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CHAPTCR I
""SON OF MAN" AS A PARADOX

The problem with which this thesis will be occupied is
the determination of the content of the title "Son of Maa"
and demonstrating the sources of this content. An investi-
gation of this sort will prove that the content of '"Son of
Man'' is anything but simple; it is paradoxical. Since this
title is Jesus' favorite self-designation, writer and reader
are justified to expect growth in the "knowiedge of our Lord
and Savior, Jesus Christ."

An incipient awareness that the popular interpretation
of "Son of Man" as referring to the humanity of Christ is far
from complete, and, hence, far from accurate, has kindled
this author's interest. The paradoxical, always an intri-
guing approach, has further stimulated this study,

The Gospel of Mark was chosen for special consideration

for two reasons: its priority is gemerally granted by most

modern scholars; and its structure and theology, if not deter-
nmined by Mark's doctrine of the '""Son of Man," are definite
aids to a solution of the problem of the paradoxical content
of the title "Son of Man." The fact that Mark includes a
representative sample of the various contexts in which the

title occurs in the four Gospels keeps this limitation from

hindering the understanding of the phrase the "Son of Man.™
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Since the form and a good bit of the content of this
title are taken from the Dook of Daniel, the Danielic usare
of "Son of Man" must be cxamined first. The Book of tnoch,
shich amplifies the picture of the "Son of Man" drawn in
Danicl, is the next source of informaticn. Inoch, repre-
sentative as it is of the Messianism current at the time of
Christ, sheds considerable light on this iuﬂortanﬁ area. The
"paradoxical content" of this title beconmes apparent when
Jesus' own use of "Son of Man" is comsidered, and a study of

His "Son of lMan" Verba indicates the source of the content

which, in aidition to the references in Daniel and Inoch, in-

form the "paradox." This source, the "Servant Soangs" of
Isaiah, chapters 40 to 66, is the final area of investigation,

The sources of data, in addition to the texts of Daniel,
inoch, lark, and Isaiah, include commentaries, theclogics of
the two Testaments and historics of Jewish religion. lNWorks
treating the 1ife of our Lord and ilis mission and llessianic
conscicusness were also coasulted.

The results of this small study, which could aever pro-
posc to be final or definitive, 1nazcaié that, while the form
of the title "son of Man' was based on the Book of Uaniel and
its extensions in the ook of fnoch, our Lord's use of Cthe
tern indicates an addicionzl content. The nature of the total
content of '"Son of Man®” on the lips of Jesus is paradoxical;

the "Son of Man" is the transcendently triumphant cschatologi-

cal figure of Daniel and Unoch, but lle is also the immanently
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despised eschatological figure of Isaiah, chapters 40 to 66.
As "Son of Man" He 5oés the way of the Cross, that paradox
which sets Christianity apart from philosophy, with its in-
evitable process of mediation.! In the Cross of the "Son of
Man'! lies "the wisdom of God in a mystery.“z

Vexilla Regis prodeunt;

Pulget Crucis mysteriun,

Qua vita mortenm pertulit,
«t morte vitam protulit,

lsdren Kierkegaard, The Journals, in A Kiexkegaard
Anthology, edited by Robert liretall (Princeton: Princeton
Universaty Press, 1946), p. 14.

21 Cowinthians 2:7. All guotations in this thesis from
the canonical Scriptures are from the Authorized Version.




CHAPTIR IX
SON OPF MAN™ IN THE OLD TLSTAMENT

The phrase "Son of Men" occurs reasomably cften in poetic
sections of the Old Testament (MNum. 23:19, Is. 51:12, 56:2,
Jer. 49:18,33, 50:40, 51:43, Ps. 8:5, 80:18, 146:3, Job

16:21, 25:6, 35:8) in poetic parailel with "man."l In these

e

nstances the phrase U:fs\_:_'l'_'l. means "man gua man," and,

in this general usage, refers quite simply tc man as a crea-
ture. Although Feine? asserts that Jesus intorpreted Psalm
8:5 Messianically in Matthew 21:16, His interpretation of the
Psalm marks a legitimate extension of the phrase in Psalm 8:5,
where it is still merely a poetic parallel for 'mzn.”

The largest number of occurances of the phrase ﬂ—_!_}s_'\a-
is in the Book of EBzekiel, where it is used eighty-nine tines,
nest generally in the nominative of address to the prophet.

In view cf the total countext of the bo.olc, there is general

agrecment anong comneniators that the phrase stresses "man'
in hic crcaturxeliness as opnoszed to the high majesty of CGod.
Thus in Bzekiel 2:1 the phrasec "Son of Man" {follews hard on

the hecls of the prophetts vision at the River Chebar of the

lGustav Dalman, The Words of Jesus, translated by D. M.
Kay (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1902), p. 23S5.

2paul Pfeine Thicologie des Neuen Testaments (vierte, neu
bearbeitete Aufl.;.ge; eipzig: J. C. nrichs'sche Buchhandlung,

1922), p. 66.
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anscendent Cod. In this context it is clear that the term
LY " el Ja el o Adie Lo 'S o oo
o0ll o Man't is Cod's adiress to llis crecature.

Testauent occurrence of the
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phrase "Son of Man" is found in Daniel 7:13:

Sen of man came with the clouds of leaven, and c...uv:: =Z:o
clic Jucient of days, and they brought him ncar befo

1w in the ni -"'I: Vis ...(h-.a, and, b..hol;:, oie 1like the

"J

“utz" quotes Peince, laaverick and Zocclkler to the effect

that the couing "with the clouds' would seem, on the basis of

=
(5

paralicls (c.p. Is. 19:1, Ps, 97:2, 104:3, Nalhum ), to
indicate that "the 'one like the Son of HMan' ought to be God.

The aura of divinity is certainly present in the picture of

this "Son n," Rutz adds, since the "zlory" of Ja is
paralleled by "clouds" in I Kings 8:10f. and tzckiel 10:3.8
eplee, howover, takes a contrary view.?

L)

Noncgonery® cmphasizes, on the basis of the couparative
particle 3, that the "Son of Han" is not a real entity, but,

in 1linc with parallels in Daniel (8:15, 10:1i6 and 10:18),

iam Rutz, "The Son of HMan in Daniel®
paper ir ;.r. Rutz's p..vs"e :?.c-u}. PP.

o PR . =
SJumes Al lontgemery, A Critical and “xegetical coumentary

¥ FF TSR P p s - . r=
on the Dook of Daniel, in Intcrn...t:.mm‘* Critical conmentary,

elited by 5. ks Draiver, A. Plummer and C. A. Braggs (lNew ¥ork:
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1927), p. 318
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mercly rescmbles a man. However, 4eeckler disagreecs, insist-
ing that "der Mcnschensoin ist eine in Wahirheit ucbermensch-
liche, aber dabei noch menschensartige Persoenlichkeit.n?
This problem would seem to be impossible tc solve with fi-
nality since definitions of "reality" arc not universal.

The guestion involved in an interpretation of this "Son
of Man" are somewhat complex. The term has been interpreted
Messianically, but this view has met with considerable op-
positicn. ''Son of Man" has been variously interpreted as
referring to one person, but this "personal“ interpretation
has been contested by scholars who maintain that the "Son of
Man" is a corporate eatity or a community. Other commentators
interpret “Son of Man" as a mythological-apocalyptic figure.
Bach of these interpretations may again be divided into Mes-
sianic and non-Messianic interpretations. A quick survey of
representative views will indicate the complexity of the
Danielic "Son of Man."

