son of Man®™ is pessible only from the phrase itself, which

its origin in Oaniel. But no matter whether the Danielic

L

]

o

™

igure was propezly or improperly understoced by Eaoch, the
fact memains that o "belief in that heavenly man existed, and,
in the apocalyptic context, was sufficiently expressed by the
simple '4he Man.'"99

While any roference to Jesus' use of the term may be pro=-

leptic, it is nevertheless interesting to note that, although

53peine, op. cit., P. 61; Cadoux, op. cit., p. 98.
64sjoeberxg, op. cit., pp. 57, 59.

65Charles, op. citey D. 93.

60volz, op. cit., p. 188.

07cadoux, op. citey p» 93.

68Bousset, op. cit., pp. 266f.

69gjoeberg, ob. cit., ps 59, this author's translation.
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Moore, Manson and Cadoux’0 doubt the likelihood of Jesus! ac-
quaintance with Enoch, Kautzsch?l insists that Bnoch is repre-
sentative of contemporary Jewish folklore, and Baldensperger?’2
states categoxrically that He took lis *'Son of Man' from folk-
lore. The objection that the "Son of Man'" references in the
Bool: of TWnoch are Christian interpolations is well refuted by
Rautzsch,”3 who calls attention to the fact that, if this were
the casc, the interpolator did not take advantage of this op-
portunity to introduce a more complete Christian dogmatics
into Enoch; if it is argued that the interpolator attempted
a casual intrusion, this argument falls when it is seen that
the title was current enough alrcady at Jesus' time not to
demand cxplanation as a new departures An additional argu-
nent against this proposed Christian interpolztor is the fact
that Judaism after the time of Christ banned "all the great
Jewish apocalypses which were written before 10 A.D., and
which carried on the mystical and spiritual side of religion
as opnosed to the legalistic."74

In summary, thc tcaching of the Book of Enoch regarding

7Ccf. Cadoux, Op. Cit., Do 99.
71Kautzsch, op. cit., p. 233.

72quoted by Kautzsch, Op. Cite, p. 232,
7SKautzsch, loc. cit.

74charles, op. cit., p. 44.
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the "Son of Man," which Bissel?9 and Torrey’® sez as no es-
sential addition to the Old Testament's previous doctrine,
does, at least, show a clarification of the Danielic por~-
trayal of the apocalyptic Messiah whose title was chosen by
our Lord as Ilis favorite sclf-designation. Enoch's "Son of
Han" is alss called "the chiosen one,'" "{he chosen one of
righteousness and faithfulness,' "the righteous oue,™ "the
anointed" or "the Messiah," and, as "the bearer of God'!s
spirit," he is both "hidden" by God and revealed by Him as
the "enthroneda" judge, wio, acting in God's stcad, judges
angels and kings; the "Son of Man'" brings thie world kingdoms
to a trembling halt, judges sinners and stands in the closest
pre:zimity of the "cheosen't or "olect'" and "rightcous' community.

As the "man," he stands bofore men in a divine confrontaticn.7?

| = -
7-73.1.'-:-:5r:l, loce. ci

———— S——

C -
Cito' Pe 3 b 13 B

76Torrey, o

5

77Bright, op. cit., pp. 170f.




CHAPTER IV
"SON OF MAN" IN OUR LORD'S USAGH

The term "Son of Man"™ occurs some eighty times in the New
Testament, > and, except for Acts 7:56, it occurs onlf as a sclf-
designation in the mouth of Jesus Himself.2 Johan 13:24, in
which the term is used by "the people," is not an exception,
since it is manifestly an indirect quotation of Jesus' own
claim,3

Sor the nurposes of this paper the Gospel of Mark has
been singled out for special consideration since it epitomizes
the gencral synoptic doctrine of the “Son of Man" and parti-
cularly since, in modern times, the second Gospel has assumed
a definite place of priority in the study of the Jesus of the
Gospals.t

The occurrences of the terxrm "Son of Man" in Marik, as well

as in the other Gospels, fall into three groups. Franzmannd

IMartin . Franzmann, Basileia tou Theou (Saint Louis:
Concerdia Seminary Print Shon, 195G), De 99.

