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Preface






When in 1954 I published my first little essay in New Testament study, The Mission and Achievement of Jesus, my long term purpose was to follow it up with an extended treatment of the Christology of the New Testament, for which the proclamation and self-understanding of Jesus there elaborated should provide the ‘raw materials’.


Since 1954 a great deal of water has flowed under the bridge In particular, we have seen the emergence of the so called ‘post-Bultmann school’, one of whose major concerns is the same as mine was in 1954, to establish a continuity between the historical Jesus and the christological kerygma of the post resurrection church. These scholars feel, as I felt, that this real continuity had been obscured, if not actually denied, by some aspects of Bultmann’s own work. At the same time, in their attempt to reconstruct the historical proclamation of Jesus they continue to apply most rigorously Bultmann’s methods of traditio-historical criticism, with its resultant methodological scepticism, in the belief that in the long run these methods may yield significantly positive results for the church’s proclamation. In this work I have endeavoured to follow the same methods, and I hope with equally positive results.


A fellowship awarded by the American Association of Theological Schools in 1961 enabled me to spend a period of study in Germany. I was particularly fortunate to have the opportunity to consult with Professor Günther Bornkamm, who also put me in touch with his Assistant, Dr. Ferdinand Hahn. Dr. Hahn kindly allowed me to read his doctoral thesis, since published under the title of Christologische Hoheitstitel (1963) and, most generously, to avail myself of his bibliography. The text and footnotes will show how much I am indebted to him, even if at certain points I have come to rather different conclusions.


This work was to have been dedicated to Bishop Rawlinson. It must now, alas, be dedicated to his memory. It is my humble hope that perhaps this work may do something for this generation of what his Bampton Lectures did in 1926.


Reginal H. Fuller


10 April 1965


Seabury-Western Theological Seminary


Evanston, Illinois











Preface to 2002 Reprint





Since the publication of the original edition, the study of Jesus and of post-Easter Christology has continued to develop. The post-Bultmann ‘New Quest’, now called the ‘Second Quest’, has yielded to the ‘Third Quest’, which seeks to place Jesus more fully into his Jewish setting. This has led to a clearer understanding of Jesus as eschatological prophet, who announced not the end of world history, but a new phase in the history of a restored Israel. At the same time the North American Jesus Seminar is offering a portrait of Jesus as a cynic-like sage uttering timeless wisdom. Both of these developments raise problems for our thesis that with all the discontinuity between Jesus’ eschatological message and the church’s christological kerygma, there is never-the- less adequate basis for the faith of the church in the history of Jesus. While some matters would have been treated differently today, our basic concern with the relationship between Jesus and the early church is as relevant today as it was when this book was first written.


Reginald H. Fuller


8 May 2002


Virginia Theological Seminary


Alexandria, Virginia
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Chapter 1

Introduction: The Approach to New Testament Christology







1. Theological Presuppositions


Christology is the doctrine of the person of Jesus Christ. In traditional dogmatics, Christology (the doctrine of Christ’s person) precedes soteriology (the doctrine of Christ’s work). Logically this is the true order. It was because he was who he was that Jesus Christ did what he did. But for the New Testament it is the other way round. In the New Testament men are first confronted by the history of Jesus of Nazareth – by what he said and did – and they respond to it in terms of a Christology, a confession of faith. Through what he does they come to see who he is.


Thus Christology is essentially a response to a particular history. It is a confessional response. For men confess their faith in what God has done in Jesus Christ in terms of a Christology. It is a kerygmatic response. For the disciples of Jesus proclaim Jesus by means of Christology as the one in whom God has acted redemptively.


Since it is men’s response to Jesus, it follows that Christology is not itself a part of the original revelation or action of God in Christ. Jesus does not hand out a ready-made Christology on a plate. As we shall see, he had his own self-understanding But the church’s Christology never consisted in simply repeating that self-understanding – although, as we shall seek to show, there is a direct line of continuity between Jesus’ self-understanding and the church’s christological interpretation of him. The church’s Christology was a response to its total encounter with Jesus, not only in his earthly history but also in its (the church’s) continuing life.