The "collective" or "communal' interpretation is champi-

oned by Cadoux,l0 Kiausner,1l Buechsel,12 et al. This view

%. Zoeckler, Dexr Prophet Daniel in Theologisch-homi-
letisches Bibelwerk, bearbeitet und herausgegeben von J. P.
anggz Bielefeid und Leipzig: Belhagen und Klasing, 1870),

p'l .

10cecil John Cadoux, The Historical Mission of Jesus (New
York: Harper & Brothers, m.d.),; pP- -

1l yoseph Klausner, The Messianic Idea in Israel (New York:
The Ma.gmilgan compa.ny: L0850 ' Da 289 | L e

12priedrich Buechsel ,]esusi Verkuendi und Geschichte
(Gueterslioh: C. Be:telsménn erlag, s Ds 200, DY x

3T Nt
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receives its bLest support from the close correspondience be-

tween the "Son of Man' and the "saints of the Most lligh."13
Ua the other hand, virtually all lMMessianic interpreta-
2ome nra WAl 14 - .z " :

tions ure "personal.'"=* Klausner, an exception te this gener-

alization, ingists that "the eatire people of Israel is the

ihile the Ycorporate" or "'communal® and the "personal'

- -

interpretations seem to be diametrically opposed to cach

other, there is no reason why one should be correct to the

exclusicon of the other. lleinisch® st

as tiiz close con=-

)
{.

“
7]
0
1]

nection between the nation or people and their king, for which
117

e findeg analogics among the eartiily kingdoms. Cadou
- "t

brings a telling clue to 1light when he mentions the llebrew

arfinity for lumping an individual and a group together guite

inately Thus the "Son of Man' in Daniel may well

may Le "perscnai'’ and “communal' sinultanecusiy,
The cguestion whether this "Son of ian" is liessianic or

not is couplicated by the very fact that our Lord cliose its

-."--’irl(.' _gi?.. Cit-' "). 60.

e

*5'lausu“", one cit., p. 230,

LOpan1 lleinisch, Theology of the Cld Testament, trans-
lated by Qlov. William leilf (Coliegevilie, iinnesota: The
u-'!-"i..l"lf..m:. "'"‘Su’ 1950)’ D. -’2-"

1= -
~fCadoux, loc. cit.

S
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form as His faverite seif-designation. If the Danielic pas-
sage is viewed in abstracto it will prcbably be interpreted
as non-Messianic. On the other hand, an a posteriori interx-
pretation, which will stress Jesus'! use of the phrase, will,
in all likelihood, be a Messianic interpretation.

Thus Buechsc1l® and schuererl? are among those who agree
that Daniel porirays a non-Messianic figure, if by "Messianic®
a personal lMessigh is indicated, Similarly Klausner20 terms
this passage as Messianic in terms of the “saints of the Most
High," rather than in terms of a personal Messiah. On the
othexr hand, the commentators who lay considerable stress on
Jesus' own use of the term are almost forced to interpret
Daniel as referring to the personal Messiah.

Klausner,?l despite his conviction that Daniel chapter 7
refers to the "saints of the Most High," admits that a Mes-
sianic interpretation soon arose in Jewish circles. Buechsel22
is ready to grant that it was applied to the Messiah already

vefor: the time of Jesus, and Charles23 states more precisely

18Byechsel, loc. cit.

19zni1 Schuerer, A History of the Jewish Pecple in the
Tine of Jesus Christ, authorized transletion (Edinburgh:

T. & T. Clark, 19245, Ii, 137.
20%1ausner, loc. cite.
211pid.
2231.16(:115’.‘.1, . c1t-, Pe 206.
23R. H. Charles, Religious Development Between the Old and
i dHon:LUEFbEE“U& o

the6New Testaments (Lo l1iversity Press, 19438),
p. 61.

¢

.
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that "Daniel 7:13 . . . was from the first century B.C. onward
interpreted messianically., [Sié]“ Haevericik24 points out that
sone Jewish rabbis called the Messiah ""der Umicelite,™ an ob-
vious allusion to Daniel 7:13,

Thus, no matter how Damiel is dated, the differences of
opinion regarding the guestions of persouzl' or "communal
and "Messianic! or "mon-Messianic" depend on the schelars' ap-
Preach. An approach which isolates Daniel and then moves to
the time of Christ will aimost inevitably produce a "communal®™
and "non-l}Massianic" interpretation, while an approach that
stresses Jesus' application of the phrase to Himself will al-
most inevitably be "personal'™ and "Messiaanic." A late dating
of Daniel, possibly a second century B.C. date,2d will con=-
siderably simplify the problem, since then less time inter-
venes between the date of Daniel and the time of Christ.

The so-called '"mythical'" interpretation, advanced by
Lietzmann20 and very fully presented by Otto,27 sees in the
"Son of Man'" an "Urmensch" yith close paraillels ia contenpo=

rary oriental religions. Kittel's28 view that the "Son of

24lleinrich Andreas Christoph Haeverniclk, Comnentar ueber
as Buch Daniel (Hamburg: Friedrich Perthes, 1832), pp. 242-245.

25Charles, op. cit., Ds 27.

26lans Lietzmann, The Beginnings of the Christian Church
translated by Bertram'wooIf fﬁaw York: Charles Scribner's Son;.

1937), p. 364.

27Rudolph Otto, Reich Gottes und Menschensohn (Muenchen:
C. H. Beck'sche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1934), passin.

28Ruydolph Kittel, Die Religion des Volkes Isracl (Leipzig:
Qlelle & Meyor; 192005 Pa LBQG —mr —on eSS

R s TR N S
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Man' is neithesr a person acr the Jowish nation, but rather "an
angelic being," zepresents a similar and related interpretation,

In summary, Daniel 7:13 reprcsents the "Son of Man" as a
heavenly beoing in human form who is closely identified with the
redeecned community. He is a figure of cosmic dimensions, inti-
matoely liaked up with God's plan for His Kingdom. His per-
senality iacludes the communal perscnality of the "saints of
the Mest Iigh," but is noanctheless distinct; he is one whe

comcs in divine glory, but is still distinct from the "Aacieant

» undexstand the figure of the "Son of Man" ie to under-

stand hisz functions. The foilowing verse describes his glory

And there was given him dominlon, and ziory, and a kinge
don, that all people, natzons. and 1anguages. should
serve him: his dominion is an everlasting dcninion,
which shall not pass away, and his kzngdom that which
shall not bh destroyed.

Chapter two of Daniel sheds light on the denaticn cf a
kingdom to the "Som of Man.”" In Danicl 2:37£f. God, ‘Mo can

b2 equated with chapter sevea's "Ancient of Days,'" gives a

kingdom %o Nebuchadnezzar. Here a kingdom 4is given to the 4

B

"Son of Man." The werd "kingdom," aos Rutz?C neations, is
used in ihe Book of Danicl both of kings, to whom the rule
is given (Dan. 4:19, 6:27, 7:6,12,26,27), and of Cod, Who

rules (Dan. 3:33, 4:31, 6:27). Whercas the kingdoms of this

29pan. 7:14.
3°Rutz, op. cit., D. 9.

1D
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world are ephemeral, and are taken away by the same God Who
gives them, the kingdom of the "Son of Man" is "one that shall
net be destroyed," and his "dominion is an everlasting do-
minion."31 g@rom this evidence, and since the kingdom of the
"Son of Man'" is described in terms applied to God's own rule
(4:33), Rutz32 conciudes that the "Son of Man" is either God
Himself or else God's representative ruler. In view of,fhe
sharp digtinction between the "Son of Man' and '"God" or '"the
Ancient of Days,"33 the latter possibility seems questionable.

