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Introduction






Research into the earliest use of Christological titles of majesty goes back to work that was done preparatory to a presentation of the theology of the Gospel of Mark. Since in Mark – the situation is different in Matthew and Luke – there is no fixed starting-point, and a basis of comparison needed for a critical examination of this redactional work must first be determined, two tasks in particular present themselves: on the one hand, if the determination of the redactional elements is not to remain more or less arbitrary, clear principles which hold good in all parts of the Second Gospel have to be obtained, according to which the redactional framework may be detached; on the other hand, to grasp the evangelist’s thought we have to enter the field of Christology1 and, in doing so, to inquire what were the Christological traditions that have been worked up.


We have here taken in hand the last-named task. It was obvious that in attempting it we would have to get acquainted with the Christological titles which occur in the Gospel of Mark.2 Assuredly it ought not to be overlooked that other material of tradition which is not connected with a designation of majesty can be Christologically significant; but the Christological ideas of the earliest church have nevertheless obtained far-reaching expression in the strata of tradition which are stamped with a definite title of majesty. Since a traditio-historical classification of the material that lay before the evangelist can be arrived at only if we do not confine ourselves to the Gospel of Mark – the pieces of evidence for the early period are as it is scanty enough – the constructive method of proceeding has led to the problem of the beginnings of the formation of Christological tradition in general.3


The titles of majesty have been dealt with independently of one another so far as overlappings and contacts have not emerged in the history of the tradition itself. A convergence of results has been asked for only in conclusion. It has seemed advisable to distinguish as carefully as possible from one another the different Christological conceptions, as also the stages of tradition within the several views, in order that peculiarities may not be overlooked. In the treatment of the five titles of majesty much could only be sketched, and all the problems could not be taken into account in an equally detailed way. Where a question arises that is essential for a judgment of the whole, an attempt has been made to give a closer argument.


Some definitions are necessary. In the New Testament research of recent decades it has been customary to use the designation “late Judaism” for the Judaism of the period from the Maccabean struggles to the composition of the Mishna. This assumes that the post-exilic period of the Old Testament is characterized as “Judaism”, a thing that was generally spread abroad half a century ago in Old Testament research, but today obtains more rarely.4 Instead of this, in view of the more Talmudic and post-Talmudic stamp of the Judaism of the period from c.200 B.C. to A.D. 200, the designation “early Judaism” has occasionally been chosen in recent times.5 It is not to be disputed that this name has various excellent points, nevertheless we have kept to the current term.


For the New Testament age, in place of the old distinction between the Palestinian primitive church and Pauline Christianity, the distinction between the Palestinian primitive church, pre-Pauline Hellenistic Christianity and the Pauline tradition proper has already prevailed for long.6 Nevertheless the question has to be asked whether this differentiation suffices. Consideration has already been rightly given to the question whether or not a Hellenistic Christianity of a specifically Jewish stamp must be separated from Gentile Christianity.7 In what follows “Hellenistic Jewish Christianity” is spoken about where the Hellenistic derivation is certainly clearly in evidence, but so firm an adhesion to early Jewish conceptions is still recognizable that this cannot simply be co-ordinated to “Hellenistic Christianity”, by which is understood as a rule the early Christianity that was largely severed from Judaism and determined by a Gentile provenance.8 In more recent times a Christianity in the Palestinian-Syrian outskirts has also been spoken of occasionally.9 But such localizations of traditions, which are necessary and possible for the student of patristics, prove almost altogether unworkable in the New Testament and rest for the most part on vague conjectures. Consequently it is sounder to do without local fixations, to inquire into the portion of Jewish inheritance and according to that to determine whether the tradition of the Hellenistic church has a Jewish Christian or a Gentile Christian stamp.10 Hellenistic Jewish Christianity merits careful consideration as an essential link especially in Christology and on some occasions can be dealt with as a quite independent stratum of tradition.11


Notes




	  1.  William Wrede, Das Messiasgeheimnis in den Evangelien. Zugleich ein Beitrag zum Verständnis des Markusevangeliums, 1901, has clearly recognized this. In more recent works it has strange to say not been sufficiently observed; that holds good, in spite of many valuable single findings, of James M. Robinson, Das Geschichtsverständnis des Markusevangeliums (AThANT 30), 1956, and above all of Willi Marxsen, Der Evangelist Markus, Studien zur Redaktionsgeschichte des Evangeliums (FRLANT NF 49), 19592, cf. only p. 66 n. 2: “In our context discussion of the question of Christology can be left out”; in that statement there lies a decisive error.



	  2.  So also Ernst Lohmeyer, Das Evangelium des Markus (Krit.-exeg. Komm. üb. d. NT 1/2), 1959,15 pp. 1ff. A presentation of the earliest Christology which starts from the titles of majesty is given by F.J. Foakes Jackson-Kirsopp Lake, The Beginnings of Christianity (Part 1), vol. i, 1920, pp. 345ff.; Henry J. Cadbury, ibid. vol. v, 1933, pp. 354ff.; Martin Dibelius, Christologie des Urchristentums, RGG2i, 1927, cols. 1592-1607; Vincent Taylor, The Names of Jesus, 1953; Reginald H. Fuller, The Mission and Achievement of Jesus (StudBiblTheol 12), 1954, pp. 79ff.; R.P. Casey, “The Earliest Christologies”, JThSt NS 9 (1958), pp. 253-277; and above all by Oscar Cullmann, Die Christologie des Neuen Testaments, 1957.



	  3.  Cf. now Werner Kramer, Christos, Kyrios, Gottessohn (appears in AThANT 44), 1963 and the new edition, of Eduard Schweizer’s book, Erniedrigung und Erhöhung bei Jesus und seinen Nachfolgern (AThANT 28), 19622.



	  4.  Cf. only Die Schriften des Alten Testaments in Auswahl neu übersetzt und für die Gegenwart erklärt II/3: Max Haller, Das Judentum. Geschichtsschreibung, Prophetie und Gesetzgebung nach dem Exil, 19252.



	  5.  Cf., e.g., Otto Plöger, Prophetisches Erbe in den Sekten des frühen Judentums, ThLZ 79 (1954), cols. 291-296; Georg Fohrer, Messiasfrage und Bibelverständnis (Samml. gemeinverständl. Vorträge 213/24), 1957, p. 23.



	  6.  Of fundamental importance is Wilhelm Heitmüller, Zum Problem Paulus und Jesus, ZNW 13 (1912), pp. 320-337; on the carrying out of this cf. Wilhelm Bousset, Kyrios Christos, Geschichte des Christusglaubens von den Anfängen des Christentums bis Irenäus (FRLANT NF 4), 19212, pp. 1ff. 75ff.; Rudolf Bultmann, Theologie des Neuen Testaments, 19583, pp. 34ff., 66ff.



	  7.  Cf. Rudolf Bultmann, Die Geschichte der synoptischen Tradition (FRLANT NF 12), 19584, pp. 330f.; for a laborious working out of a Hellenistic Jewish Christian tradition see above all Martin Dibelius, Jungfrauensohn und Krippenkind (1932), in Botschaft und Geschichte (Ges. Aufsätze) i, 1953, pp. 1-78. Rather differently Cullmann, Christologie, pp. 332f.



	  8.  Cf. further Chapter 5, p. 299.



	  9.  So, e.g., G.D. Kilpatrick, The Origins of the Gospel according to St. Matthew, 1946, pp. 124ff. for the community of Matthew.



	10.  Naturally the question also arises how far Palestinian Judaism threw itself open to the influence of Hellenism. In this regard notice will doubtless be taken of the large collection of material made by E.R. Goodenough, Jewish Symbols in the Greco-Roman Period i-viii, 1953-58, above all vols. i and iii; cf. also Jean-Baptiste Frey, Corpus Inscriptionum Judaicarum ii, 1952, pp. 113ff., 163ff. Unambiguous literary documents from Palestinian Judaism which reflect syncretism are certainly lacking. Also it may not be overlooked that precisely in New Testament times there were movements which vindicated the exclusiveness of Judaism and very much guarded themselves against all foreign influences. The situation was different in the Judaism of the Diaspora, although there also orthodox circles will not have been lacking; unhappily we cannot make for ourselves any fairly satisfactory picture because only a quite fragmentary tradition remains preserved to us, and this comes largely from the Egyptian-Alexandrian area. For the present nothing more can be secured than a distinction between the Palestinian primitive Christianity, which developed in the area in which Hebrew-Aramaic was spoken, and an early Hellenistic Jewish Christianity to which, with all its adhesion to the tradition it had received, the speech and thought of Hellenism were familiar.



	11.  The tradition of Hellenistic Jewish Christianity stands out most distinctly in the Kyrios title, in the Son of David tradition and the Son of God conception.

















Chapter 1

Son of Man







Of all Christological titles, that of the Son of man has been the most thoroughly investigated.1 The reason for this is that it has been hoped, by means of this predicate of dignity, to penetrate most deeply to the preaching of Jesus Himself; moreover, the outlook of the early Palestinian community on the person and work of Jesus is discernible in a relatively exclusive context.2 Hence the consideration of the title of the Son of man is an appropriate starting point for an investigation of the oldest Christological traditions. But of course the history of criticism has shown how many problems are bound up with this stream of tradition, and up to the most recent literature on the subject decisive points are still being debated, so that even here we cannot start from firm conclusions; a short exposition and discussion of the material is necessary.3




1. Philological Problems and Problems connected with the History of Religion


The phrase, unusual in the Greek language, ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου, sets the task of philological derivation. Since in the NT we have frequently to reckon with traditions stemming from the sphere of Semitics the explanation does not seem to be difficult. For it is obvious to take into account a collective idea, which by means of the genitival link “son of …” is used to denote an individual. This would imply that “Son of man” is nothing other than “man” and represents only a slavish reproduction of the Semitic expression; just like the Hebraic אָדָם the Aramaic אֱנָשׁ would then express the idea of the species, and the form בֶּן אָדָם or בַּר אֱנָשׁ would serve the purpose of distinguishing the individual member of the species.4


This point of view has been expressed especially by Wellhausen, who was also of the opinion that in Dan. 7:13 and 2 Esdras 13 the word is used only metaphorically and in the metaphorical speeches of the Ethiopian Enoch only with express reference to Daniel;5 hence in the mouth of Jesus, the expression “Son of man” may have been merely a general expression denoting an individual man; only the primitive community, in connection with its expectation of the parousia, stamped it with titular character.6


Lietzmann went a step further, denying altogether a titular use in the sphere of Aramaic speech, and reckoning with quite a late emergence of ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου in the sphere of the Hellenistic community.7 On the contrary, he regarded בַּר (אֱ)נָשׁ as a merely pleonastic form side by side with the simple אֱנָשׁ and rejected any distinction in view of the fact that the Semitic language is devoid of all conceptual discriminations.8