2. The Plan of this Book


Since Christology is men’s response to Jesus of Nazareth, it follows that the church made its response in terms of whatever tools lay to hand. Hence the next three chapters of this work deal with the tools of Christology, with the terms, images, concepts and patterns which the church picked up and used for its christological response. These tools were derived from the three successive environments in which the early church was operating Palestinian Judaism (chap. 2), Hellenistic Judaism (chap. 3), and the Graeco-Roman world (chap. 4).


Since Christology includes men’s response to the earthly history of Jesus of Nazareth, chapter 5 will deal with that history. We are not concerned here to write a ‘life of Jesus’ – for such an enterprise is now generally acknowledged to be impossible. But we are concerned with what can be known of the words and works of Jesus, and with what these words and works disclose about his own self-understanding.


The church’s christological response to Jesus of Nazareth begins with the disciples’ belief in resurrection. Chapter 6 will therefore consider the effect of the resurrection faith on the disciples’ assessment of Jesus’ work and mission, and from that will go on to examine the christological responses of the earliest Palestinian church, as it took up and used the tools investigated in chapter 2.


Chapter 7 proceeds to trace the christological response of the Christian mission in its preaching to Greek speaking Jews, who were nourished in the Judaism of the LXX In this mission the Greek speaking missionaries used the tools investigated in chapter 3.


Chapter 8 then traces the christological formulations of the Gentile Mission, which picked up and used the tools examined in chapter 4.


3. Critical Presuppositions and Methods


Since we are dealing with the ‘Foundations of NT Christology’ we shall not take the story as far as the Christ ology of NT writers themselves. We are concerned rather with the christological foundations of their theology. Never- theless, much of what is commonly treated under the Christology of the NT theologians will come up for treatment, or at least be briefly indicated.


Our New Testament documents, as they have come down to us, are not only written in Greek but are almost without exception the products of the gentile mission, either of the missionaries themselves or of the churches they founded. What can be known of the historical Jesus (chap. 5), of earliest Palestinian Christianity (chap. 6), and of the early Hellenistic Jewish mission (chap. 7), has to be extracted by applying critical methods to documents which emanate from the gentile mission. Even in chapter 8 we are concerned not so much with the finished products of the NT theologians (i.e. the evangelists and the authors of the epistles), as with the christological presuppositions which underlie their theology. Consequently we are dependent in chapters 5 through 8 upon critical analysis and reconstruction in order to differentiate between the theology of the writers themselves and the traditions which they incorporate into their writing.


In principle, then, all of the NT material may provide evidence for any of the chapters 5 through 8. In practice however, only the gospels (and almost exclusively the synoptics) provide the materials for chapter 5, since only they include the words of and (with a few exceptions) authentic memories of the deeds of the historical Jesus. For chapter 5 through 8 the gospels again provide materials, and for chapters 6 through 8 the Acts and the Epistles, including to a slight degree (for chapter 6) the Revelation.


The critical presuppositions and methods which enable us to distinguish between the various strata of tradition in this document must now be briefly indicated.


We assume1 that Mark is our earliest gospel, and that it was written between 65 and 70, later rather than earlier in that five year period, but certainly not later than 70. Matthew and Luke were written after 70, and probably not later than 100, Luke (together with Acts) almost certainly towards the end of the first century. Matthew and Luke are essentially expansions of Mark, and both use a common non-Marcan tradition conveniently (though misleadingly in so far as it tends to suggest a single written document) known as Q. Both Matthew and Luke also incorporate special traditions of their own, designated ‘special Matthew’ and ‘special Luke’ respectively. It is a fallacy to suppose that Mark and Q, because they are ostensibly earlier than the attestation of the two other layers (special Matthew and special Luke) necessarily represent a more primitive tradition. The traditions in Mark and Q, have passed successively through the Palestinian and Hellenistic stages All four traditions in the synoptics have therefore been tested by methods other than purely literary analysis. The available methods for testing these traditions are those of traditio- historical criticism. These methods include form-criticism, but comprise other tests as well. Form-criticism proper enables a distinction to be drawn between the tradition and the redaction of the pericopes Since our concern in chapter 5 is with the words of Jesus and with his deeds only in a very general way, it is only with the parables that the form critical method in the strictest sense comes into play. Here we can distinguish between the parables as Jesus spoke them and the re-interpretation they have undergone in the church.2