The donaticn of a kingdom to the "Son of Man" is further
explained in Daniel 7:17 and 18, where the four kingdoms of
the four kings, temporal as they are, are superseded by the
kingdom which "the saints of the Most High" receive. The re-
ception is ut the obverse of the donation of the kingdom to
the "Son of Man," and the eternal character of the kingdoms is
common to Loih. However, as has been stated above.34 the im-
possibility of drawing an absolutely clean line between the
"Son of Man' and "the saints of the Most High' is indicated

by the Jewish approach to individual-community relationships.

3lpan. 7:14.
32putz, loc. cit.

33The "son of Man" "came to the Ancient of days [sic),"
and "they brought him near before him |i.e., the Ancient of
days]," cfz Dan, 7118

34gy ra, Pa 7.
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The exact nature and exact limits of this relationship are une-
determined. It is possible, to be sure, that verses seventeen
and cighteen are a commentary oa the vision of verse thirteen,
but this observation also falls under the gemeral rubric that
the existence of the individual apart from his community is
not characteristically Hebraistic.

To zeturn to verse fourteen, the donation of glory is,
in Danielic usage (cf. 2:6,37, 5:18) closely connected with
royal prestige, and is froquently given as a gift.35 Thus
this "glory" has definite regel implications, as does the
notice that “all people, nations, and languages . . . serve
hin."30 Since the "Son of Man" receives the donations of

God's rule, the universality of that rule, already underlined

by God's ability to give and to take away kingdoms, is posited
of the "Son of Man."37 The kingdom of the "Som of Man“ is, in
conciusion, Sod's own universal and absolute rule (cf. 7:27).
This xule is again ciosely linked with the rule of the "saints
of the Most High." ‘

The 0ld Testament usage of the term "Son of Man,' in sum=

mary, indicates man in his humanity as oprosed to God in ilis

divinity (Psalms, Nahum, EBzekiel), While the humanity of the ;

"Son of Man' is still rigorously maintained in the Book of

35putz, loc. cit.

36pan, 7:14.
37supra, pp-10f.
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Daniel, he is certainly more than an ordinary human being,
more than s prophet. Although he stands in close prc:ximity
to the "Ancicnt of days,”™ he is also closely related to the
"saints of the Most High." An eschatolegical figure who re=
places the kingdoms of this world, the "Som of Man" rules
the eternal and universal kingdom which he has received from

the "Ancient of days."

N R R R IR



CHAPTER IIX
"SON OF MAN'" IN INTER-TESTAMENTAL TIMES

The most important single document for an understanding
of the term "Son of Man" in Jewish religious thought and ex-
pectation at the time of Christ is the Book of Enoch. Al-
though the matier of dating this work is by no mecans simple,
the range of proposcd dating indicates that the Book of Enoch
certainly might be expected to shed considerable light both
on the type of Messianic expectation with which cur Lord had
to deal an'i also on llis use of the phrase as His favorite
self-designation.

The Beok of Znoch, now best preserved in the Ethiopic
version, has been variously dated betwecn the second century
B.C. and the first century A.D. The portion of the book
which is most inf&rmative for the phrase ''Son of Man'" is
chapters 37 to 71, which both Kautzschl and Torrey2 define as
an essential unity. This portion of Enoch is generally given
the name "The Parables," since it is composed of a series of
visions., Kautzsch calls it '"Das messialogische Euch,"3 and

states that it was probably put into its final form by an

13, Kautzsch, Die Apokryphen und Pscudepigrabhen des
Alten Testaments (Tuebingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 19uv0), 1I, 223.

2Charles Cutler Torrey, Apocryphal Literature (New laven:
Yale University Press, 1945), pp. 110-114,

Skautzsch, op. cit., pe 220.
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editor other than the author ¢r editor of the rest of the
boolk.4

The earlicest dating given the book is a range from 167
to 64 B.C., advanced by Clemen and noted by Xautzsch.”® Charles
likewise grants a century-long span of possible dating: '"the
first century B.C.,"0 but is ready to grant the possibility
of narrowing this estimate to between 95 and 64 B.C.7 TorreyS
broposes a date within the first decade of the first century
B.C. on the basis of internal evidence. Hoelscher® is satis-
fied to limit the possibilities fo the first century B.C.,
but does not become degmatically absolute. Klausnex,l0 azain
making referecnce to historical evidences, prefers to date
chapters 37 to 71 at the time of Queen Salome Alexandra, i.c.,
70 tc 68 B.C. An even later dating is advanced by Bisscl,ll

who, on the basis of the divine name, angelclogy, eschatology,

41bid., p. 224.
SIbid.

6R. H. Charles, Relicious Devclobment Betweea the 0ld and
New Testaments (Lon&on: Oxford University Press, 1948), De 957.

Tibid., p. 224.

8Torrey, ob. cit., p. 114.
. . 9custav Hoclscher, Geschichte der israelitischen und
Juedischen Religion (Glessent ALl red loepelmamnl, 1922),; P 189.

10Joseph Klausner, The Messianic Idea ia Isracl (New York:
The Macmillan Company, 1955), D. 227

1ligdwin Cone Bissel, The Apocrypha of the Old Testament
(New York: Charles ScribnerVs Sons, 1915), pP. 00d.
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etc., refers ithe work to a period around the time of Herod the
Great [ﬁ.c., 37 B.C.) at the very carliest. While Kautzschl2
mentions that internal evidence [c.g., referxences to the
Pharisees, Sadducees and Hasmoneans] allows the possibility
of dating chapters 37 to 71 between 37 and 4 B.C., but lack
of definite allusioﬁ to the Romans indicates a terminus ad
quen of 64 B.C. Buechsell3 states skeptically that it is not
certain that this portion of Eno;h can be dated earlier than
the time of Christ. Paul Volzl? is quite ready to grant that
this section of Hnoch can be dated between 50 B.C. and 50 A.D.

With this range of dating it is hard to underestimate the
relevance of a study of the "Parables" of Enmoch. The "Son of
Man" is the leading figure in this portion of the book, both
under that term and in various parallel epithets, such as "the
chosen one" (39:6, 40:5, 45:5f., 46:3, 49:2,4, 51:3, 52:6,9,
53:6, 55:4, 61:5,8, 62:1),15 and "the chosen one of righteous-

ness and faithfulness" (39:6),16 in which the element of

12kautzsch, op. cit., p. 231.

13priedrich Buechsel, Jesus, Verkuendiguns und Geschichte
(Guetersloh: C. Bertelsmann Verlaog, I047), D. 206.

14paul Volz, Die Eschatologie der juedischen Gemeinde im
neutestamentlichen Zeitalter nach den Qucellen def rabbinischen,
agokai¥gtischen und aEgE:zgﬁén Literatur ebingen: J. C. B.

loar, 1934,), p. 185.

15wiihelm Bousset, Dic Religicn des Judentums im spaet-
hellennistischen Zeitalter, edited Dy Hugo Gressmann (Ilhird
edition; Tuebingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1926), p. 263.

161bid.