2Inia,

31bid.
4Au;ust Klestermann, Das Markusevanelium nach seinen
ellenwerthe (Goettingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1t67),

Phe 1li.: cf. Vincent Taylor, The CGospel according to Saint
Mark (Londox : The Maemillan'Company, 1952), pp- %-35 Tor a

history of Markan interpretations.

SRranzmann, ope cit., pp. 69-72, passim.




labels the three thus:

1. "Son of Man' in eschatological contexts (Mk. 8:38,
13:26, 14:62)

2. ''Son of Man' in humiliation and Passion contexts
(M. 8:31, 9:31, 10:33, 10:45, 9:12, 14:21)

3. "Son of Man" in contexts which speak of the present
hutilf.rlt? C,'F JL..JL!S (IE u.-l?f )

To this list Mark ©:2 may be added as "eschaiological,' Mark
14:41 as "humiliation and Passion," and Mark 2:10 as "present
authority.” Muntexd divides the Markan passages similarly
undes the following heads: (1) exaltation, (2) humiliation
and (3) statencnts of a quite gencral mature,
The "eschatological" group are the following:
hosoever therefore shall be ashamed of me and my words
in this a.dulte::ous and sinful generation, of him also
shall the Son of Man Le ashamed, when he cometh in the
glory of His Father with the holy angels.?
And as they came down from the mountain, he charged thenm
that they should tell no man what things they had seen,
till the Son of Man were risen from the dead.8

And then shall they see the Son of Man coming in the
clouds with great power and glory.

' And Jesus said, I am: and ye shall sce the Son of Man
<sitting on the ngat hand of power, and coming in the
clcud., of heaven.

6As M. Hunter, The Gospel according to Saint Mark (London:
SGH Pross, Ltd., 19&‘7"";53f

TMark 8:38.
SMark 9:0.

Mark 13:26.
10Mark 14:62.

7
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In Mark 8:38 there can be littlie deoubt that our Lord in-
tended His hearers to recali the Danielic "Son of Man."™2l 7ne
"glory of Ilis Father" and His coming "with the holy angels" is
strongly reminiscent of Daniel. Taylorl2 indicates that this
Passage betrays close parallels with Enoch 51:8 and 52:2,
vhere the "chosen one" is placed "on the throne of glory" or
"on the throne of his glory," from which he judges the right-
eous, Lkings and nmighty men. Another interesting parallel is
Encch 63:11, whexe the "Son of Man" judges those who have
"belied ihe Lord of the Spirits and His Messiah." Cadoux!'sl3d
note that "being ashamed of the ®'Son of HMan'™ includes being
ashaned of him is in line with the "communzl® interpretation
of the "Son of Man" in Daniel and Enoch.l4

In Mark 9:9 the Resurrection is, in a real sense, escha=
tological, but this passage might 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 back tc the figure of Daniel 7, where the "Son of Man"
comes as the divinely invested judge.ld

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

1lcecii Joan Cadoux, Ihe Historical Missicn of Jesus (New
Yorl:: Harper & Brothers, n.d.), De 99.

12Thylor, op. cit., p. 383.
13Cadoux, op. cit., p. 229.
14supra, chapters II and III.

153u2ra, chapter II.
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and coming in the clouds of heaven' with the statement "I an,"
with all the divine implications of this phrase,16 is seen by
Cadoux as "an exception to the general privacy" with which.
Jesus used the term "Son of Man."17 Nonetheless, Cadouxl8
characterizes this answer before the High Priest as a direct
avowal of Messianity based on Daniel chapter 7.

These "eschatological" references make it quite clear that
Jesus, if He did not intend to assume the role of Judge,1? cer-
tainly used terminology with which He applied the pictures of
Daniei and Enoch to Himself,

The passages which speak of the "present authority"” of
Jesus are but two in number:20

But that ye may know that the Son c¢f Man hath power on
eazth to forgive sins (he saith to the sick of the palsy,fu

Therefore the Son of Man is Lord also of the Sabbath.22
Mark 2:10 especially indicates Jesus'! own conviction that He

is the Messiah Who brings God's :ule.23 Although these passages

165xodus 2:14.