As regards the sayings of Jesus, traditio-historical criticism eliminates from the authentic sayings of Jesus those which are paralleled in the Jewish tradition on the one hand (apocalyptic and Rabbinic) and those which reflect the faith, practice and situations of the post-Easter church as we know them from outside the gospels.3 When this is done, it is still necessary that authentic sayings of Jesus should be conceivable as developments within Palestinian Judaism They should use its categories, and if possible reflect the language and style of Aramaic. Such features as parallelismus membrorum offer valuable additional confirmation On the other hand, these later features are not sufficient by themselves to establish the authenticity of dominical sayings. If sayings do not pass the other tests, they must be accounted creations of the earliest Palestinian church. Form-criticism has made it fairly certain that the passion narrative took shape very early in the Palestinian church as a continuous story This does not mean to say that it is to be taken as it stands as straight forward history From the very first it was shaped in accord- ance with the doctrinal and apologetic concerns and with the liturgical practices of the earliest church Among these are the christological elements, and the fulfilment of scripture. Such elements become important in chapter 6, where we are concerned with the earliest Palestinian church. But they must be kept out of chapter 5, where we are concerned with the historical Jesus.


We assume that the fourth gospel was written not by John the son of Zebedee but by an unknown Hellenistic Christian of the second generation, perhaps in Ephesus. Its date is highly uncertain, but we would place it towards the end of the first century. It appears to have been written entirely independently of the synoptists, including Mark. Its narrative pericopes are apparently based on oral traditions which originally existed in similar form to those of the synoptics. Its discourses as they stand are the compositions of the evangelist, but enshrine logia which go back in some cases to the earliest Palestinian, and in many cases to the Hellenistic Jewish stratum.


The use of LXX in OT quotations affords a highly important clue for the identification of the Jewish Hellenistic stratum of the gospels. This must be applied with some care, for it is always possible that an earlier Hebrew quotation from the Palestinian stratum has been deliberately altered to conform with the LXX But there are passages where the use of the LXX is pivotal to a narrative or an argument (e.g. Mark 12:35-37). Here the material in question must be assigned to the creativity of the Hellenistic Jewish Christian community. A second helpful criterion in identifying the Hellenistic Jewish stratum in the gospels is linguistic Where a term or phrase is demonstrably impossible in Aramaic or Hebrew, the tradition concerned must be assigned to the Hellenistic Jewish stratum. Lastly, where traditions manifest the theological perspective of what we know elsewhere about Hellenistic Jewish Christianity from the sources outside the gospels, this too must be assigned to that stratum. These criteria are applied to the gospels in chapter 7.


The materials we wish to use from the Book of Acts in chapters 6 and 7 occur almost entirely in the speeches. These pose an unsolved problem in tradition history At one extreme there are those who hold4 that Luke took the missionary speeches in his early chapters from an Aramaic source, and that they represent, not indeed what Peter actually said on these specific occasions, but a fair example of the kerygma. At the other extreme there are those5 who regard the speeches in Acts as free compositions of the author and reflections of the kerygma current at the time when it was written. An intermediate position is represented by E. Schweizer,6 who argues that while the bulk of the speeches as they stand are compositions of the author, they nevertheless enshrine traditional formulae, particularly in the christological parts. This is the view adopted here. Where it can be shown (as in Acts 3:20-21a and Acts 2:36) that the formulae in question exhibit a substantially different Christology from that of the author of Luke Acts elsewhere (e.g. in the redactional elements in his gospel) it is certainly safe to conclude that the Christology in question is pre-Lucan An auxiliary criterion is the occurrence of non-Lucan terms and phraseology. We have then the further task of assigning this pre-Lucan Christology to an earlier stratum of the tradition, and this is done by comparing it with what we know otherwise of the earlier Christologies.