R R - —
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“choice" is referred by Kautzschl? to a double tradition
parallel to the two angeli interpretes. The title '"the
righteous one" appears often (38:2,3, 53:6; cf. 45:3 and
71:14).,1G and the epithet '""the ancinted' or '"the Messiah'
is applied to the supernatural figure in chapter 48:10 and
chapter 52:4.19 The Enochic "Son of Man" is "the bearer of
God's spirit" (49:3),20 "nidden™ by God (48:6, 62:7) since
he belongs te the heavenly world, but revealed to the
righteous. 21

The fact that this "Son of Man' is an apocalyptic escha-
tological fipure can be seen in the fact that he is "enthroned"
(62:2,3,5, 69:27,29), possibly on God's throne (62:2).22 oOne
of the chief considerations against the interpretation of the
"throne' in chapter 62:2 is the uncertainty of the text in
chapter 51:3 and chapter 55:4.23 sjoebergz4 states, however,
that, whether or not this is God's throne, it must still be

said that the "enthronement'" of the "Son of Man'" shows that

17Rautzsch, op. cite, P« 227.
183ousset, op. cit., pp. 262f.
i%1bid., p. 263.

zo_I_b__g'._g.

21:rix sjoeberg, Der Menschensohn im acthiogischen
Henochbuch (Lund: C. W, K. Gleerup, s De -

22Ibid., p. 64.
231bid.
241bid., pp. 66fF.

i
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he has assumed an activity and function of God. Charles25
seems to infer a similar interpretation when he mentions the
Bnochic "Son of Man' as an example of the Messiah's jurisdic-
tion entrenching on the divine.

The enthroncd "Son of Man" judges in God's stead, for the
day of the great judgment becomes the day of the "chosen one"
(61:5, 51:3).20 As judge he judges the angels (55:4, 61:8f.),
especially the company of Azazei.2?7 The kings of the earth
stand before hin in trembling (62:1ff., 63:3), and when the
"chosen cne'" assumes his throne all creatures fall down before
him (48:5).28

3ince the concept of a final great judgment is generally
asscciated with a judgment to salvation and to damnation, it
is interesting to note that, while the "Son of Man" judges
sinners (69:27ff., 49:4, 62:3, chapter 52, 62:10, 48:10, 62:11;
cf. 63:1, 63:10, 53:3ff., 54:1f., 48:9, 4533, 38:1,3), it is
not explicitly stated that he judges the rightecus, although
some would adduce chapter 45:3, chapter 61:8f, and chapter

62:3 to this cffect.29 Sjoeberg30 grants that the "Son of Man"

25Charles, op. cit., p. 76.
20Bousset, op. cit., pp. 263ff.
271bid.

281bid.

29cf, sjoeberg, op. cit., p. 74.

30sjoeberg, ops citey D 79
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redeems sinners, but he does not redeem them from sin. Never-
theless, the '"Son of Man" is in close connectim with the re-
deemed, for both bear the titles ''chosen" or "elect! and
"riphteous.'31 In this connection Sjoeberg32 insists that
the "Son of Man" is not a mere personification of the right-
eous community, as Holtzmann33 states. Charles is at pains
to differentiate between the Danielic figure, whom he inter-
brets communaily, and the '"Son of Man' in Enoch, whom he sees
as "the supernatural Messiah."34

The supernatural character of the "Son of Man' in Enoch
is particularly apparent in the fact that he is not borm, but
rather is an engelic being.33 This angelic character is de-
duced by Feine3C from the fact that the "Son of Man" is
"clothed with might and majesty." Sjocberg3? is not content
to give the '"Son of Man'" merely .angelic status, but insists
that he is above even the angels. This seems to be documented

in part by the fact that he judges the angels.38

31!Ei9-v ppe. 97-101, passim.

323pbid., p. 101.

33p, Holtzmann, Lehrbuch der neutestamentlichen Theologie
(Tuebingen: J. C. B: Mohr, 1911), I, s

34charles, op. cit., ps 85.
35Bousset, op. cit., b. 263.

36paul Peine, Theologie des Neuen Testaments (vierte, neu
bearbeitete Auflaée; Leipzig: J. C. HAnrichs'sche Buchhandlung,

1922), p. 61.
37sjoeberg, Op. Cite., De 94.
38sunra, note 27.
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Bousset3? bases a rather highly developed doctrine of
the pre-existence of the "Son of Man" on chapter 46:1. The
"name" of the “Son of Man" is certainly pre-existent (48:3),
and his "hiddenness' or "hiding" after his creation (cf. 62:6)

indicates to Bousset?0 that he pre-existed before the world

The dectrine of the pre-existence of the "Son of Man'" is
the chief point of departure for those who see an "Urmensch'f
behind the figure of Zmoch's “Son of Man." Thus Volz4l is
ready to posit a "primordial man" Dehind the figure in both
Daniel and Encch, and Knopf, Lietzmann and lWeinel?42 agree with
Velz, although they do not argue from comparative religions,
as, for example, Rudoiph Otto does.%3 Probably the safest
conclusion will agree with Buechsel, who makes the Iranian or
general Near=Gastern source of the figure in Enoch an "open
question.”44 At this point it must be noted that the figure

in Enoch has Deen connected with :Ioe.‘l. 2:32, 3:14-16 and

3930’-'-55€t' GDe Citcg De 263.
401pid,
4lvo1z, op. cit., pp. 189f.

42Rudolph Knopf, Hans Lietzmann and Heinrich Weinel, Bin-
fuehrung in das Neue Testament (Berlin: Alfred Toepelmann,
9 ] I’Pv 226' 301.

43Rudolph Otto, Reich Gottes und Menschensohn (Muenchen:
C. H. Beck'schc Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1934), passim; Cecil John
Cadoux, The Historical Mission of Jesus (New 'Torlu Harper &
Brothers, n.d.), P 093.

44Buechsel, op. cit., p. 207.
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Zechariah 14 in the cancnical Scriptures.45

In the avea of dependencics, the Danielic '"Son of Man"
dare not be overlooked as a primary source for Enoch's por-
trayal. Although Schucrer?6 interprets Daniel's "Son of Man"
Ccommunally, he connects the personal figure of PEnoch with
chapter seven of Daniel. Hoelscher#? states that the figure
of the "Scn of Man" in Daniel, there a symbol of the communi-
ty, is applied tc the Messiah by the "Parables™ of Enoch.

The discussion of Enoch's interpretation of Daniel's
"Son of Man" raises the related and paramountly important
question whether Enoch uses "Son of Man" as a title, aad, if
50y whether this is a Messiaaic title, and, if so, whether it
refers tc a personal Messiah, |

Velz sees the term "Son of Man'" as a "formal eschatologi-
cal title,"¥C and Boussct?? sketches the inevitable develop-
ment from the simple word "man" to the title "ihe Man'" in the
following terms: the descriptive and limiting definite arti-
¢lc makes of "man" "that man," and, once this stage of devel-

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

45 yohn Bright, The Kingdom of God (Nashville: Abingdon
Press, 1953), p. 168= T

T. & T. Clark, 1924), 1I, 158.
4T:oelscher, op. cit., pp. 192f.
48volz, op. cite., pp. 186f.
49pousset, op. cit., p. 266.
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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.
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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.
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current as a2 Messianic title,52 Jesus used it as a challenge
to reflection. After Caesarea vhillipi, however, it is inter-
preted in terms of suffering. Thus Peter's monumental con-
Fession, "Thou art the Christ,"53 calls forth the "Passion"
sayings of the “son of Man."

The ceatrality of this confession is noted by Feine34 as
the point of departure for Jesus' teaching the disciples of
ilis death and future glory.