Dalman had, however, maintained the opposing thesis that the simple אֱנָשׁ was the only currently used word for “man”: “the extraordinary בַּר אֱנָשׁ was not in current use, and was employed only in imitation of the Hebraic Biblical text, where בֶּן אָדָם belongs to poetic speech”;9 he considered that the determinate בַּר (אֱ)נָשָׁא both in Judaic-Galilean and in later Christian-Aramaic speech was an innovation due to the influence of the Mesopotamian-Aramaic dialect.10 The consequence of this is that בַּר (אֱ)נָשָׁא cannot simply mean “man”, and in no case is a meaningless mode of speech, but an emphatic and selected type of expression which may only appropriately be rendered by such phrases as “son of man” or “child of man”.11


After these three very different attempts at a solution, the problem was again taken up by Fiebig, and linguistically investigated on a broad basis. He showed that a highly varied use of speech must be assumed for the Aramaic of Jesus’ time: אֱ)נָשָׁא ,(אֱ)נָשׁ) but also בַּר (אֱ)נָשׁ and בַּר (אֱ)נָשָׁא can all be used in the same sense. The forms with and without בַּר have the same meaning, hence there is no plain difference between the concept of the species and that of the individual; but furthermore the undetermined and the determined forms are not clearly distinguished from each other; they may both convey the idea of “a” or “the” man.12 However, where we have an at least formally precise translation, we must reckon with the fact that ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου goes back to בַּר (אֱ)נָשָׁא although no special significance is assigned to the latter expression in Aramaic.13 This solution has been widely accepted.14


If no specially coined and emphatic mode of expression may be assumed in Aramaic, this by no means precludes the possibility that בַּר (אֱ)נָשָׁא may be linked to a very firmly fixed conception, and in certain contexts even used technically, in some contexts in fact receiving a titular character.15 Just like the “anthropos” in gnosticism, or the “day” in apocalyptic writings, so also the “man” in apocalyptic contexts implied an unequivocal significance. Dan. 7:13f.; 2 Esdras 13 and the metaphorical speeches of the Ethiopian Enoch furnish proofs of this. The fact that in Dan. 7:13f. and 2 Esdras 13, the “man” is spoken of only in a comparison, hence metaphorically, is no contradiction of this contention.


The only questionable point is whether the כְּבַר אֱנָשׁ of Dan. 7:13 and the quasi similitudinem hominis of 2 Esdras 13:3 admits the use of the expression in a titular sense. An unequivocal answer cannot be had from the visionary speeches for the meaning of the demonstrative in “Son of man” is disputed.16 It can be explained in the sense that the demonstrative serves for the translation of the Greek article since Ethiopic has no special means of determining the article, but this cannot be quite certainly proved.17 What is undisputed is that in Daniel and 2 Esdras, as in the visionary speeches of the Ethiopian Enoch, what is in question is the stereotyped description of a quite specific heavenly being.


It is not the conception and the technical use that is problematical, only the titular use. The latter is overwhelmingly probable for pre-Christian Judaism; for in favour of the titular use of the word is not only the demonstrative expression in the Ethiopic Enoch, but also the self-explanatory titular use in the whole synoptic tradition. The Aramaic basis בר (א)נשׁא of the Greek expression has indeed no special rank, but perhaps we may say that the individual significance, as also the determination, could most plainly be expressed thus, and this was most clearly to be maintained by the literally faithful translation ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου as distinct from the υἱὸς ἀνθρώπου of the Septuagint (also Dan. 7:13).18


Much discussion has taken place in recent times about the so-called corporate interpretation of the figure of the Son of man. It cannot be disputed that in Dan. 7:13f., 27 we have a corporate interpretation, since the Son of man is equated with the “people of the saints of the Most High”; he represents the eternal kingdom of the time of salvation, and by the “saints of the Most High” are probably to be understood the heavenly hosts.19 But such a corporate idea is not present in 2 Esdras 13 and the visions of the Ethiopic Enoch, and even in regard to Dan. 7 it may be questioned what traditional presuppositions constitute the norm of interpretation. Apart from the later additions in vv. 7, fin. 8, IIa, 20-22, 24f.20 the real vision vv. 1-7, 9f., 11b-14 must be distinguished from its interpretation in vv. 15-19, 23, 26-28; moreover, in the vision the concept of the four world kingdoms21 and the view of the divine judgment and the appearance of the Son of man are closely bound together.22 It must be noted that the corporate understanding results not merely from the interpretation of vv. 15ff. but already from the link between the concept of the Son of man and the vision of the four world kingdoms. But is this true of the concept of the heavenly man in general?


The consideration that behind Dan. 7 and the visions of the Ethiopic Enoch there stands a common individualistic concept of the Son of man, which only in Daniel has received a corporate interpretation, has in any case something to be said for it.23 However it may be as regards the priority of the collective or individualist interpretation, in the post-Daniel tradition of Judaism there is to be found a clearly individualist conception. In regard to the preaching and person of Jesus the corporate idea in any case raises not inconsiderable difficulties.


T.W. Manson, who above all has urged this interpretation, has to presuppose a direct reference to Dan. 7 and furthermore to assume that Jesus on account of the failure of His disciples at the end of His life Himself vicariously assumed the functions of the corporately understood figure of the Son of man.24 Hence in the last resort he does not manage without having recourse to a personal exegesis, and notes both a corporate and individualist conception in the gospels. His thesis, which in this form found scant acceptance,25 was nevertheless at times adopted with certain modifications, for example by Taylor who refers the words about the eschatological coming of the Son of man to “the Elect Community of which He was to be the Head”26 or by Theo Preiss who ascribes to the figure of the Son of man an inclusive sense as well;27 similarly, Cullmann speaks of a certain ambiguity in the expression and connects it with the concept of perfected humanity.28


However, it should not be overlooked that, quite apart from the definite individualist understanding of the figure of the Son of man in pre-Christian Judaism, the NT words about the Son of man give no indications which demand such an interpretation,29 that the currency of corporate concepts in Semitic thought30 together with the one text Dan. 7 is not a sufficient reason and that the primitive Christian statements did not arise with an exclusive reference to Dan. 731 but imply a broad stream of tradition which is no longer sufficiently discernible to us.32


A further much discussed problem, which has been dealt with especially by Joachim Jeremias and was likewise discussed by T.W. Manson within the framework of his interpretation, is the connection between the concepts of the Son of man and the suffering servant of God,33 but while the former critic assumes the connection already to exist in late Judaism,34 the latter sees it effected only with Jesus Himself;35 R.H. Fuller also makes a similar judgment.36 Admittedly the influence of the idea of the suffering servant is not to be denied in the Son of man text – Mk. 10:45 and par.,37 yet this word is quite singular within the corpus of NT Son of man texts; further, Mk. 10:45 can hardly be traced back to Jesus Himself.


In the Son of man idea proper to late Judaism there is lacking, so far as we can see, any clear proof of the assimilation of elements from the suffering servant, for while certain links between Son of man statements and Isa. 42:1ff.; 49:1ff., may be established, this is not so for Isa. 50:4ff., 52:13ff., and in view of the exegesis then prevalent, which did not regard the servant songs as an independent unity, it may not be at once assumed that all the elements of the Deutero-Isaianic conception were taken over. Hiddenness and removal have nothing to do with suffering, and least of all demonstrative is the frequent description of the Son of man as “servant” in 2 Esdras, for neither in the OT nor in Judaism is this name of honour exclusively linked to the servant tradition of Deutero-Isaiah.38


A problem which in many respects is still insufficiently clarified is that of the origin of the Son of man concept.39 The older derivations characteristic of the history of religion school40 need examination41 and conclusive recent results have not yet been attained. In any case it is necessary to adhere to the thesis that the Son of man figure in Judaism is not to be explained apart from foreign influences.42 A certain connection (albeit very broken and modified by some not clearly discernible intermediate stages) with the idea of a primal man cannot be flatly rejected.43 Yet we must be careful not to accept too quickly a kinship with some developments of the idea of the primal man, e.g. the Adam-Christ typology in Paul.44 Whatever be the truth about the roots of the concept as far as the history of religion is concerned, in NT times it had for long become a characteristic traditional element in Judaism and also formed a certain point of crystallization for apocalyptic expectations of the end.45 History of religion problems are therefore of subordinate importance for the NT.


A last question to be touched on here is the relation between the Son of man and the Messiah. In so far as the word Messiah is not loosely used as an inclusive concept for the saviour at the end of time, the supposition of reciprocal dependence involves as a rule certain theses concerning the history of religion and tradition. Thus, in particular, when Riesenfeld or Bentzen propose to trace back not only the Messiah, but also the Son of man conception to ideology centring around the king.46 Without prejudice to certain points of contact with the concept of the kingly Messiah, that of the Son of man, not only on account of its origin, but still more on account of its independent development and elaboration, must be radically distinguished from true messianism, if we are not to promote confusion about the facts of history and tradition. A derivation from kingly ideology must here quite certainly be excluded. Enquiry must be made into particular cases of mutual influence.47


Summary. It must be said that the philological problems may be regarded as clarified: בַּר (אֱ)נָשָׁא is a description of the individual man, but not the only one possible; in any case the phrase has no special significance or emphasis. That does not prevent, however, this general concept from having a clearly defined position as a terminus technicus in marked apocalyptic contexts. It is not quite proved, but overwhelmingly probable, that already in pre-Christian Judaism a titular use had established itself which was adopted by Jesus and the primitive community. The collective understanding of the Son of man which exists in Daniel is lacking in 2 Esdras 13 and the similitudes of the Ethiopic Enoch, and is just as little to be assumed as far as the NT is concerned. A connection with the idea of the suffering servant cannot be proved in regard to Judaism; in the primitive Christian tradition it can be established only in one single instance. The derivation from the standpoint of the history of religion has not yet been sufficiently clarified. In any event, foreign influence will have to be taken into account; on the other hand, the concept was in a high degree adapted by Jewish thought, even if it was not widespread. It belongs to its own characteristic stratum of tradition, and for this reason is to be fundamentally distinguished from the concept of the Messiah.







2. The Son of Man Concept and the Preaching of Jesus


The Son of man sayings have come down to us almost without exception as sayings of Jesus Himself. Hence the question arises in what relation they stand to the preaching of Jesus. If anywhere in Christological titles, in regard to the “Son of man”, it may be considered that Jesus Himself made use of this predicate. This does not preclude the fact that a string of sayings are secondary accretions. But which Son of man sayings may be regarded as the oldest and included in the preaching of Jesus is disputed. It has even been questioned whether the Son of man concept is to be reckoned at all as part of the preaching of Jesus. It is always according to how we answer these questions that the development of tradition must be estimated. Hence it is advisable to begin with basic considerations rather than detailed discussion of Son of man texts.