In chapters 6 through 8, and especially in chapter 8, substantial use is made of the epistolary literature of the New Testament. The epistles normally ascribed to St. Paul are accepted as genuine, including 2 Thessalonians and Colossians. Ephesians and the pastorals are assumed to be deutero-Pauline. Hebrews and the Catholic epistles without exception (including James and 1 Peter) are taken to be sub-apostolic.


Since we are not concerned in this work with the theology of the epistolary writers themselves, but the christological traditions which provide the foundations for their theology, it is necessary to identify the points at which they make use of traditional material. E. Norden did some valuable pioneering work in detecting traditional formulae,7 and E. Stauffer has furnished additional criteria in a valuable appendix to his New Testament Theology.8 Use has been made of the following criteria, especially in chapter 8:


1.  Contextual dislocations.


2.  The continuance of the formula after its content has ceased to be relevant to its immediate context.


3.  Formulae frequently use terms and phrases not characteristic of the author.


4.  Formulae frequently begin with the relative pronoun (‘who’).


5.  Formulae often show a preference for participles rather than finite verbs.


6.  Formulae frequently exhibit a rhythmic style and can be arranged in lines or strophes.


7.  Formulae are concerned with basic christological assertions.


Once the presence of a formula has been established, it then becomes necessary to locate it in the tradition. This is done chiefly by identifying the christological terms and patterns it employs, and linking them up with the tools and patterns investigated in chapters 2-4.


Where previous writers, working with traditio-historical methods, have already assigned traditions to particular strata and where their assignation is accepted, reference is given to the earlier work, and the location in the tradition merely stated. Where a particular author has proposed a new assignation which has not won general acceptance and that assignation is accepted here, his arguments are summarized Where new assignations are proposed in this book, or where the present writer disagrees with a previous assignation, the arguments are presented in full.




Notes




	    1.  For the reasons behind these critical assumptions see my New Testament in Current Study, London: S.C.M. Press, 1963, pp. 86-91, and New York: Scribners, 1962, pp. 72ff.



	    2.  Cf.J. Jeremias, The Parables of Jesus, London: S.C.M. Press, 1954, pp. 20-88, esp. p. 88, on ‘the laws of transformation’.



	    3.  For these criteria of authenticity cf. H. Conzelmann in RGG3, art. ‘Jesus Christus’, vol. III, col. 623. Cf. NT in Current Study, pp. 408 (American ed., pp. 328) on the limitations of this method, which however remains the only relatively certain method available to distinguish between authentic sayings and church formations. The criteria offered by J. Jeremias ET 59, 1958, pp. 333-334 are auxiliary ones. Used alone they can only establish Palestinian origin.



	    4.  So J. de Zwaan in The Beginnings of Christianity, ed. F. Jackson and K. Lake, London: Macmillan, 1922, vol. II, pp. 30-65. De Zwaan is followed by G. H. Dodd, The Apostolic Preaching and Its Developments, London: Hodder and Stoughton, 19497, pp. 338.



	    5.  So M. Dibelius, Studies in the Acts of the Apostles, London: S.C.M. Press, 1956, pp. 165-174; D. E. Nineham in Studies in the Gospels (R. H. Lightfoot memorial), ed. D.E. Nineham, Oxford: Blackwell, 1955, pp. 228f.; the literature mentioned in J.M. Robinson, A New Quest of the Historical Jesus (SBT 25) 1959, pp. 58f., n. 1; U. Wilckens, Die Missionsreden der Apostelgeschichte (WMANT 5), 1961, pp. 32-71.
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Chapter 2