A very probable explanation of this shift has been pro-
posed Dy posicing a so-called "Messianic Secret” which dic-
tated the stiructure of Mark's Gospel, a theory that is not

impossible to defend. It was first advanced by Wilbhelm Wrede

in 1901 in his Das Messiaggeheimnis in den Markusevangelium,

r

and since then has been adopted, with minor modifications, by
numerous scholars.>” The theory lays grcat siress on the fact
that demons are silenced (Mark 1:25,34, 3:11f.), that silence
is enjoined after notable miracles (Mark l:44, 5:43, 7:36,

8:26), and that silence is comhanded after Peter's confession
(diaxk 5:30) and again after the Transfiguration (Mark 9:9).

The withdrawal from the crowds (ﬁark 7:24, 9:30) and the pri-

vate instructicn on "the mystery of the kingdom,' on lessianic

S52gupra, chapter II.
S3Mark 8:¢29.
34peine, op. cit., p. 66.

S5Taylor, op, cit., p. 123, mentions Lightfoot, Dibelius,
Bultmann, Schniewind and Lohmeyer.
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suffering, and on the Parousia (Mark 4:10-12, 8:31, 9:31,
10:33f., 13:3-37) are also adduced to support this thcory.s6
Taylor37 notes that the "Secret™ can be scen to lie behind
almest every narrative (e.g., the Feeding of the Rive Thousand,
the fatry into Jerusalem, and the Trial Scenes.)

Hany noted scheolars, however, oppose the "Messianic
Secret"55 along the following general lines:d?

w3

1. Jesus could never have been confessed as Messiah after
the Resurrcction unless He had been recognized as such
before

2. The Crucifixion wculd be uninteliigible unless Christ
had been comndenmned as a Messianic pretender.

3. The first preachers of the Cross would not have in-
curred odium for preaching a crucified Messiah.

These arguments are not altogether convincing. The argu-
ment that Messianic recognition had to be complete before the
Resurrection fails to consider the instruction which began
right aftcr Caesarea Phillipi.®0 The fact that the disciples
still had their misunderstandings cven after the Resurrection®l

similarly tends to invalidate the first objection. Lohse92

SSTaylor, op. cit., p. 122.
571bid., p. 123.

SUTaylor, op. cit., p. 122, mentions Juelichex, J. Wiess,
Schweitzer, Sanday and Rawlinson.

391bid., pp. 122f.
60park 8:31.
61ﬂcts 1:6.

®2uduard Lohse, Mark's Witness to Jesus Christ (London:
Lutterworth Press, i S R N
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notes that the disciples were explicitly told to wait with a
broclamation of the '"Son of Man' until after the Resurrections
thus only those who believed in Him as a crucified Messiah and
risen savior ceould confess His Messianity. The post-Resurrec-
tion appearance to the Emmaus disciples was characterized by a
tebuke for not believing previous instruction and a still more
complete answer to the question "Qught not Christ to have suf-
fered thesec thiugs?"53

The argument that the Crucifixion would have been unin-
teliizible unless Christ had been condemned as a Messianic
bretendex loscs its weight when it is seen that current Mes-
sianism expected either a Davidic King or an apocalyptic fig-
ure with no possible overtones eof suffering.°4

The third argument seems to fail to realize that, al-
thoush the "Secret" did remain partially secret up to and
after the Crucifixion, it was also revealed, in part, to the
discinles zfter Caesarea Phillipi.65

In corder to more fully understand the "Secret' it is
inpertant to see that Jesus' Messianism, as expressed in the
phrase "Son of Man," cut athwart the popular conceptions of

the expected Messiah,66 and that our Lord's use of '"Son of

93Luke 24:25-27.
541nfra, pp. 39ff.
65supra, note 62.

66cadoux, op. cit., p. 139.
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Man" "must have been an enigna, not only to the people gener-
ally, but also to His imediate disciples."ﬁ?

The contemporary expectation envisaged, on the basis of
Psalm 2, Isaiah chapters 9 and 11, et al., a political Mes~-
siah%® yith an arnmy at his back who wouldi confound the heathen
and restore Isracl.®? The picture of a “Gegner, Sieger,
Richter®7VU was generally identified with a Davidus-redivivus.’l
Charles is hardly exaggerating when he says that the Jewish
peonle did not expect a '"Prince of Peace,'" but a '"Man of War,"73
a military leader.?3 Even though the spiritual aspect of Mes-
sianisu did survive in part, the political hopes were pinned

on an carchly Messiah ben Joseph and a spiritual Messiah ben

Da.vi-i,r 4 2 dualism which, nonetheless, expected great things

of both Messiahs.

07p. 1. Charles, Relicious Development Between the 0l1d
and New Testaments (I’.on on: Oxford University Press, 1948),
p. 93-

.
(#3]

lioltzmann, op. cit., p. 108.
691bid., p. 1U7.

701bid,

7livid., p. 103.

72¢harles, op. cit., p. 89.

73Max Reich, The Messianic Hope of Israel (Grand Rapids:
in. B. Serdmans Publishi Nz Company, 1940), p. 109.

74Josenh Klausner, The Messianic Idea in Israel (New York:
The Maemillan Company, 1955), Pe 1l. -
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The other broad area of Messianic expectation was that
current in apocalyptic circles, based on the figuxre in Daniel.
But the Danielic and Enochic Messiah was still a figure of
transcendent glory, who casts kings from their thrones to set
up a kingdom for the redeemed community. In the light of the
political decline of the Jewish nation during inter-testamental
times, it is casy to understand how political hopes and long-
ing for national independence would give "Son of Man" a defi-
nite political cast.’”

If one thing is certain it is this: the expected Messiah
was not a suffering Messiah., Taylor?® states that the con-
cept of a suffering Messiah in current expectations is a moot
point, but Cadoux,?? Schuerer,’S and Knopf, Lieétzmann and
einel?® state definitely that such a concept would have been
quite unthinkable to Judaism. The Danielic picture sees no
possibility that the "Son of Man" suffer,80 and even though
the Messiah ben Josoph dies in his battle with Gog and Magog,Sl

7SReich, ope. cit., pps 26f.
76Taylor, op. cit., ppe 119f.
77Cadoux, ope. cit., D. 187,

T. & T, Clark, 1924), II, 187.
79%nopf, Lietzmann and Weinel, op. cit., pp. 304f.
80Feine, ov. cit., p. 66. :
8lxiausner, op. cit.s Ds 11le.
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he does not suffer, nor is his death devoid of the mlory of a
military leader who dies in heroic battle. The concept of a
suffering Messiah in the Tarpums has been roundly refuted,82

s

and the iiea of a crucified Messiah is absolutely absent in

the expectaticn of Jesus' day; in fact, it is virtually un-
thinkable, o3

irainst this background nf popular expeoctation Jesus!
are certainly radical. He is anything but a
popular he :':.},5%4 whether this be the royalistic-political
"David" or the apocalyptic "Son of Man.'S5 Thus He does not
SCt up an earthly 1 1nwdoa,a6 nor does lHe come tc satisfy those
who scanncd the skies with eagar eyas for the heavenly “Son of
Man." lic rather comes the downward way, the Via Crucis.S?
Thus tie prospoct of the Cross, present azlready at the Baptism ~\
by John,®8 transfuses Jesus! Messianism with ‘the concept of

suffering, esud mukes the Cross a stumbling-block.ag

q - . -
S”Iolﬂ., nn. 405f., passim.