There is a certain consensus of critical opinion that the prophecies of suffering, at least in their present form, arose only in the community, and as a result the sayings about the dying and rising again of the Son of man are placed at the end of the development. It is debated whether the words about the coming Son of man or those about his earthly work must be regarded as primary and so referred back to Jesus Himself; it is not very probable that both are equally original.


In regard to the sayings about the earthly deeds of the Son of man, older criticism frequently asserted their authenticity on the assumption of an erroneous translation of the Aramaic phrase. It was thought that from a simple “the man” or “I” there developed only later a titular of exaltation.48 But there are difficulties in the acceptance of this view. For, on the one hand, not all these words are intelligible as sayings about man, and often the real point is attained only through the title “Son of man”, and, on the other hand, the phrase בַּר (אֱ)נָשָׁא, as a circumlocution for “I”, cannot be proved from the Aramaic documents which have come down to us, rather in such cases we have הָהוּא גַבְרָא instead.49


Eduard Schweizer has maintained the thesis that in such sayings “Son of man” is by no means a meaningless circumlocution, but that Jesus deliberately adopted the concept as a means of self-description; such sayings are the most authentic Son of man logia, and are to be regarded as the starting point for a view of the whole development.50


Quite apart from the question whether the particular words, from the point of view of content, permit this interpretation, objections may be raised. In the first place the linguistic assumptions compel us to hesitate: בר (א)נשׁא is is regarded as the description of an ordinary man, then, however, it is thought possible that, used instead of an “I”, it was “a somewhat unusual circumlocution”.51 Hence the attempt has been made to leave the word with its general meaning, but to derive from its context a certain emphasis.


But in my opinion this cannot be proved in the circumstances; for either the expression was current as a modest self-description, in which case there can be no question of an unusual emphatic circumlocution, or else the expression was not in use as a mode of self-reference, in which case it was to be understood as referring only and plainly to man in general. In any case such a phrase, used to refer to “I”, is not provable in Aramaic; moreover, in a string of other Son of man sayings, the “I” of the speaker is very clearly distinguished from the Son of man description.52


A further objection to Schweizer’s thesis is that, assuming the phrase had become fixed as a title in Judaism, it would be preferable to suppose that the Son of man description was transferred by Jesus to a new context. But Schweizer disputed precisely that a “dogmatically fixed quantity” is here present. He says that Jesus wished to draw attention to the special features of His work and not to give a convenient formula for interpretation. Son of man is “a circumlocution which conceals as much as reveals the secret of His person” and is ambiguous from the start.53 But how is this ambiguity, which can only be possible under specific firm premisses, to be recognized?54 Further, it is to be considered that, assuming such a generalized conception, the use of the phrase as a terminus technicus always belongs to a quite specific circle of ideas whence it receives its meaning; once it is loosed from this framework, the special meaning is necessarily lost.55


If the statements about the coming Son of man stand first in the historical development of the tradition, then an apocalyptic context is presupposed.56 If, on the other hand, the sayings about the earthly deeds stand first, then such a point of reference and background of understanding is no longer discernible. Schweizer does not of course deny any kind of underlying context. Instead of referring to apocalyptic, he refers to the concept of the suffering and exalted righteous one; in this connection, however, he can only rely on the quotation of the Ethiopic Enoch 70f. and Wisdom 2-5.57


He alleges that what is new in Jesus’ proclamation is that He applies the title Son of man not only to the exalted righteous one, who will some day confront His enemies before the judgment seat of God, but already to the earthly life of the righteous one.58 In order to demonstrate this, he must show that it is not the sayings about the parousia, but the sayings about exaltation which belong to the original core of Jesus’ Son of man words. His attempt to gain the necessary proofs from Acts 7:56 and the Johannine Son of man words59 is not, however, convincing; for it can be shown that the sayings about exaltation in the sense of an independent Christological stage of development as contrasted with the parousia sayings are secondary and imply a clear de-eschatologization.60


Finally, particular words about the coming Son of man, implying a distinction between Jesus and the Son of man, evince a peculiarity which can only be explained if such logia are placed at the beginning of the development, and if we assess the identification of the Son of man with Jesus as a first step in Christological interpretation. It is precisely in regard to such words that the apocalyptic conception stands most plainly in the background and thus affords an important criterion for the understanding of the Son of man idea.61 Hence we must accept the priority of the words about the eschatological working of the Son of man.


But the more ancient character of the words about the coming Son of man does not in itself prove their authenticity. As his chief argument to show that these sayings do not flow from the lips of Jesus Himself, Philipp Vielhauer has attempted to show that they are unconnected with the words about the imminence of the Kingdom of God.62 But from the point of view of method, caution is here required. It must first be noted that this lack of connection does not apply at any rate to the logia source and the traditional material edited by Mark.63 This, of course, does not prove their original connection in the words of Jesus Himself, but the fact is that in those sources there are still other elements standing in juxtaposition and without apparent connection.


If, in consequence, Conzelmann for example insists that the eschatological and ethical parts of the teaching of Jesus are intrinsically separate, and that the ethics must not be understood in the light of the eschatology, his view arouses the most serious doubts.64 But Vielhauer refers not only to the teaching of Jesus, but also to the late Judaic tradition in which the Kingdom of God and the Son of man concepts are consistently unconnected.65 This is, in fact, of importance but must be interpreted somewhat differently from the way in which he interprets it. The concept of the rule of God belongs by its essential structure to a purely theocratic eschatology, in which the figure of a special Saviour, Messiah or Son of man is missing. If we wish to obtain fairly useful results, three things are to be noted: first, that to confine ourselves to the mere idea of the Kingdom of God is likely to lead us astray, rather our inquiry must be directed to the theocratic idea as a whole;66 next, that the eschatological rule of God in the sense of a this-worldly expectation must be clearly distinguished from the sense in which it is understood in apocalyptic;67 finally, that the sayings which appear in late Judaism and especially in Rabbinics about a present Kingdom of God are to be precluded from consideration.68


In the preaching of Jesus the reign of God is an eschatological concept – without prejudice to the sayings about its imminent outbreak or its present realization – and it stands within the framework of a transcendental expectation of salvation; in other words, it is moulded by apocalyptic. That the sayings are contained in an exclusively theocratic form is due chiefly to the fact that they stand essentially and by their very nature in a quite specific tradition, in which a connection with the figure of the Son of man (likewise well known in apocalyptic) is not immediately given. But as apocalyptic shows, this does not exclude a certain juxtaposition of elements.


This was already to be expected from the fact that what stood in the foreground in the Son of man development was less the imminent aeon of salvation itself than in the main the end of the world and the final judgment in which all are brought to account. This is especially plain in 2 Esdras 13 where the theme is the judgment executed upon hostile powers and the salvation of the elect, while any statement about the aeon of salvation is missing. In the Ethiopic Enoch also, judgment and salvation are brought to the fore in the Son of man passages69 and it is interesting to see that all the sayings which are concerned with the handing over of power are directly connected with the function of judge.70 Admittedly there is then, in view of the aeon of salvation, a reference to an “eating” or “dwelling” with the Son of man,71 but we must not overlook the modification which is clearly marked in ch. 45: in vv. 1-3 the Son of man acts as judge, in vv. 4-6 God Himself effects the inauguration of the eternal reign of salvation, and it is He who causes the Son of man to dwell among the elect; similarly 62:14: the Lord of spirits dwells enthroned above the saved, while the Son of man eats with them.72


For apocalyptic literature the Son of man is a characteristic but by no means necessary figure. In any case, unlike the Messiah and the concept of a royal era of salvation, he does not stand in a basic tension to a purely theocratic eschatology.73 Where he does appear, he exercises an independent function only in connection with the Last Day; he is in a certain sense the door-keeper, mediating between the old and the new aeons; in the time of salvation itself, on the contrary, he has a completely subordinate role to play, and God Himself is the ruler.74


It must not therefore be asserted without qualification that there is no essential connection between the emergence of the Son of man and the coming of the reign of God, and that there can be no question of the latter where the Son of man plays an active part.75 Moreover, it must be wide of the mark to say that the idea of עוֹלָם הַבָּא was in late Judaism identified with the Messianic age, but that the idea of the reign of God was “unencumbered by apocalyptic and nationalistic hopes for the future”, or that while Jesus “speaks of the reign of God in the olam terminology, He replaces the coming olam by the concept of the reign of God”.76 The expressions “this aeon” and “the coming aeon” imply a distinction which could be connected equally well with the traditional and with the apocalyptic forms of hope for ultimate salvation.77


On the other hand, the idea of the reign of God is by no means a neutral and pure concept; the fact is rather that the ideal of a theocracy could be unfolded both within the framework of the old this-worldly as in that of the transcendental apocalyptic expectation. This implies that the two concepts “the coming aeon” and “the reign of God” were interchangeable – an interchangeability which was not first introduced by the teaching of Jesus. In any event it may be said that the concept of the coming aeon was clearly defined by that of the reign of God. If in the gospels the expression “kingdom of God” is mostly used, while in Jewish literature there appears more frequently that of “the coming aeon” this is primarily a difference of terminology rather than of meaning.


It is not by such considerations that the spuriousness of all the Son of man words can be shown; in apocalyptic the concept of the reign of God is quite compatible with the special function assigned to the judge who appears at the end of the world.78


The particular arguments adduced by Vielhauer in connection with the Son of man sayings are to be considered in the following section. As well as referring to the lack of connection between the sayings about the coming Son of man and those about the reign of God, Conzelmann has further pointed out that the idea of the reign of God as formulated by Jesus essentially leaves no scope for an intervening act of judgment and the independent figure of a judge, because no such interval remains.79


But it must be carefully considered whether the time scheme of apocalyptic really plays any part in the Son of man sayings of Jesus.80 For example, in Lk. 12:8. there is not really an allusion to judgment as an independent future event, but, on the contrary, the point is that in an unsurpassable degree men are challenged to make a decision in the face of Jesus Himself. Vögtle very appropriately says: “Jesus explains that the coming of the Son of man in judgment is His own function. He, the present Jesus, is therefore the decisive eschatological mediatorial figure, the final arbiter of weal and woe.” For this reason Jesus leaves “the person of the Son of man who executes judgment fully in abeyance”.81


What Conzelmann says about the indirect continuity of eschatology and ethics, that they confront the hearers directly with God, and that Jesus understands Himself as the instrument of such a confrontation, might thus be more appropriately said in regard to the connection between the proclamation of the Kingdom of God and the coming of the Son of man.82 For it is just of this that it may truly be said that “the dawn of the kingdom is indicated not by a forensic arrangement”, but by “an act of discrimination”, in which futurity is not cancelled, but in which it is primarily a question of “so emphasizing the kairos, that men think of nothing other than the call to immediate repentance”.83 Just as the announcement of the dawning Kingdom of God contains the promise of coming salvation, so the Son of man words announce the necessity of the eschatological discrimination which is now beginning.