The Tools: (1) Palestinian Judaism







1. Messiah


The New Testament term χριστός (Christ), as is well known, is derived from the Hebrew term mašiaḥ = Anointed One, from the Hebrew verb mašaḥ = to anoint. Surprisingly, the term is never found in the Old Testament in its specific New Testament sense of the regent of God’s eschatological kingdom. It is there used primarily of the historical kings. Beginning with Saul’s anointing by Samuel (1 Sam. 10:1), the kings of Judah were customarily consecrated to their office by anointing. It is generally recognized today that the actual practice of anointing, like the institution of monarchy itself, was taken over from the surrounding Canaanite nations. With it too was taken over much of the ideology of kingship. This ideology finds expression in the royal psalms (Ps. 2; 20; 21; 45; 72; 89; 110; 132), which are now widely believed to date from the age of the monarchy The king is hailed as the son of God (2 Sam. 7:14; Ps. 2:7) He is promised rule over the whole earth as the vice-gerent of Yahweh himself (Ps. 2:8), and his reign will be one of supernatural peace, justice, and prosperity (Ps. 72). These ideas are general in the ancient east.


Yet the concept of kingship is, like so much else that came from outside, baptized into the Yahwist religion. The monarchy is established under the covenant made by Yahweh with his people. The king remains responsible to Yahweh for the exercise of his power. If he fails to live up to his responsibilities, he incurs the outspoken censure of the prophets, who speak in the name of Yahweh himself (cf. Nathan and David, 2 Sam. 12:1-15). The Hebrew monarchy seems to have been the only truly limited and ‘constitutional’ monarchy of ancient times. Also, despite the appellation son of God (shared with the Assyrian kings) there is hardly a trace of the divinization of the king as in Egypt. The king is not ontologically divine as in Egypt: he is pre-destined, elected, and adopted into sonship with Yahweh which involved responsibilities as much as privileges.1


It is not necessary to accept all the far-reaching theories of the Uppsala school about the myth and ritual pattern of sacral kingship in order to recognize this limited influence of Assyrian and Egyptian ideas of kingship upon the royal theology of Israel.2 The term, ‘The Lord’s Anointed’ (mešiaḥ YHWH) became almost a summary of this whole theology of kingship. Thus, ‘messiah’ throughout the Old Testament means only an empirical figure, never an eschatological one; always one reigning in the present, never one to come in the future. Two passages (Gen. 49:10 and Num. 24:17) which later at Qumran3 and in Christian interpretation were taken messianically, were probably originally related to David and his reign.


The beginnings of what we call the Messianic hope appear to be found in the pre-exilic prophets, Proto-Isaiah and Micah (date: from ca. 740). Neither of these prophets, of course, uses the title Messiah = Anointed One in reference to the future deliverer. But they are beginning to speak of that deliverer in terms which suggest that he will be an ideal king like David. What gave rise to this future hope was the obvious failure of such later kings as Ahaz to live up to the Davidic ideal. The relevant passages in Isaiah are: 7:10-16; 9:1-7; and 11:1-9.


Isaiah 7:10-16 is of uncertain interpretation. But it seems reasonable to assume with J. Barr that ‘Immanuel’ (v. 14) refers to an ideal king of the Davidic line. This King will be born in the near future and will reign as the true embodiment of God’s presence with his people, restoring to them peace and prosperity (indicated by ‘curds and honey’).4


Isaiah 9:1-7, almost certainly a genuine prophecy of Isaiah,5 belongs to the year 733, when Tiglath Pileser III incorporated parts of the northern kingdom into the Assyrian empire (2 Kings 16:5ff.). The prophet hopes for a new king of the Davidic line (v. 7) who will recover the lost territory and restore the peace, prosperity, and justice of David’s reign. As in the Immanuel prophecy, the perfect relation between the king and Yahweh is stressed (v. 6).


Isaiah 11:1-9 is less certainly Isaianic. Again, the ideal king is ‘a shoot from the stump of Jesse’, a true scion of David’s line. Again, too, the king’s enjoyment of the divine favour (vv. 2-3a), his victory over Israel’s enemies and the restoration of peace, prosperity and justice (vv. 3b-5), are stressed.