83Charles, op. cit., pp. 77f.
S4cadonx, op. cit., p. 55.
85 john 6115,

80acts 1:6fF.

87w, C. Allen, The Gospel according to Saint Mark (London:
Rivi nutonq, 1915), p: 29.

88Infra, chapter V.

8%paul Voiz, Die Bschatologie der Juedischen Gemeinde im
neutestamentliciicn scitalter nach den Quellen der rabbinischen,
abokalyptischen und ngokrzghen Literatur ZTuebingen. J- C. B.
Mohr, 1926), p. 180; John Bright, Ihc Kingdom of God (Nash-
ville: Abingdon Press, 1953), pp. f.

gl
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When Jesus uses the title "Son of Man" He is, indeed,
claiming Messiahship for Himself,2? since the form of the
pPhrase, indicated by Daniel and Bnoch, is positively Mes-
sianic.91 weizsacker, L. Th. Schulze, B. Weiss, 5. Holsten
and W. Baldensperger are all mentioned by Feine?2 as agreeing

that the term "Son of Man" lies at the very heart of Jesus?®
93

Messianic self-awareness.
Hoewever, in liis mouth this phrase is a riddle94 which
opens or conceals lis claims, depending on the audience.93
Allen%0 states that Jesus! use of "son of Man'" was an inten-
tional veiling of iis claim to Messiahship, intended to pre-
vent fulsc claims from being read into llis assertions of lies-
simnity, and Bright%7 uses a similar argumentation. It is of

nete that Sjonbcrgga quotes R, Otto, N. Johansson and Werner

90peine, op. cit., p. 58; Knopf, Lietzmann and Weinel, op.
cit., p. 334, Buechsel, op. c:t., p. 194,

91Cadoux, op. cit., p. 99.

92peine, op. cite, Pe 57.

937This can be deduced from the fact ‘that "Son of Man" is
Jesus' favorite seclf-designation.

948uechsel, op. cit., p. 203,
951bid., p. 204.

90a1len, op. cit., p. 31.
978right, op. cit., p. 199.

98vrik sjoeberg, Der Menschensohn im aethiopischen Henoch-
buch (Lund: C. W. K. Gleerup, 1946), p. 102.
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to the effect that the "hiddenness" of the fnochic "Son of
¥en?? is ccnced in the '"Messianic Secret."

Thus the paradox of the "Son of Man" lies in the fact
that the transcendent figure comes to suffer and to die.l00
The "secret™ of the "Messianic Secret! is likowisc the suf-
fering and death.lYl:  Just as there is a gap between the
present status of the "Son of Man'" and his future glory,luz
S0 the “Messianic Secret" is dictated by the "alrecady-but-
not-yet" character of a Messialiship fully clear oaly after
the Resurreciion,iV3

In terms of the content of the title "Son of Man,' this
Suall stuly ol the Gospel of Mark indicates thuet, although
the foxzm of the phrase is dictated by Daniel chapter 7 and
the Bool of [Cnoch, and althouph the content of the transcend-
ent eschatological glory of the "Son of Man" is also taken
from these sources, the paradox of the "Son of Man," his
achievement of glory through suifering aund death, indicates

another source of the content of the phrase. The eschato=-

995ugra, chapter III.

1°UBright, op. cit., pp. 2vU, 202; Knopf, Lietzmann and
Weinel, op. cit., p. 302; Cadoux, op. cit., pp. 97f.

1914, w. P. Blunt, The Gospel according to Saint Mark
(Oxford: Clerendon Préss. 1534;, Pe 95,

102Knopf, Lietzmann and ifeinel, loc. cit.; Holtzﬁann,
Op. cit., p. 317.

1031aylor, op. cit., pp. 122f.

U2
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logical passages in Mark use the term "Son of Man™ with the
content of Daniecl and Lanoch; the theme of suffering as a

mneans of attaining this glory must have its source clsewvhere.

¢

{

¢




CHAPTER V

THE T"SERVANTY OF ISAIAI AND ITS ADOITIONS TO
THE CONTENT OF THE TERM "THE SON OF MAN"

The content of the title "Son of Man" can be only par-
tially understood on the basis of the figure in Daniel chapter
7 and the Book of Enuch. It is true that these sources ex-
Plain our Lordi's use of "Soa of Man" in eschatological con-
texts, but they do not explain the Passion occurances. That
the hecavenly "Son of Man" should go the downynrd way to the
death of the Cross can be explained only if there is another
sourcc.

The clues for our.invcstigaticn of the sources of this
paradoxical content are immediately forthcoming after a care-
ful consideration of two "Son of Man" passages in Mark. In
Mark 9:12 Jesus says, " « « . and how it is written of the
Son of Man, that he must suffer many things, and be set at
naught." In Mark 14:21 He says of Himself, "The Son of Man
indecd goeth a5 it is written of him . . . ." These two pas-
sages cannot be references to the "Son of Man" in Daniel or
Enoch, since, as has been stated above, suifering is never
posited of the "Son of Man' in these sources. The paradoxi-
cal content of the phrase "Son of Man'" goes beyong Daniel

and Xnoch.

The latter reference in Mark, in which Jesus speaks of a
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"written" source of His obligation, has caused many scholars
to see the source in the "Servant Songs" of Isaiah, chapters
40 to 66. The first appearance of our Lord in the Gospel of
Mark, at His Baptism in chapter 1:10f., has been seen by many
scholars as a definite proof of the importance of the "'Servant
Songs"™ in the consciousness of Jesus.l The phrase '"This is my
beloved Son" is seen as a direct allusion to Isaiah 42:1, es-
pecially on the basis of the words n‘a:'c:s' and Ul‘-o:s and the :L]at-
-ﬂqto’s- }mvo[sw;s-ém\sxttig complex.2 The radical importance
of the Voice from Heaven for Jesus' ministry is noted by
Cadoux, who 7oes so0 far as to state that "the apocalyptic
ideas werec in all probability secondary to Jesus! filial con-
sciougness and the conviction that He came, not to be served,
but to serve.n3 Taylor agrees with Cadoux that "Sonship" and
“Servantship" combine to form "the true explication" of Jesus'

Messianic consciousness.? Even the modern Jewish scholar

1n, J. Holtzmann, Die Synoptiker, in Hand-Commentar zum
Neuen Testament (Tuebingen und Leipzig: J. C. 3. Mohr, 19ul),
v. 1145 Erick Klostermann, Das Markusevangelium (vierte, er-
gacnzte Auflage; Tuebingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1950j), p. 9; James
Denney, The Death of Christ (New York: A. C. Armstrong & Son,
1907), pr. 16, 48; Oscar Cullmann, Die Tauflehre des Neuen
Testaments (Zuerich: Zwingli-Verlag, 1948), pp. 11-13; Julius
Schniewind, Das &ivangelium nach Markus, in Das Neue Testament
Deutsch (Goettingen: vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1949), pp. 47f.

2cuilmann, op. cit., loc. cit.

3Cecil John Cadoux, The iistoriagal Mission of Jesus (New
York: Harper & Brothers: n.d.J), D. .
4vincent Taylor, The Gospel according to Saint Mark

(London: The Macuillan Company, 1952), p. 119; Cadoux, OD.
cit., pp. 52ff., passinm,

Yl
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Klausner readily admits that the Servant Poems were "inten-
tionally" used by our Lord to portray IHis Missions.? Similarly
Grant expresses the view that Mark, in planning his Gospel,
actually centers the Messianism of the book in the Baptism’
narrative.® The close proximity of the narrative of the
tenptation argues for the thesis that the claim of Jesus for
Himself is involved in the Baptism narrative.”