If the words about the coming Son of man can be seen to fit neatly into the preaching of Jesus, if in addition it is clear that no priority can be assigned to the sayings about the earthly deeds of the Son of man, then the work of Tödt, with its analysis of the development of tradition, a work that is independent of the essays of Schweizer, Vielhauer and Conzelmann just discussed, is on the whole confirmed. The great merit of this work is that it demonstrates the essential connection between primitive Christian preaching and the preaching of Jesus Himself. He has shown in detail how in the course of the continued preaching of the message of Jesus and the invocation of His final authority as also in the climate of the early Christian expectation of His second coming there came into being a comprehensive Son of man Christology. The work may be referred to in the following chapters. Our own dissertation which follows is intended to offer a short survey of the development of the tradition; it will renew particular arguments of Schweizer and Vielhauer, and will mark some small deviations. On the whole, however, it will not be a question of new conclusions.84


Summary. It must be established that of the three groups of Son of man words, those about the suffering and rising again of the Son of man can least of all lay claim to authenticity. The words about the earthly deeds may not in general be interpreted, as was customary among older critics, as misunderstood statements about “man”, as also the reproduction of “I” by “Son of man” is not provable from contemporary Aramaic. The priority of the sayings about earthly deeds cannot be supported by alleging that the concept of the suffering and exalted righteous one is implied. For it is only within the framework of apocalyptic that unequivocal presuppositions for an understanding of the Son of man idea are to be found, and for this reason the words about the coming Son of man stand necessarily at the beginning of the development. Only after the identification of the future Son of man with Jesus had been made could the Jesus who worked on earth in full power and authority be described likewise as the “Son of man”, and this description was finally extended to cover the statements about His suffering and rising again. If the priority of the words about the eschatological working of the Son of man is made clear, then further the origin of some of these words on the lips of Jesus cannot be disputed. Neither the relative lack of connection with sayings about the Kingdom of God nor the peculiar features of the teaching of Jesus furnish essential arguments against authenticity.







3. Words concerning the future Action of the Son of Man


The words concerning the coming Son of man stand at the beginning of the evolving tradition. Amongst them two different groups are to be distinguished; for, first, it is a question of the function of the Son of man as judge, secondly, of his appearance at the end of time. In both groups older logia, limited to the indication of the motive, are distinguishable from later ones which have received an apocalyptic recasting.


Among sayings concerned with the motive of judgment, Lk. 12:8f. par. (logia source) and the parallel formula in Mk. 8:38 par. can lay claim to be the oldest. The twofold expression about denial and confession has certainly in Mk. 8:38 received already a recasting which stamps it as secondary.85 Instead of ἀρνεῖσθαι; we have here the no doubt euphemistic ἐπαισχύνεσθαι;86 the being ashamed is also related to the words of Jesus, and is therefore applied to the post-resurrection situation of the early church; the expression “this adulterous and sinful generation” is indeed ancient87 but none the less destroys the correlation of the clauses which in Lk. 12:8f. is emphatically maintained. Finally the parallel statement about confessing is missing.


Mk. 8:38b also shows in various ways a later expansion for apocalyptic elements borrowed from Dan. 7:13f. have been added;88 there is, moreover, a reference to the “glory of His Father” which implies a very different Christological outlook.89 The more original formulation undoubtedly lies in Lk. 12:8f. For the parallel passage in Matt. 10:32f. in spite of its closeness in structure and formulation shows a fundamental transformation, in so far as the “I” has been introduced into the later clause, hence Jesus has been expressly equated with the future judge, and the Son of man denomination has been effaced. For Lk. 12:8f..and even for Mk. 8:38 it is precisely characteristic that Jesus and the Son of man remain clearly distinguished.


This differentiation is such a striking fact, which simply cannot be explained from the Christology of the primitive community, that we must here reckon with a genuine word of Jesus. It may not be alleged as an objection that confession and denial describe a situation which is true only for the persecuted first church and within the life of Jesus can be true only at most for Peter at the time of the passion, while for the disciples as a whole it cannot yet have become acute.90 It is on the contrary precisely characteristic and significant that in connection with the motive of eschatological judgment man’s attitude towards Jesus is spoken of in explicitly forensic terms and in this way the absolute significance of the judgment here made is underlined. Furthermore the saying assumes the form of a principle of sacred law.91


In my opinion critics are mistaken when because of the formal style of the saying they refuse to see it as a word of Jesus and ascribe it to the prophets of the post-resurrection community.92 For while it may well be true that sacred law played a decisive part in the life and ordering of the primitive church, this does not by any means imply that Jesus Himself may not have equally well used this form, as in other respects also He made use of traditional modes of expression in the formulation of His words. Perhaps the first church was impelled not only by the working of the Spirit but first and foremost by the example of the earthly Jesus to use formulae akin to those of the sacred law in order to make clear to men the absolute character of their decision.


It should not be overlooked that in a saying such as that of Lk. 12:8f. the point at issue is that salvation and undoing are quite directly presented to the hearers and everything is concentrated in a situation of immediate appeal; men are not to wait for judgment in the apocalyptic sense, the Son of man will only later confirm the judgment which is here and now made, and will then make manifest that God’s final verdict stands behind the claim and the authority of Jesus. Because in the very preaching of Jesus it is a question of the immediate nearness of God, the eschatological judgment and the Son of man can be alluded to in this way.93 Tödt has very appropriately spoken of a soteriological relationship.94 The relation of the person of Jesus to the Son of man remains fully open. As Jesus recedes before the approach of God, so does also the Son of man; the real point of this logion rests on the urgency and the utter seriousness of the judgment which is now beginning.


Hence it is not quite correct of Käsemann to class this word with the conqueror-sayings of the Revelation, with other prophetic law-sayings of the NT or with I Cor. 5:3ff.;95 for in such prophetic law-sayings there is an unmistakable difference; in place of the immediate nearness of God stands the long-expected Lord Jesus.96 Again, the juxtaposition of the “Son of man” in Lk. 12:8 and the passive denoting the action of God in 12:9 is no reason to doubt the authenticity of the saying.97 This only serves to make plain how little the action of the Son of man himself occupies the foreground and how little it contradicts theocratic formulae.98 No really sound reason for denying the authenticity of this logion can be brought forward.


On the other hand, in favour of its genuineness it is sometimes alleged that in this context the Son of man exercises no function as judge but stands as a witness and guarantor of the judgment of God.99 But this is not certain. Analogies for this are lacking in late Judaic literature,100 and it is further to be considered whether the statement “him shall the Son of man also confess before the angels of God”, and “he shall be denied in the presence of the angels of God” is not simply to be explained from the structure of the sentence which aims to establish a relation of correspondence between the former and the latter clause. If we compare the sayings about the judgment of the Son of man in the Similitudes of the Ethiopic Enoch and in 2 Esdras, there it is always a question of the destruction of the impious and the salvation of the elect. To judge always means the decision about salvation or reprobation. It is just the same that we have in Lk. 12:8: the Son of man makes his final judgment always according to man’s attitude to Jesus. Only thus is to be understood the passive referring to God in v. 9, where it is certainly not a question of the function of a witness, but of a decisive judgment. Thus in Lk. 12:8(f.) and Mk. 8:38 the saying refers to the function of the Son of man as judge, in accordance with the apocalyptic tradition from which of course the Son of man figure stems.


A “coming” or an “appearing” of the Son of man is not mentioned in the texts so far discussed. But this motive may also be shown to be part of the preaching of Jesus as is clear from other texts about the Son of man. Only the sayings Lk. 17:24 || Matt. 24:27 and Lk. 17:26f. (28f.) || Matt. 24:37-39 can make a serious claim to authenticity.


In the first mentioned, Lk. 17:24 par., it may well be that the Matthew text has retained the original words in the comparison, the Luke text in the other half of the sentence.101 The connection with the preceding verse is quite certainly secondary, hence is no argument against genuineness.102 It is no sound argument to suggest that we may have here a warning stemming from the later church and reflecting the OT idea of the day of the Lord.103 It is a question of the announcement of a sudden advent of the Son of man, visible to all men, clothed in a tersely figurative formula which is thoroughly typical of Jesus’ manner of expressing Himself. In this comparison with the lightning which flashes through the whole firmament it is certain that the coming of the Son of man is thought of in “universal-cosmic” terms, but the saying shows what is observable elsewhere in the teaching of Jesus, namely, a “radical reduction of the tendency to picturesque description which is characteristic of all apocalyptic literature.”104 Again, there is no express identification of Jesus with the Son of man, nor is it originally implied.


The case is similar with regard to Lk. 17:26f. par. Apart from the addition 17:28f., found only in Luke, about which there is some uncertainty, there are again no compelling reasons to deny authenticity.105 Men living carelessly, as in the days of Noah and Lot, will be caught by the utterly unsuspected appearing of the Son of man, which will strike them down to their undoing. It is in the same sense, perhaps, that we should understand the original text of the saying about the sign of Jonah (Lk. 11:30) which is so difficult to interpret.106


If we attempt to determine the peculiar features of all these sayings about the appearing of the Son of man, the situation is the same as with those sayings about the function of judgment exercised by the Son of man; in both cases it is a question of a generally well-known motive by the help of which it is intended to express the nearness of eschatological events, and above all to qualify the specific character of the present situation. If in the sayings about the reign of God it is a question of the joyful message that salvation is dawning, if in the words about the judgment exercised by the Son of man the inescapability of the judgment now beginning is emphasized, then what is expressed in the words about the appearing of the Son of man is the unconditional character of Jesus’ call to repentance, for the last gracious respite is passing away, and after it final condemnation is no longer to be avoided.


The sayings so far discussed show that Jesus assimilated into His preaching the motives of the sudden all-powerful coming of the Son of man and his exercise of the function of judge. Further sayings about the future action of the Son of man can hardly be shown to be genuine.107 Nevertheless, from the Son of man texts which stemmed from the primitive church there is one striking indication that they were rooted in the preaching of Jesus; this is that the Son of man sayings are all formulated in the third person singular and placed in the mouth of Jesus Himself. “Son of man” is never found as a mode of address or in any formula of confession.108


This severely maintained style of formulation, like the distinction between the person of Jesus and the figure of the coming Son of man, cannot be convincingly explained if we try to find the origin of all the Son of man sayings in the invention of the first church.109 The tendency which characterizes the post-resurrection period can be observed at work in two ways: on the one hand the identification between Jesus and the coming Son of man is completed; on the other hand the apocalyptic traits are strengthened, there arises a certain tendency to describe picturesquely the happenings of the end of time, and there is frequent quotation, especially of details of the text, Dan. 7:13f.