17Cadoux, op. cites De 97.
181bid., pp. 59, 293.

191hus Cadoux, op. cit., p. 322.

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

2lMayl: 2:10.

22Masrk 2:28.

23Tuke 5:21 indicates that the Jews knew forgiveness to
be a divine prerogative, cf. Ps. 103:3.
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pose exegetical problems, they do not play an important part
in determining the content of the title "Son of Man," and may
be dismissed as "statements of a quite general kind, 24
The passages in which the humiliation and Passion of the
"Son of Man" are treated are of vital importance for an under-
standing of the content of the title. They are the following:

4nd he began to teach them that the Son of Man must suf-
fer umany thlnbs, and be rejected of Zhe zlders, and of

the chief priests, and scribes, and be killed, and after
three days risc again,2d ;

And he answered and told them, Elias ve r;ly cometh First,
an‘ restereth all things; and how that it is written of

the Son of Man, that he nust suffer many things, and be
set at naught.<

For he taught his d;sc:nlﬂs, and said unto them, The Son
of Man Ls deliverad into the hauds of men , and they shall
kill him and after that he is killed, he shall rise the

third day.

Behold, we go up to Jerusalem; and the Son of Man shall
be deliversd unte the chief priests, and unto the scribes;
and they shall condemm him to death, and shall deliver
him to the Gentiles,

and they shall mock him, and shall scourge him, and shall
spit upon him, gsshall killi him; and the third day he

shall rise again.

Por even as the Son of Man came ot to be ministered untoé
but to minister, and to give his lifec a ransom for many.

The Son of Man indeed goeth, as it is written of him:

24§52£g, note 6.
?3Mark 8:31,
20Mark 9:12.
27Mark 9:31.
28Mark 10:33f,
2%iark 10:45.

Ly
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but woe tec that man by whom the Son of Man is betrayg&!
good were it for that man if he had never becn born,

And he cometh the third timc! and saith unto them, Sleep

on now and take your rest: it is cnough, the hour is

come ; beholgi the Son of Man is Detrayed intc the hands

of sinners.

For the purposes of this paper a summary of the exegetical
possibilities of the term "Son of Man" will suffice, since the
content of the title is the concern of this thesis. Vincent
Taylor32 gives the following cutiine of interpretations:

1. Man in general '
<. The collective community

"I who speak" was changed to "Son of Man" by later
tradition

4., The "Ideal man®
Se. Uscd by Jesus as a challenge for reflection, and,
after Caesarea Phillipi, used to explain the coming
Pacsion.
The first interpretation is probably the simplest and most
natural, and Feine33 attests the fact that the Greek and Latin
fathers sppiied it, ever since the second century, to the human

descent of Jesus. Buechsel34 agrees that it is merely 'man,™

and Feine33 mentions with approval Baur's observation that

30pmark 14:21.
3iMark 14:41.
33’1‘&3!10::, Opa Cit.' DPe 197f.' Ea-SSi-m.

33paul Peine, Theologie des Neuen Testaments (vierte, neu
bearbeitete Auflaée; Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs'sche Buchhandlung,

1922), ». 57.

34ppjedrich Buechsel, Jesus, Verkuendigung und Geschichte
(Guetersloh: C. Bertelsmann Vex ag—'rmm"ﬂ'gz, s Dba 202Fs =~

35Fcine, loc. cit.

W
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Jesus used this particular term in express opposition to the
Jewish interpretation of a political-naticnalistic "Son of
fan, 135 Taylor, however, modifies this extreme view by stat-
ing emphatically that Jesus did not use "Son of Man" nerely
to avert revolution.<?