Within the Cospel of Mark itself lies a passage which
sheds considerable light on Jesus' own evaluation of the im-
portance of !iis Baptism and the direction in which it led Him.
In Maric 10:38 and 39, after the decisive cvent of Caesarea
Phillipi, Jesus speaks of drinking a "cup" and being baptized
with a "baptism." ijunter is no doubt correct when he sees
here a reference, though hidden, to Jesus' suffering and
death.® Cullman sees in Mark 10 also a reference to Jesus'

Baptism by Johmn the Baptizer.9 Manson,lﬂ ¥lostermannll and

SJoseph Klausner, The Messianic Idea in Israel (New York:
The Macmillan Company, 1955), D. 102.

Gprederick C. Grant, The EZarliest Gospel (New York:
Abingdon-Cokesbury Press, 1943), D.

7Petrus Dausch, "Das Markusevangelium," in Die drei
aelteren ZHvangelien, in Die heilige Schrift des Neuen Testa-
ments, edited by pPritz Tillmann (vierte, neu bearbeitete Auf=
Tage; Bonn: Feter Hanstein Yerlagsbuchhandlung, 1932), 1I, 371.

BArchibald Hunter, The Words and Works of Jesus (Phila-
delphia: The Westminster Press, 1950), pp. 96%.

9Cullma.nn, Ope cit.; p. 14,

_ 107, y. Manson, The Servant-Messiah (Cambridge: The
University Press, 19 » Do -

11giostermann, op. cit., p. 11.

t
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Fullepl? similarly sec the Baptism as a prelude to the Cross,
a prelude vhose key is sounded by the Servant Songs. The in-
cidental remerik of Cadoux that the fate of Jobin the Baptizer
"threw an ominous shadow across Jesus? pat1“13 may indicate
again hiow Jesus' wiole mission was carried out under the rubric
spoken by the Voice from Heaven. Thus Taylor sees all the pas=-
sion propuecics as cvidences of Jesus' filial awareness.l4

Although the "Servant Songs' of Isaiah have been treated
thus far as an organized whole, it must be said that the com-
Plexities of this body of propaecy cannot be overlooked. The
scholars are by no means agreed on the limits of the '"Songs,"”
nor do they agree on the number of "Songs.“ls The numerous
interpretations of the person of the "Suffering Servant" are

A

¥ and Rowley's recent remark that scholars are no

=

myriad,

2. . e r e » =
1*f=g:nald li. Fuller, The Mission and Achievement of Jesus

AW

(London: 5CM Press, 1954), pp. 33, 56ff., 86-88.
13cadoux, op. cit., p. 189.

14Taylor, op. cit., p. 124,

158ugo Gressuann, Der Messias (Goettingen: Vandenhoeck &
Rupreciit, 1929), pp. 287-307 lists the following seven songs:
42:1~4, 42:5-9, 49:1-6, 49:7, 49:8-13, 50:4-10, 52:13-53:12;
li. P. Chajcs, Markus-Studicn (Berlin: C. A. Schwetschke und
Sohn, 1899), p. 2 iists the following four songs: 42:1-7, 49:
1-6, 50:4-11, 52:13-53:12; C. R. North, The Suffering Servant
in Deutero-Isaiah (London: Oxford University Press, 1948),
bb. 117-127 lists the following four songs: 42:1-4, 49:1-06,
50:4-9, 52:13-53:12.

16North, op. cit., passim; H. H. Rowley, "The Servant of

the Lord," in The Servant of the Lord and other EIssays on the
Old Testament (London: Lutterworth Press, 1952), pD. 1-57.
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nearer a concensus. of interpretation today than they were when

the erz of critical scholarship opened is still pertinent,l?

It will be sufficicat in this paper to ignore the complexities

of this probiem and treat the “Servant Songs" guiie uncritical-

ly; and simply adduce verbal and real parallels between the

"Servant Songs'" and the Danielic and Enochic "Son of Man."

At least eighteen such parallels are readily adduced.18

Probably the most important passage in Mark is chapter 10:45:

"The Son of Man came not to be ministered unto, but to minis-

ter, and to give his life a ransom for many." Hunter,19 Dilunt,20

17Rowley, On. citey, Pe 3.

181s.
Is.

Is.

Is.
Isa

Is.
Is.
Is.

Is.
Is.
Is.

IS.
Is.
Is.
Is.
Is.

IS.
Is.

53:2
42:2

42:3

50:5
5U:6

53:7

"a root out of dry ground" and Mk. 6:3

"He shall not cry « « » " and the ‘Messianic
Secret"

“"bruised reced, smoking flax'" and our Lord's

seeking the "lost" and '"'sinners™

"I was not rebellious'" and Mk, 14:36

"gave my back to the smiters'' and Mk. 14:65,

15:19
tlike a lamb led to slaughter" and Mk, 14:41f.

42:6f., 49:6 "light" and Mk, 4:21

61:1

62:2
49:4
49:2

53:7
61:10
53:3
53:12

53:12
53:9
53:8

"meek, brokenhecarted, captives, and bound"

and Mk. 6:1ff,

"the acceptable yecar of the Lord"™ and Mk, 1:15
and the downward way of Jesus in Mark

"hid me in His quiver™ and the '"Messianic
Secret!'

"he opened not his mouth" and M. 14:61
"pridogroom"” and Mke 2:19f. =

"despised and rejected"™ and Mk, 9:12

"divided his spoil with the strong" and

Mk. 3:27

"numbered with the transgressors'" and Mk, 15:27
"yith the rich" and Mk. 15:43ff.

"he was taken" and Mk. 2:20

19archibald Hunter, The Gosgel according to Saint Mark
(London: SCM Press, 1948), pp. P |

205, . R, Blunt, The Gospel according to Saint Mark
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 15115. De .

U~
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Cadoux2l and Franzmann22 represent only a small segmeat of the
scholars who center the interpretation of Mark 10:45 squarely
in the figure of the "Suffering Servant."

The possiblie communal interpretation of the "Servant" is
taken by Cadoux as another possible point of contact between
the Isaianic fipure and Daniel's "“Son of Man."23 As we have
seen above,=4 the "Son of Man" in Daniei is closely associ~-
ated with the redeemed community, '"'the saints of the Most
lligh." Hright lists Is. 41:8, 43:10, 44:21, 45:4 and 42:19
as passages in which the "Servant"™ is the nation, as well as
Is. 49:3,5, 44:1, 51:1,7 and 42:1-7 in which the '"Servant" is
the remnant.25 Thus the very fluidity of both "Son of Man"
and "Suffering Servant" would seem to indicate a certain com-
patibility which would at least prove no obstacle to our
Lord's fusion of the two in His self-designation as "Son of
Man, 26

Lohmeyer's admission that scholars caanot any morxe differ-

entiate between the "Son of Man" tradition and the "Suffering

2lcadoux, op. cit., pp. 38, 157.

22Martin il. Franzmann, "A Ransom for Han¥3 fatifgggtigggff
uly, y .

Vicaria,™ Concordia rheoloqxcal Monthly, XXV

236ad0ux, op. cit., pp. 101, 307.

24supra, pp. 6f.

25John Bright, The Kinpgdom of God (Nashwville: Abingdon
Press, 1953), p. 150.

26Gustav Hoelscher, Geschichte der israelitischen und

juedischen Religion (Giessen: Alfred Toepeimann, 1922), p. 124;
Cadoux, on. cit., n. 53.