This can plainly be recognized in the two secondary Marcan texts which belong here.110 Mk. 13:26f. shows the “spirit and the literary technique of apocalyptic”;111 but it may not be said that the Son of man, active as judge, is not depicted here, for the sending forth of the angels and the assembling of the elect suggests the judge’s act of salvation, corresponding to the judgment of destruction on the world and fallen humanity. The coming on the clouds of heaven is formulated by the use of Dan. 7:13; the phrase “with great power and glory” is probably an allusion to Dan. 7:14, yet here, unlike Daniel, the meaning conveyed is the parousia of the Son of man before the whole world.112 Mk. 14:62, a text which will have to be discussed in detail in another context,113 shows what a decisive role the investigation of scripture played, for the answer which Jesus gives to the high priest’s question represents a combination of quotations from Dan. 7:13 and Ps. 110:1.114 The purpose of these apocalyptic elements is to unfold and explain eschatology and Christology.115


Summary. The special features of the saying Lk. 12:8f., which refers to the function of the Son of man as judge, show that it may form a point of departure; its genuineness is not to be disputed. Also the sayings Lk. 17:24, 26f. (28f.) and perhaps 11:30 are to be reckoned as belonging to the teaching of Jesus, the former referring to the immediately imminent appearing of the Son of man. In both cases only the motives of the Son of man appearing and judging the world are made use of; there is no attempt at apocalyptic description. Furthermore, it is not primarily a question of prophecy of the future; but rather of qualifying the present, of the judgment about salvation and woe which is now taking place, and of the unconditional character of the call to repentance during the rapidly expiring respite of grace.


Secondly, it must be noted that in none of these texts is there an identification of Jesus with the Son of man, and that in Lk. 12:8f. there is even to be observed a clear differentiation of the two; again, there are sayings of Jesus extant in which the Son of man is spoken of in the third person, a formal characteristic which is retained in all later sayings. The post-resurrection community adhered to this formal style and identified the coming Son of man with the Jesus whose return was expected, so that a special type of self-statement arose.


In the climate of the apocalyptically moulded expectations of an imminent return of Jesus, the church, by means of traditional elements, evolved sayings about the parousia and judgment of the Son of man, placing the emphasis one-sidedly on futurity. In consequence, the action of the Son of man developed into an independent event alongside the breaking in of the Kingdom of God. But it is clear that this is a modification of the original idea.







4. Words concerning the earthly Deeds of the Son of Man


The words concerning the earthly deeds of the Son of man cannot be taken as a starting point for a consideration of the whole Son of man concept. As has been shown, such a use of the Son of man title on the lips of Jesus is most unlikely. Where, then, is the place of this group of sayings in the development of the tradition, and what are its characteristic features? We meet with it both in the logia source and in the pre-Marcan collection of disputes, Mk. 2:1-3:6. In both cases it is clear that we are faced by a Christological conception of the early church. The presupposition for this use of the Son of man title was the identification of Jesus with the coming Son of man. Since in Lk. 12:8f., the earthly Jesus in His fullness of power and authority stands over against the coming Son of man who is to judge the world, now on the basis of such an identification the earthly Jesus Himself was described as the Son of man.116 Tödt has convincingly shown that in this matter we have not, as has in many quarters been asserted, a transference of the idea of the transcendental saviour to the person of the earthly Jesus – Jesus therefore is not to be regarded as a concealed heavenly being clad in human guise – but that rather the claim to full authority made by Jesus Himself, a claim which was to be confirmed by the coming Son of man, is now more particularly defined by the ascription to Him of the Son of man title.117 The logia source was projected from the polarity between the earthly claim and the return of the Son of man in full power and authority, and in it the Son of man sayings in connection with the growing repercussions of the Jesus tradition have found their most important outcome.118 The individual logia about the earthly deeds of the Son of man can be summarily treated.119 Moreover, their secondary character is mostly to be discerned from their intrinsic content.


In Mk. 2:10 the authority of Jesus to forgive sins is underlined by His self-description as “Son of man”; this is only intelligible on the assumption that there was an already firmly established titular use of the expression. Furthermore, the pronouncement occurs in that section of the narrative which plainly stands out as a later addition and must be considered as a product of the community.120


In Mk. 2:28 the previous sentence, namely, that the sabbath was made for man and not the reverse (a sentence whose essential meaning was obviously disputed at an early stage, and which Matthew and Luke have even eliminated), has been refashioned in a Christological sense: the Lord of the sabbath is not man, but the “Son of man”.121


Matt. 12:32 || Lk. 12:10, which in its stylized form strikes a soteriological note, discloses itself as an elaboration by the community, whatever be its exact relation to Mk. 3:28.122 Lk. 6:22 also can make no claim to authenticity, as the comparison with the Matthean form of it suggests;123 moreover, the whole declaration of blessing in Matt. 5:11f. || Lk. 6:22f. showing a close connection with the situation of persecution most probably first arose in the life of the church.124 At all events, in the case of Matt. 8:20 || Lk. 9:58 and Matt. 11:18f. || Lk. 7:33f., it may seriously be questioned whether genuine words of the Lord lie at the basis of the text. As regards Matt. 11:18f. par. the mere fact that the Baptist is here neither a witness to Jesus nor His rival can be no convincing ground for authenticity.125


What is in question is a comparison of the two figures, which in this form may well have first arisen in the tradition of the community, and above all an attempt is made to characterize summarily the emergence of the two prophets;126 this does not preclude the fact that in this passage commonly expressed opinions about the Baptist and Jesus have been taken up and used to “characterize this generation and to describe the trivial pretexts by which it seeks to escape the message”.127


In Matt. 8:20 || Lk. 9:58, it must be considered that the saying, apart from the use of the Son of man title, contains nothing beyond a general maxim.128 The linking of this simple proverbial statement with the thought of discipleship (Matt. 8:19 par.) might be understood in the sense that the object is to expound the motive of the renunciation of possessions,129 this finding its sharpest expression in the idea of homelessness. But the pronouncement is here applied to Jesus Himself. Hence at the most it might be a case of disarrangement, as with Mk. 2:27 and 28,130 but how in that case must the original text have read? In the present form of the passage Matt. 8:19f. || Lk. 9:57f. it is not merely a question of discipleship entailing loss of home and possessions, but also of involvement in the fate which Jesus Himself bore and which brought Him into an indissoluble tension with the human race and into the position of being outcast and homeless on earth.131 Such a Christologically heightened expression of the thought of discipleship is only conceivable in the post-resurrection period.


Finally, we have a special case in Mk. 10:45 (par. Matt. 20:28). This applies already to the first half of the text, v. 45a, because here, in contrast with all other sayings about the earthly deeds, deliberate lowliness is stressed.132 In connection with it, v.45b takes up the motive of the surrender of life as a ransom for many, and the concept of the suffering servant of God is implied.133


All the words so far discussed stem, with the exception of redactional elaborations,134 from the Palestinian tradition. Apart from the logia source and the aforementioned pre-Marcan collection of disputes, there is only one other saying about the earthly deeds of the Son of man, namely Lk. 19:10, a “preacher’s maxim” linked to the story of Zacchaeus.135 This saying to the effect that the Son of man came to seek and save the lost, like the narrative itself, is marked rather by Hellenistic-Judaic Christian features,136 so that it may be supposed to have sprung up in isolation on Hellenistic ground to be added to the collection of Son of man maxims.137


In conclusion, we may point to the relatively ancient date of the sayings concerning the earthly deeds of the Son of man, which explains why the logia source incorporated them. The identification of the coming Son of man with the Jesus whose return was expected must at a very early stage have brought about the identification of the earthly Jesus with the Son of man. This is understandable, since Jesus assumed that His own earthly action and preaching would be confirmed by the coming Son of man. But the sayings about the earthly deeds in their present form and with the use of the Son of man title cannot conceivably be original words of Jesus. They presuppose the firmly fixed Christological use of the Son of man description, and even in detail their origination from the tradition of the primitive church is plainly recognizable.







5. Words concerning the Passion and Resurrection of the Son of Man


This last group of Son of man sayings to be discussed stands pre-eminently in the Gospel of Mark, that is, in so far as it is a question of the received tradition and not of redactional elaborations.138 From the standpoint of the development of the tradition, this very fact suggests that the sayings about suffering are the latest of all the Son of man sayings to have been developed, and therefore failed to find a place in the logia source. It is further to be supposed that the shorter formulae, speaking only of the suffering of the Son of man,139 which have been absorbed into the later parts of the passion narrative, are the oldest traditional elements in the group.140 On the other hand, the prophecies of suffering and resurrection in Mk. 8:31, 9:31, 10:33f. represent more recent expansions. The third prophecy will have to be regarded as a sheer redactional development. Finally, in opposition to Tödt who reduces all these prophecies to a single basic structure,141 two types must be distinguished, according to whether there is a reference to scripture or not.


In a detailed analysis it is best to start from Mk. 10:33f. This prophecy of the suffering and resurrection was invented by the evangelist.142 We have here an expansion of Mk. 9:31. The ending καὶ ἀποκτενοῦσιν, καὶ μετὰ τρεῖς ἡμέρας ἀναστήσεται, apart from small variants, has been taken over. The παραδίδοται εἰς χεῖρας ἀνθρώπων has been broadly sketched on the basis of the passion narrative; its dependence on Mk. 14f. can be shown even to the wording. It is only the series “mock, spit, scourge” which seems not quite to harmonize; but the evangelist is here concerned to reach his climax in “kill”, and it could best be attained in this way.143 Moreover, the fact that Mk. 10:33f. begins with the arrest is neither a proof that the prophecy of suffering must be pre-Marcan, nor, still less, does it show that the old passion narrative began with the arrest;144 its explanation is rather that Mk. 10:33f. is concerned with that part of the passion of Jesus which takes place in public. As in Mk. 9:31 it is a question of the delivering over of the Son of man into the hands of men, and this is an echo of a characteristic basic element in the older conception of the Son of man.145


Mk. 10:33f. belongs to the type of expression concerning the suffering of the Son of man, in which any allusion to the necessary fulfilment of scripture is lacking. To the same type belongs the short form Mk. 14:41b and Mk. 9:31, where it is connected with a prophecy of the resurrection. The statement about suffering renewed at the end of the Gethsemane story is linked with the motive of the hour which gives expression to an eschatological-soteriological thought alien to the original tradition of the suffering Son of man.146 But all the other motives are characteristic of the Son of man tradition. The παραδίδοται is already rooted in the old tradition of the passion; there is no reason to speak of a “proclamatory word” or of a “παραδίδοναι-formula”, the Biblical expression is primary.147 It is just by means of this formula that is most plainly expressed the contrast, so characteristic of the whole Son of man tradition, between the exaltation of the Son of man and the hostility of men – a contrast that Tödt has well brought out.148


That the shorter form of the prediction, the mere prophecy of suffering, must be the older, is shown not only by the fact that only this one-clause form has found a place in the passion narrative, but also by the remarkable formulation in Mk. 9:31: καὶ ἀποκτενοῦσιν αὐτόν, καὶ ἀποκτανθεὶς μετὰ τρεῖς ἡμέρας ἀναστήσεται. Here the repetitive passive participle is obviously intended to co-ordinate death and resurrection and marks this saying as being a more or less independent second member, distinct from the original expression which ended with the killing of Jesus.