The position that “"Son of Man" merely stresses the hu-
manity of Jesus is viclently opposed by Enopf, Lietzmann and
Weinel,3% Duncan,3? et al., Nevertheless, it cannot be said
that the term "Sou_of Man" has no reference whatsoever to
Jesus! hwnanity.//ﬂe did not by-pass the primary linguistic
fact that "Son of Man" does mean man, but rather built a
fuller conception on this basis. After all, Jesus "war kein
griechischer Philosoph und kein moderner Humanist, und er
redete nicht zu Philosophen und zu Humanisten,"40

fhe interpretation that "Son of Man" refers to the re-
deemed community is not without relative merit, especially in

the light of the strong communal overtones in both Daniel and

3%Infra, pp. 38£F.
37Taylor, op. cit., p. 123.

38Rudolph Knofp, Hans Lietzmann and Heinrich Weinel,
tinfuechrung in das Neue Testament (Berlin: Alfred Toepelmann,
1949,, p. 301.

39George S. Duncan, Jesus, the Son of Man (New York:
The Macmillan Company, 1949), p. 135, quoted by Jjohn Fritz,
"The New Testament Concept of the Son of Man" (unpublished
Master's Thesis, Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, 1950), p. 2.

405non,, quoted by Peine, op. cit., p. 65
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Enoch.#l However, it must be understocd that the redeemed
comumunity's cssence depends on the Redeemer; the community
is the "Son of Man" only by theological mctonymy, for their
redenption is dependent on Jesus as the "Son of Man," as He
identifies Himself with His people.

The view that the phrase "Son of Man" is merely "a modest
and indirect designation of Himself"%2 may be correct in the
sense that Jesus' hearers did not, nor were they intended to,
fuily understand ecach use of the phrase. It is demonstrable,
however, that Jewish speech allowed the use of the third per-
son in nizce of the first person.4d Cadoux,?%4 however, calls
attention to the fellowing passages, in which there is a dif=-
ference between "IM and “Son of Man': Mark 8:38, Luke 9:26
(cf. Matthew 16:27;, Luke 12:8, Matthew 10:32, 19:28, Luke
22:28-30, Mark 14:62 and Matthew 25:31-46). This evidence
would argue against the theory that the "Son of Man™ loci in

the Gosnels are later dogmatic applications by tae Church.4

4lsupra, chapters II and 1IX.
42gadoux, op. cit., p. 97.

43peine, op. cit., p. 57; cf. Heinrich Holtzmann, Lehr-
buch der neutestamentlichen Theologie (Tuebingen: J. C. B.

)

Mohr, 1911), 1, 316.

4 eadoux, obe. cit., p. 1U0.

45Thus @, Volkmar, W. Brandt and H. L. Dort; similarly

Hareld A. Guy, The Origin of the Gospel of Mark (London:
Hoider and stéughton, 1954), p. 113; Knopf, Lietzmann and

Weinel, op. cit., p. 302.
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Hoskyns and Davey4“ admit that the evangelists do "theologize,”
but they deo not impose their interpretation on history, but
rather are controlied by history. Jesus' own consciousness

of the necessity imposed upon Him by the 01d Testament, which
nust have come to light in originzl and genuine ''Son of Man"
dicta, ic the ultimate cause behind the "theologizing' of the
Bvangelists.?’ Thus it is true that Jesus used the term "Son

of Man" to weil lis claims,48 but the phrasec is more than mere
modcsty, it is theology.

The interpretation that "Son of Man' has refercence to an
"Ideal Man” might well be possible, especiaily in the light
of the apocalyptic expectatioa, but this stress cannot be de-
fensibly clievated to the position of a ccmplete explanation
of Jesus' use of the phrase.49 This emphasis may have been
present in the mind of Jesus, however, and Mark's temptation
account Y may be colored by this idea.

The interpretation which commends itself especially with-
in the context of this paper is the suggestiocn of Tayler

above,9L that, while the term "Son of Man" was not too generally

40:dwyn Hoskyns and Noel Davey, The Ridile of ithe New
Testament (London: Faber and Faber, Ltd., 1931), pp. 114f.

47cf. Peine, ope cit., p. 63.
48infra, pp. 42f.
4gFeine, op. cit., p. 63.

S0pmark 1:12, " « « » and was with the wild beasts."

Slsy ra, p. 32.