S©
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Servant™ tradition as the source of various Verba Christi27?
indicates how complete this fusiom is in our records. Man- |
son, 28 cadoux,29 Charles30 and Reine3} are a mere sampling of
the ranks of scholars wio agree that our Lord's "Son of Man"
received its unique content from both sources.

Another interesting similarity between the "Son of Man"
in Daniel and ¥noch and the "Suffering Servant" in Isaiah is
the fact that, just as the "Son of Man" virtually assumes the
preregatives of God,32 so our Lord's "quasi-identification of
himself Eé;é] with the Deutero-Isaianic Servant of God . . .
carried with it the implication that his [g;gJ own activities
are virtually the activities of God Himself."33

Althougih it is an admittedly tenuous argument, the fact
that the "suffering Servant" was not generally regarded as

Messianic at the time of Christ,34 but was diametrically

27:rnst Loimeyer, GCottesknecht und Davidschn (Goettingen:
Yandenhoeck & Ruprecat, 1953), p. 113,

zslianson, _glao Cit.' p- 64.
29cadoux, ope. cit., pp. 100f., 112, 151,
30n

R. H. Charles, Relipious Develovment Between the Old and
New Testaments (Lonaén: ExgoraﬂUniversify Preéss, 1945), pP. 91.

3lpaul PReine, Theologie des Neuen Testaments (vierte, neu

bearbeitete Auflage; Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs'sche Buchhandlung,

1922), nn. 58, 66.
32supra, pp. 10ff.
33Cadoux, op. cit., p. 38.

34Char1es, op. cit., p. 77.
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opposed to thc contemporary political hopes,>3 would seem to
lend itself to Jesug! use of the "Servant Soangs" in His in-
tentional disavowal of contemporary messianism.39 The fact
that some scholars use the term "Messianic® in connection with
the "Servant'37 does not detract from this argument, since
they sac the sufferings of the "Servant" applied to the Jewish
people, 39

it is precisely at this point, i.e., the necessity of the
"Son of Man's™ gufferiang to attain His glory, that the combi-
nation of the "Son of Man" of Daniel and Enoch and the "Suffer-
ing Servant' of Isaiah is most apparcnt.39 Bright underscores
the fact that the victory of the "Son of Man" is possible only
through o ffering and cross.?® Cadoux similarly stresses the
following parailels between "Son of Man" and "Suffering Ser-
vant':

Corresponding to the humiliation and suffering of the

Servant is the war which the Fourth Beast makes upon

“"the saints," i.e., upon the "Son of Man" (Dan. 7:7f.,
19,21,23-25); corsresponding to the everlasting kingdom

35zadoux, op. cit., ps 53.
363upra, pp. 38ff,

* 3T:mil A. Schuerer, A History of the Jewish Peonle in the
fime of Jesus Christ, aﬁtﬁb?IEEH‘%fEEsInfion (Ldinburgh: T. &
T. Clark, 1924), II, 650ff.; Cadoux, op. cit., p. 187, note 1;
Max Reici, I1he Messianic Hope of Israel (Grand Rapids: Wm:. B.
Zerdmans Publishinz Company, 1940), p. 112,

381bid.
3%supra, pp. 46ff.
408right, op. cit., pp. 202, 214.

ST
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given by God to the "Son of Man'" is the Servant's final

v;ctory and vindication (Is. 62:1,4, 606:6b,7-9, 53:

10-12.)41
Just as the "Son of Man" must suffer to be glotified, so the
"Servant" finds victory beyond suffering and the Cross.42

One final argument, again admittedly tenuous, for the
Possibility of ocur Lord's fusion of the apocalyptic figure of
the "Son of Man" in Daniel and Enoch and the figure of ihe
"Servant" in Isaish is the fact that there are demonstrable
parallels between linoch and Isaiah chapters 40 to 66. Thus
Schodde suys that Enoch 45:4, 55:3, 48:6, 49:4, 51:3, 55:4,
61:8, 69:27, 71:17, etc,, which refer to the "Son of Man,"
make of the Unochic figure " . . . in reality a 'servant of
God' (Is. 40-66)."43 Sjoeberg connects even Isaiah chapters
1 to 39 with the Book of Enoch (Enoch 49:3 and Is. 11:2;,%4
and sees in Bnoch 48:3 a parallel to Isaiah 49:1 and possibly
45:3.%5 Kitte146 finds parallels with Enoch in both Isaiah
chapters 1 to 39 and 40 to 66 as follows: Enoch 46:4 and

Isaiah 52:15, Hnoch 48:4 and Isaiah 42:6 and 4936, Enoch 46:3

41lcadoux, op. cit., p. 101.

42pright, op. cit., pp. 148, 267f.

43george H. Schodde, The Book of Emoch (Andover: Warren
F. Draper, 1911), p. 51.

Merik Sjoeberg, Der Menschensohn im aethiopischen Henoch-
buCh (Lund: C. W. K. Gleerup, 1926)’ Pe 98-

45Ibid., p. 89.

46Rudolph Kittel, Die Religion des Volkes Israel (Leipzig:
Quelle & Moyor, 1921)) P 1BEe — = = 3
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and Isaiah 42:6 and 11:3. Enoch 52:6-9 and its description
of the peaceful age ushered in by the "Son of Man®” is a very
close parallel tc Isaiah 2:4. The inochic figure is "the
Light of Nations," a close parallel tc Isaiah 42:6.

In conclusion, the content of our Lord's self-designation,
"Son of Man,' which cannot be fully derived from Daniel and
Enoch, is derived from the picture of the "Suffering Secrvant™
in Isaiah chapters 40 to 66. The eschatolcgical glory of the
Danielic-linochic "3Son of Man" and the necessity of suffering
and death of the Isaianic "sSuifering Servant" are both sources
for our Lord's "Son of Man.” Here lies the paradox: the "Son

of Man's" way to glory is the way of the Cross.




CHAPTER VI
SOME CONCLUSIONS AND SOMB FURTHER QUEBSTIONS

The title "Son of Man" in our Lord's usage receives its
foxm and one pole of its paradoxical content from Daniel and
Enoch, where the "Son of Man" appears as the transcendent
eschatological figure deputized by God to judge men and angels
and to establish God's eternal and universal Kingdom. This
source helps explain Jesus' use of the title "Son of Man'™ in
eschatological contexts in the Gospels, but does not explain
the other pole of the paradox, HJis humiliation and Passion.

The structure and theology of the Gospel of Mark, as well
as Markan indications of another "written'" source of the con~-
tent of the title, leads to the conclusion that another source
mist be found. The general observation that the whole of
Jesus' Ministry is highly colored by the "“Servant Songs" of
Isaiah, chapters 40 to 66, coupled with the fact that the
"Son of Man" sayings of the Via Crucis show a heavy dependency
on this source leads to the conclusion that these "Songs"™ form
the second pole of the paradox.

The mere fact that our Lord's favorite self-designation
is cast in paradoxical form would posgibly lead to a better

understanding of the nature of His confrontation of man and

man's response in faith and life,

The relationship between the "Son of Man'" and the redeemed

4
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'sons of men" seems to mark out an area for further study of
the incorporative formulae in the New Testament (e.g., the
Prepositions Ezs, EV, é'm.', the G'U’v-compounds, the concept of
Kowuwlal, et al.). The implications of '"Son of Man'" for an
understanding of the Pauline "Adam-Christ" theology would

also be rewarding.
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