It is further striking that ἀποκτείνειν and ἀναστῆναι are distinguished from the terms ἀποθνῄσκειν and ἐγερθῆναι which are the terms currently used in other formulae of the passion.149 Here the decisive factor must have been, at least in regard to ἀποκτείνειν, that it was a fixed technical term like the expression “to be given up into someone’s hand”. In the late Judaic tradition of the slaying of the prophets, the term had won a particular emphasis, as is shown in the NT by the quotation in Rom. 11:13, the probably pre-Christian word of Matt. 23:37, and the Pauline expression in 1 Thess. 2:15.150 Also in regard to ἀναστῆναι the choice of word may well disclose a deliberate attempt at stylization,151 for its singularity in contrast to other passion formulae is by no means limited to the turn of phrase but contains an essential motive: although Jesus stands in line with the OT messengers of God and their fate, nevertheless as the Son of man He steps through the gate of death; as contrasted with the implication of ἐγερθῆναι here the emphasis lies not on the divine action in the Easter event, but rather on the power of the Son of man to raise himself from the dead.152 The sovereign action of the one who rises from the dead is set in contrast to his betrayal into the hands of men and his execution.153 As regards the affirmations of suffering and resurrection, the Son of man conception has found its most strikingly characteristic expression in Mk. 9:31 for the basic conception of this Christology is here most consistently maintained.


The prediction of suffering in Mk. 9:31, together with the short form in Mk. 14:41b, is differentiated from those words about the suffering Son of man which in some way are concerned to allude to scripture and hence belong to the other type. In this type we find elaborations which are markedly mixed in character, for proof from scripture is no specific part of the Son of man conception. But the genesis of these mixed forms can be easily explained. First, the passive παραδίδοται contains a certain allusion to the secret will of God which is fulfilled in the suffering of the Son of man. Further, the formation of this type of saying has been conditioned by the tradition of the passion, and it is just the oldest layer of the passion tradition which was decisively moulded by the motive of the fulfilment of scripture,154 so that an influence on the sayings about the suffering Son of man was easily exercised.


We find the oldest example of this type in Mk. 14:21, where the formula runs in two parallel statements: ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου παραδίδοται155 and ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ὑπάγει καθὼς γεγραπται περὶ αὺτοῦ. In the pronouncement of woe on the betrayer which is coupled with the latter statement there is most abruptly and sharply expressed the contrast between the exaltation of the Son of man, whose word decides salvation or undoing, and mankind as a whole whose “exponent and representative” “that man” is.156 In Mk. 8:31 this mixed type is further developed and modified. The second part offers no singularity, but, as in 9:31, completes the prediction of the resurrection. The first part however contains three peculiar features: δεῖ, πολλὰ παθεῖν and ἀποδοκιμασθῆναι ὑπὸ τῶν πρεσβυτέρων κὰι τῶν ἀρχιερέων καὶ τῶν γραμματέων. The phrase about being betrayed into the hands of men is here sacrificed in favour of these new elements. The δεῖ undoubtedly echoes the motive of the necessity of scriptural fulfilment157 and corresponds to the καθὼς γέγραπται of Mk. 14:21. But, unlike that text and many another passage embodying the tradition of the passion, the necessity of scriptural fulfilment is not merely generally presupposed, but elucidated by the ἀποδοκιμασθῆναι κτλ. from Ps. 118:22, the image of the stone rejected by the builders, in which connection it is precisely stated who these builders were.


If the formula is so far clear, the πολλὰ παθεῖν creates some difficulty. It occurs in the NT only in sayings about the suffering Son of man, but merely in texts which are dependent on Mk. 8:31, and which therefore contribute nothing to the understanding of this passage itself.158 The word πάσχειν in itself is somewhat more frequent and occurs, apart from its use in Lucan elaborations and in the late texts of the Letter to the Hebrews, always in formulae which treat of the sufferings of the Χριστός.159 The phrase “suffer many things” might well presuppose this use of “suffer” in Christological expressions. Clearly it was introduced into sayings about the suffering Son of man just when the “be betrayed into the hands of men” had been replaced, but the “be rejected of …” which was substituted for it could not in the same comprehensive sense embrace the whole passion event – another indication that we have here a mixed type, for precisely in the Χριστός-formulae the thought of the necessity of the fulfilment of scripture is also characteristic and current.160


Now the δεῖ must be regarded as a typically Hellenic transcription of γέγραπται; in the Septuagint there is only one comparable text,161 but in the NT there is more evidence of its use by typically Hellenic authors. Further, πάσχειν is an emphatically Greek word for which in the Semitic languages there is no real equivalent.162 Thus, as for Lk. 19:10, we have to conclude that the Son of man words assumed a certain expansion and modification on Hellenic ground. Lk. 19:10 and Mk. 8:31 are related inasmuch as in both cases new ideas have been introduced into the Son of man sayings, and further very sharply expressed and meaningful logia have been created.163 This does not preclude the fact that the Son of man tradition soon lost meaning and declined. Mk. 9:12b cannot be regarded as a further independent Son of man saying. It belongs to the redactional formulation of 9:9b and forms with the latter a self-contained prediction of suffering and resurrection.


In the section Mk. 9:9-13 an Elijah tradition has been used; the γέγραπται of v. 12b corresponds to that of v. 13b. Mk. 9:12b is differentiated from Mk. 8:31 only in that, as in 14:21, γέγραπται is used and instead of ἀποδοκιμασθῆναι (ὑπὸ κτλ.) the synonym ἐξουδενηθῆναι, which was likewise used for the translation of מאס in Ps. 118:22164 and was here no doubt preferred because it is better fitted to express the use of the word absolutely. This tradition has so little that is characteristic that at best it may have been known to the evangelist as a variant of 8:31.165


A mixed formation of quite a different kind is to be seen in Mk. 10:45b, for there the assertion of the voluntary self-humiliation of the Son of man (v. 45a) is interpreted as a vicarious expiation.166 No other allusion to Isa. 53 is to be found in the texts concerning the suffering Son of man. The euphemistic πολλὰ παθεῖν certainly contains no such allusion. Rather it might be asked whether the absolute ἐξουδενηθῆναι could be a translation of נִבְזֶה in Isa. 53:3;167 but the fact that if so only a quite subordinate motive from Isa. 53 would have been adopted and that in addition the variant translation of Ps. 118:22 was a more obvious solution,168 makes this thesis extremely improbable.


Summary. Our starting point is the juxtaposition of shorter and longer forms. In the beginning the sayings were probably concerned only with the suffering of the Son of man, and only later was there included also a statement about his resurrection. For this reason the predictions of the resurrection are fairly unified. On the other hand, in regard to the sayings about suffering, two basic types are to be distinguished. The one closely follows the sayings about the earthly activity of the Son of man, in that here the exaltation of the Son of man and his rejection by men is brought out. To this type belong Mk. 14:41b and 9:31, as well as the redactional imitation in Mk. 10:33f. The other type has been much more strongly influenced by the passion tradition and has taken over from that source the motive of the necessity of scriptural fulfilment, as is especially clear in Mk. 14:21. Both types, as well as the mixed form in Mk. 10:45, can be traced back to the Palestinian community tradition. But in the sphere of Hellenism such sayings have undergone an independent development and expansion, as is clear from the euphemistic formulae of Mk. 8:31 and 9:12b. The whole group of these sayings is undoubtedly the latest. It found no place in the logia source, but on the other hand was incorporated to a relatively large extent in the Marcan traditional material, where only a few words from the other groups have left any trace.


It is easy to discern that the various groups have a common root. In spite of the mixed forms and the somewhat more sharply devious later formations, they show an astonishing unity, a sign of the power exercised by the underlying Christological conception in the primitive church.169 Their sphere of influence was above all Palestinian Christianity, but also certain circles of the Hellenistic Judaic Christian church lived by their inspiration, and while adopting particular new formations, such circles above all preserved this inheritance to the point of incorporating it into the written gospels, although the Son of man Christology had long been supplanted by other views.
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	50.  Eduard Schweizer, Der Menschensohn, ZNW 50 (1959), pp. 185-209, especially pp. 197ff., 205ff.



	51.  Schweizer, op. cit., p. 198 with n.46; pp. 201f.



	52.  Lk. 12:8f.; Mk. 8:38//Lk. 12:26; Mk. 14:62.



	53.  Schweizer, op. cit., pp. 198, 210f.



	54.  The assumption of an ambiguous designation or even of a secret name has played a role in more recent research for a long time. Fiebig, op. cit., pp. 66ff., 97ff., e.g. states that “Son of man” is a self-designation of Jesus taken from Dan. 7, but that that passage was merely the starting point and not a barrier to the content of the concept; especially through its transference to Jesus’ earthly work and his passion and resurrection it came to have a double meaning, cf. Ernst Percy, Die Botschaft Jesu. Eine traditionskritische und exegetische Untersuchung (Lunds Universitets Årsskrift N.F. Avd. 1, Bd. 49 no. 5), 1953, pp. 256ff.



	55.  Cf. on this Sjöberg, Menschensohn im äth. Hen., pp. 58f.



	56.  Within the developed Son of man Christology of the primitive church then the statements regarding Jesus’ work on earth and His passion have their useful place: on the one hand the fixing of titles permits a stable transmission, on the other hand the eschatological reference is maintained, if not in every single saying, yet in the general conception.



	57.  Since in Wisd. 2-5 the Son of man title is lacking, there are no certain conclusions to be drawn. The otherwise problematical concluding chapters of the metaphorical discourses of the Ethiopic Book of Enoch do not bear the burden of proof; moreover there is here an apocalyptic framework.



	58.  Schweizer, op. cit., pp. 205f. He can reckon even short forms of the predictions of the passion such as Lk. 9:44 to these dominical words.



	59.  Op. cit., pp. 188ff., 202ff.



	60.  Cf. on this in detail Excursus II, pp. 129ff. If Schweizer, op. cit., pp. 192ff., points out that Dan. 7:13f. is also to be understood not in the sense of a descent fron heaven but as a heavenly exaltation, it has here to be observed that it is indeed a matter of an enthronement (cf. Bentzen, Dan., p. 64), but that this “exaltation” coincides with the eschatological consummation, whilst the New Testament conception of the exaltation is concerned with a transference of power in heaven before the final consummation. The two need to be carefully distinguished. Moreover it may not be overlooked that in the New Testament only the phrase “coming on the clouds” has been taken up, doubtless very deliberately, from Dan. 7:13, and so the clouds are understood as a symbol of the epiphany (cf. on this Albrecht Oepke, art. νεϕέλη, ThWb IV, pp. 904-912); Dan. 7:13 has thus been put at the service of a view of the parousia.



	61.  It ought not to surprise us that the parousia statements, apart from the words about the Son of man, are poorly attested, a matter to which Schweizer, op. cit., pp. 192ff. refers.



	62.  Philipp Vielhauer, Gottesreich und Menschensohn in der Verkundigung Jesu, in Festschrift für Günther Dehn, 1957, pp. 51-79. There follow him Hans Conzelmann, “Gegenwart und Zukunft in der synoptischen Tradition”, ZThK 54 (1957), pp. 277-296, especially pp. 281ff.; id., “Zur Methode der Leben-Jesu-Forschung”, ZThK 56 (1959), Beih. I, pp. 9f.; in part also Eduard Schweizer, op. cit., pp. 185ff., 206f.



	63.  Tödt, Menschensohn, pp. 301ff., has rightly emphasized this against Vielhauer.



	64.  Conzelmann, ZThK 56 (1959) Beih. I, pp. 10ff.



	65.  Vielhauer, op. cit., pp. 71ff.



	66.  Against Vielhauer, op. cit., p. 76. Cf. Rudolf Schnackenburg, Gottes Herrschaft und Reich, 1959, pp. 23ff.



	67.  Thus the secular-political foundation of the exclusive dominion of God in Israel (with incorporation of the Gentiles) as perhaps in Deutero-Isaiah; Tobit 14:5ff., Jubilees 1:15ff. on the one hand and the apocalyptic expectation of Dan. 2; Assumption of Moses 10; Ethiopic Book of Enoch 1:3ff. and the like on the other hand.



	68.  There belongs here the phrase “to take on one’s self the yoke of the kingdom of God” as do also reflections on the concealment and shining forth of the kingdom of God, in which an eschatological basic understanding remains the starting point.



	69.  In addition there is the revelation of secrets in the Ethiopic Book of Enoch 46:3; 51:3. But even here it is a matter of the transition from the old to the new aeon and not of the time of salvation itself.



	70.  Consequently the obscurity also as to whether actually the Son of man is set upon the throne of God, is not accidental; cf. Sjöberg, Menschensohn im äth. Hen. pp. 63ff.



	71.  Cf. Ethiopic Book of Enoch 45:4ff.; 62:14; 71:16.



	72.  The situation is somewhat different in Dan. 7:13f. where the Son of man is enthroned and besides is the representative of everlasting dominion. But precisely in this it appears that the New Testament does not go back primarily to Dan. 7, and indeed the citation of this passage of Scripture also contains a clear modification of the idea; cf. p. 46, n. 60 above.



	73.  Later rabbinical theology has even provided an adjustment of this; cf. Paul Volz, Die Eschatologie der jüdischen Gemeinde im neutestamentlichen Zeitalter. 1934, pp. 71f., Joseph Klausner, The Messianic Idea in Israel, 1956, pp. 408ff.; further Chapter 3, pp. 145ff.



	74.  Cf. on this Sjöberg, op. cit., pp. 80ff.



	75.  Against Vielhauer, op. cit., pp. 74ff. The situation is somewhat different in the association of the Messiah expectation and an apocalyptic theocratic conception, for then the Messianic time is actually reckoned to this aeon and is marked off even more sharply from the reign of God, as in 2 Esdras 7:28ff.; yet in the sense of a commencing period this belongs to the expected final happenings. Cf. also the Kaddish prayer: “May he direct to his royal dominion … and bring forth his Messiah”. On this Kuhn, ThWb I, p. 573; Tödt, Menschensohn, pp. 300f.



	76.  Vielhauer, op. cit., p. 77.



	77.  Cf. on this Volz, Eschatologie, pp. 64ff.



	78.  There is also a disputing of each and every Son of man statement in F.C. Grant, The Gospel of the Kingdom, 1940, and in H.B. Sharman, Son of Man and Kingdom of God, 1944.



	79.  Conzelmann, ZThK 54 (1957), pp. 287f.



	80.  Conzelmann, op. cit., pp. 281f., reckons in my opinion much too much with the particularly apocalyptic conception content.



	81.  Anton Vögtle, Grundfragen zweier neuer Jesusbücher, ThRev 54 (1958), col. 103.



	82.  Cf. Conzelmann, ThKZ 56 (1959) Beih. 1, pp. 9ff.



	83.  Conzelmann, ZThK 54 (1957), pp. 285, 288.



	84.  Otherwise Ethelbert Stauffer, Jesus. Gestalt und Geschichte, 1957, pp. 122ff., 128ff. on the words about the Son of man. He follows in what is essential the thesis of Rudolf Otto, Reich Gottes und Menschensohn, 19543, pp. 146f., 171ff., which moreover has also been taken over in Martin Dibelius (-Werner Georg Kümmel), Jesus, 19603, pp. 78ff., 84f.; against it rightly Sjöberg, Verborgener Menschensohn, pp. 122f., 243f.



	85.  Luke has, in addition to giving this form in 12:8f, reproduced it in 9:26 with a small abridgment; Matt, in 16:27 has decomposed the saying so that it no longer has two members and out of its conclusion has made a promise of the parousia and of the judgment of the Son of man.



	86.  Cf. Ernst Käsemann, Sätze heiligen Rechtes im Neuen Testament, NTSt 1 (1954/55), pp. 248-260. their pp. 256f.



	87.  Cf. concordance.



	88.  Cf. Tödt, op. cit., pp. 39ff.



	89.  Cf. Chapter 5, pp. 307ff. This motif has also forced its way into the parallel in Matt. to Lk. 12:8f.



	90.  Against Vielhauer, op. cit., pp. 69f.



	91.  Cf. also the recent work of James M. Robinson, Kerygma und historischer Jesus, 1960, p. 158(f.) n. 1.



	92.  So repeatedly Ernst Käsemann, Die Anfänge christlicher Theologie, ZThK 57 (1960), pp. 162-185.



	93.  In the two articles that have been mentioned Käsemann does not inquire into the form Lk. 12:8f., but he does not at all regard the Son of man motif as a part of the proclamation of Jesus (Exeg. Vers. I, p. 211; ZThK 57, 1960, p. 179).



	94.  Tödt, op. cit., pp. 37ff., 50ff.



	95.  Käsemann, NTSt 1 (1954/55), pp. 257f.



	96.  That, it is true, does not hold good always, for such a sentence as 1 Cor. 3:17 comes naturally from the primitive church.



	97.  Cf. also E. Schweizer, op. cit., ZNW 50, 1959, p. 188.



	98.  That in v. 9 it is not simply a judgment executed by God Himself that is spoken of follows from the fact that the phrase “before the angels” (τοῦ θεοῦ is a later addition) must be understood as a circumlocution for “before God”; cf. Dalman, Worte Jesu, p. 161.



	99.  So above all Tödt, op. cit., pp. 40f., 52, 61.



	100.  With reason Schweizer, ZNW 50, 1959, pp. 193f., looks for the roots of this motif. But the allusion to the exalted righteous as witnesses for the prosecution is not valid.



	101.  παρουσία is a typically Matthean expression within the Synoptic tradition.



	102.  In Vielhauer, op. cit., pp. 67f., this is the only reason against the genuineness.



	103.  So E. Schweizer, ZNW 50, 1959, p. 190, but with a mark of interrogation which he himself has inserted.



	104.  Tödt, op. cit., p. 61



	105.  In Lk. 17:26ff., there occurs in part a new interpretation conditioned by the context. In the redactional introductory verse 22 the discourse is obviously about Jesus as the Son of man working on earth, thence “the days of the Son of man” (plur.). In v. 24 just as in v. 30 it is a matter of the coming at the end of time (mention is made here of the “day” or “his day” in the sing.), in v. 25 reference is made to the suffering Son of man and in v. 26 to “the days” of the Son of man in the sense of the time immediately preceding the parousia. The evangelist is at pains to assert the different aspects of the Son of man predicate transferred to Jesus and to give the statements severally an exact definition in the history of salvation. When the concept of the parousia is left out of account, Matt. with his exclusive glance at the appearing of the Son of man restores the original intention of the saying.



	106.  Cf. also Tödt, op. cit., pp. 48ff.; Anton Vögtle, “Der Spruch vom Jonaszeichen” in Synoptische Studien (Festschrift für A. Wikenhauser), 1953, pp. 230-277.



	107.  Matt. 10:23; 19:28 are quite certainly creations of the church; cf. Tödt, Menschensohn, pp. 56ff. But even the assumption that there is a genuine word of Jesus in Matt. 24:44 par. – so Tödt, p. 50 – cannot be upheld, for here relatively to the words of Matt. 24:27, 37, 39 a distinct parenetic conclusion is drawn; the tradition of the parable closely connected with Matt. 24:44 also tells against a great age; cf. E. Schweizer, ZNW 50, 1959, pp. 190f.



	108.  Acts 7:56 represents the only exception; but this text, which has been considerably worked up by Luke, is otherwise a problem in itself and does not cancel what has been said.



	109.  In favour of a genesis within the church, Vielhauer, op. cit., p. 79, appeals to the eschatological significance of Jesus and for the rest to the conception of exaltation which was preformed by the Ethiopic Book of Enoch 71.But the analogy with the disputed chapter of the metaphorical discourses is highly problematic and the conception of exaltation may not at all be assumed for the period in which the Son of man conception was developed.



	110.  So also in redactional passages in the Gospel of Matt.; cf. 13:41; 16:27, 28; 19:28 (25:31).



	111.  Tödt, op. cit., pp. 31f.



	112.  It is well known that Mk. 13 gives a powerful presentation of the final events, a presentation that has been fed from late Jewish apocalyptic traditions.



	113.  Cf. Excursus 11, pp. 130f. and Chapter 3, pp. 162ff.



	114.  Moreover, it is well to recognize here again how largely the motif of the coming of the Son of man on the clouds of heaven was made independent; the Daniel passage was evidently understood only of this motif which had meanwhile been given a new interpretation; cf. p. 46 n. 60 above.



	115.  The discussion of texts is confined to the early tradition preserved in Q and Mark; Tödt, Menschensohn, pp. 62ff., 88ff., is to be compared regarding the redactional developments in Matt. and Luke.



	116.  Casey, JThSt NS 9, 1958, p. 265.



	117.  Tödt, op. cit., pp. 105ff.



	118.  A laborious working out of the Christological character of the logia source is one of the most important sections in Tödt, op. cit., pp. 212ff., also pp. 258ff. A systematic building up of it according to subjects and an eschatological adjustment of it had already been well set out by T.W. Manson, The Sayings of Jesus, 19492.



	119.  I refer to Tödt, op. cit., pp. 105ff. for all details.



	120.  Since the analysis by William Wrede, Zur Heilung des Gelähmten (Mk. 2, 1ff.), ZNW 5, 1904, pp. 354-358, vv. 5b-10 has been eliminated by many exegetes. Against that others have supported the view that questions can no longer be carried back behind the present rendering. It cannot actually be disputed that the idea of the story is that of a close connection between the forgiveness of sins and healing; moreover the question as to the relation between sins and sickness was familiar to the Judaism of that period (cf. John 9:2f.). On the other hand, the exceedingly harsh transition from v. 10 to v. 11 is not to be overlooked, also the middle portion has all too clearly the character of a theological reflection. Consequently another demarcation must be made: v. 5b is still a constituent part of the original text and finds in v. 11 (without the introductory σοì λέγω) its direct continuation; vv. 6-10 is secondary and has been interpolated. If the forgiveness of sins is regarded as a part of the narrative, it can then be explained more easily how the addition of the middle portion came about. With the justification undertaken by the church of the power of Jesus to forgive sins the Son of man title was also introduced.



	121.  Cf. also Ernst Käsemann, Das Problem des historischen Jesus, ZThK 51, 1954, pp. 145f.



	122.  Tödt, op. cit., pp. 109ff., 282ff. would like to overturn the widely disseminated view that Mk. 3:28 is early as compared with the Q-version; cf. p. 323 n.88 below.



	123.  Here certainly the Son of man title was not first redactionally added by Luke, on the other hand it has not been cancelled even by Matt. As collectively the Beatitudes show, the Q-tradition reached the evangelists in this passage in two different renderings, in which in Matt. 5:11f./Lk. 6:22f. the agreement is still relatively great.



	124.  Cf. Bultmann, Syn. Trad., p. 115.



	125.  Against Schweizer, ZNW 50, 1959, pp. 199f.



	126.  Cf. the twice repeated ἦλθεν; also Bultmann, op. cit., pp. 167f.



	127.  Tödt, op. cit., p. 106.



	128.  With Bultmann, op. cit., p. 102, n. 2 (cf. the Supplement, p. 14) against Schweizer, ZNW 50, 1959, p. 199; that sentences hold good only for certain situations does not exclude their general validity.



	129.  Cf. also Herbert Braun Spätjüdisch-häretischer und frühchristlicher Radikalismus (BHTh 24) ii, 1957, pp. 73ff.



	130.  Cf. also Mk. 8:34, the saying about bearing the cross. The understanding that is current among us with reference to the cross of Jesus is to be assumed first for the primitive church. If the saying goes back to Jesus, then he cannot have treated of imitation in this Christological sense. According to Eric Dinkler, Jesu Wort vom Kreuztragen in Neutestamentliche Studien für Rudolf Bultmann, 19572, pp. 110-129, there is doubtless the possibility of understanding the word not of an imitation of the passion but instead in the sense of a mark of ownership; in the case of taw (sign of the cross) it is then a matter of an eschatological sign and of belonging to God (following Ezek. 9:4ff.).



	131.  We cannot on any account make do with the explanations: “Son of man” denotes the “man κατ’ ἐξοχήν” or lays emphasis on Jesus’ “fellowship with men”; so on the one hand Theodor Zahn, Das Evangelium des Matthäus (Komm NT 1), 19224, pp. 349ff., 354ff., on the other hand Adolf Schlatter, Der Evangelist Matthaus. Seine Sprache, sein Ziel, seine Selbständigkeit, 1929 (19595), pp. 285f.



	132.  In the original rendering of the saying about serving Lk. 22:27, the Son of man title is wanting.



	133.  Cf. Excursus I, pp. 56f.



	134.  Matt. 13:37; 16:13; Lk. 18:8b are to be regarded as redactional logia about the Son of man working on the earth.



	135.  Cf. on this concept Dibelius, Formgeschichte, pp. 60f.



	136.  Lk. 19:10 takes up the chief catchword of the story, σωτηρία v. 9. In the earliest tradition σῴζειν is used, apart from “deliverance” from sickness, of future salvation, cf., e.g. Matt. 10:22; Mk. 13:13b; in Paul σωτηρία has still to do with the eschatological accomplishment of salvation and σωτήρ is correspondingly used in Phil. 3:20. ἀπώλεια also is understood first of all eschatologically, cf. Phil. 1:28; 3:19; the phrase “the lost sheep of Israel” in Matt. 10:5; 15:24 does not tell against that, it being a matter of a figurative word, and besides it also includes an eschatological component. In Lk. 19:1ff., however, another understanding presents itself. Here σωτηρία is referred to the earthly work of Jesus and as in v. 10 mention is made of a σῶσαι τὸ ἀπολωλός by the Son of man. At the same time we come upon a thought which is dependent on the Old Testament but not specifically Palestinian, for which reason its derivation from Hellenistic Jewish Christianity is the most likely. In an interesting way there also emerge close connections with the stratum of tradition about Jesus as Son of David; cf. also Chapter 4, pp. 258ff. For the rest the use of σῴτηρία σωτηρία and σωτήρ is in need of a basically new investigation.



	137.  That on the soil of Gentile Christianity the Son of man designation soon lost its original significance is shown on the one hand by Ign., Eph. 20:2: ἐν Ἰησοῦ Χριστῷ, … τῷ υἱῷ ἀνθρώπου καὶ υἱῷ θεοῦ, where “Son of man” signifies only the humanity of Jesus (here this understanding appears for the first time), on the other hand by the Gospel of Thomas 86: “ (The foxes have their holes) and the birds have (their) nests, but the Son of man has no place to lay his head and to rest”, where in a close borrowing from the text of Matt. 8:20 par. a generalization to all Christians is assumed and the gnostic motif of “rest” is taken up.



	138.  Mk. 8:31; 9:9b, 12b, 31; 10:33f.; 14:21, 41b.



	139.  As against Tödt, op. cit., pp. 134, 137, I am of opinion that both the words about the suffering Son of man in the first part of the passion story (Mk. 14:21, 41b) were not first introduced by Mark.



	140.  Schweizer, ZNW 50, 1959, pp. 196f.



	141.  Tödt, op. cit., pp. 141f.



	142.  Otherwise Tödt, op. cit., pp. 186f.



	143.  Cf. Mark 14:53, 65; then 15:1 (here also “to deliver”); 15:20 (we do not think of v. 31); 15:19 (not to be referred to 14:65); 15:15 (it is of no importance that ϕραγελλοῦν stands here but μαστιγοῦν in the prediction of the passion, both denoting the υerberatio which according to Roman law was associated with the execution). The designation of the Jewish authorities as “the high priests (plur.) and the scribes” is typically redactional, cf. 11:18 (this will be further substantiated in a larger context elsewhere). That the Jewish authorities are named has its prototype in the portion of tradition 8:31, yet the naming there does not show the two representations that are characteristic of Mark.



	144.  So, e.g. Joachim Jeremias, Die Abendmahlsworte Jesu, 19603, pp. 88f., a thesis that otherwise is frequently supported.



	145.  In the whole of the Gospel of Mark a soteriological explication of the death of Jesus is confined to Mk. 10:45 and the Lord’s Supper paradosis Mk. 14:22-24.



	146.  Cf. Karl Hermann Schelkle, Die Passion Jesu in der Verkündigung des Neuen Testaments, 1949, pp. 75f., Tödt, Menschensohn, pp. 172f.



	147.  Cf. Excursus I, pp. 59ff.



	148.  Apparently εἰς τὰς χεῖρας τῶν ἁμαρτωλῶν in Mk. 14:41b is already a secondary modification and εἰς (τὰς) χεῖρας (τῶν) ἀνθρώπων as in ν. 9:31 must be assumed as the most original wording; on this Joachim Jeremias, art. παῖς θεοῦ, ThWb V, p. 711.



	149.  Both the last-named concepts are met with frequently in the epistolary literature of the New Testament.



	150.  On the late Jewish tradition relating to this cf. Hans Joachim Schoeps, Die jüdischen Prophetenmorde in Aus frühchristlicher Zeit, 1950, pp. 126-143.



	151.  The “after three days” shows an earlier use which has later been pushed out by the “on the third day”.



	152.  Here Johannine ideas are preformed, perhaps John 10:17f.



	153.  Cf. Tödt, op. cit., p. 172.



	154.  Moreover, in the Synoptic tradition Scriptural proof has a secure place only in controversial discourse.



	155.  Here there is the bare “to be betrayed”; the characteristic addition “into the hands of men (sinners)” is lacking. The reason of this may be in the fact that as regards Judas thought is centred much more concretely on the act of betrayal, whilst the stereotyped phrase is meant to designate the event of the passion generally.



	156.  Tödt, op. cit., pp. 183f.



	157.  Tödt, op. cit., pp. 174ff. (cf. also pp. 150ff.), has given further proof that this δεῖ brings to expression the thought of Scriptural necessity and not that of apocalyptic conformity to law.



	158.  Besides in the Synoptic parallels to Mk. 8:31 it stands in the redactional formations Mk. 9:12b; Lk. 17:25.



	159.  Cf. Lk. 24:26, 46; Acts 3:18; 17:3; 1 Pet. 3:21 (23); 4:1 (3:18 υ. 1).



	160.  Cf. only 1 Cor. 15:3b-5; also Chapter 3, pp. 175ff.



	161.  Dan. 2:28f. and there in place of an original future.



	162.  Cf. Wilhelm Michaelis, art. πάσχω, ThWb V, pp. 906f.



	163.  Tödt, op. cit., p. 186. also states that in the case of Mk. 8:31 means of testing clearly whether it belongs to the Palestinian tradition can no longer be obtained; it can, however, in my opinion be said that the linguistic evidence points to the Hellenistic sphere.



	164.  Evidence in Michaelis, ThWb V, p. 193, n. 79.



	165.  That Mark did not regard this tradition as independent also emerges from the fact that side by side with 8:31; 9:31 he has himself in accordance with his plan formulated, a third prediction of the passion in 10:33f.



	166.  Cf. also in detail Excursus I, pp. 56ff.



	167.  Cf. Jeremias, ThWb V. p. 704.



	168.  Cf. only Acts 4:11.



	169.  It is beyond question that the two later groups of sayings assume those about the coming Son of man and must be understood from this eschatological point of view, even if there no direct reference is made to the final happenings.
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