Micah 5:2-4 is a passage whose authenticity is often judged more favourably today than it used to be, and which, if genuine, is contemporary with the Isaianic prophecies which we have just examined.6 Here the affinity of the ideal king with Yahweh is expressed in terms of ancient origin (v. 2: ‘whose origin is from of old, from ancient days’). This means no more than that he will come of the ancient Davidic family. Once more, as in the case of the historical king, he is promised dominion extending to the ends of the earth, with peace and security (v. 4), obviously after a successful war of liberation (v. 3). But despite the highly coloured charismatic endowments of the ideal king, the Messiah (who is not yet so called) is still an earthly figure in all of these pre-exilic prophecies.


A century later, Jeremiah was still looking for the coming of an ideal king, the righteous Branch whom Yahweh will raise up ‘for David’ (Jer. 23:5f.). His reign again will be characterized by justice and peace, and there is a hint of charismatic endowment in the prediction that he will ‘deal wisely’. Difficult to reconcile with this obviously traditional picture is Jer. 22:30, where it is stated roundly of Coniah (=Jehoiachin), the next-to-last Davidic king, that




none of his offspring shall succeed


in sitting on the throne of David,


and ruling again in Judah.





This inconsistency has led some scholars7 to conclude that the Branch prophecy is not a genuine oracle of Jeremiah But perhaps the inconsistency is apparent rather than real.8 What the prophet is saying is that the future ideal king, though descended from David, will not be descended from him through the line of Jehoiachin, but via another line.


A little later Ezekiel still retains something of the traditional hope of an ideal king of the Davidic line (Ezek. 34:23f.), while in 21:25-27, after referring to the deposition of the reigning king (Zedekiah?), he speaks of the restoration of the monarchy when ‘he comes whose right it is’ (v. 27). Here there is no direct reference to one of the Davidic line. Does this mean that he – if Jeremiah had not already done so – has begun to detach the Messianic hope from the Davidic line? This is possible.9 In any case, it would be true to say that Ezekiel (assuming that chapters 40-48 are genuine) is much more interested in the restoration of the temple than of the monarchy The overall impression is that if Ezekiel did retain the traditional Davidic hope, he was growing cool towards it. Thus he paved the way for the emergence of a different form of the Messianic hope, that of a priest rather than a king. It is perhaps consonant with this development that it is in the P tradition that the rite for the consecration of a priest by anointing first appears (Exod. 29:7; 40:13-15; Lev. 8:1-12), thus preparing the way for the transference of the term mašiaḥ (anointed one) to the priest.


It is also in accord with this development that in Deutero- Isaiah (ca. 540) there is a vivid prophecy of the return as an eschatological event. But the hope of the restoration of an ideal king – whether Davidic, or unspecified as in Ezek. 21:27 – has completely disappeared. Instead, the term mašiaḥ is used of Cyrus II of Persia (Isa. 45:1) as the agent appointed by Yahweh to facilitate the return. More important however in the thought of Deutero-Isaiah is the concept of the Servant of Yahweh. Some scholars maintain that this is a Messianic figure – a question which will be discussed below.


We may say therefore that the exile marks the emergence of varying streams of Messianic hope: in addition to the traditional Davidic hope, which for the time being seems to be falling into disfavour, there is emerging the priestly hope (Ezek. 40-48) and an eschatological hope detached from any specifically Messianic connections (Dt.-Isaiah).


For a brief period after the return the traditional Davidic Messianic hope was revived when Zerubbabel, a descendant of the Davidic dynasty, was restored to power in Jerusalem. The relevant passages are: Hag. 2:23; Zech. 3:8-10; 4:7; 6:9-14. In this case it is not a merely future Messianic hope: the Davidic ideal is itself being realized in an actual historical figure. In Zech. 6:11 it is generally agreed by commentators that the name of Zerubbabel has been removed from the text, owing to the subsequent failure of that king to fit the role of the ideal Davidic king and that in the original text Zerubbabel was actually hailed as the future ideal Davidic king in the words: ‘Behold, the man whose name is the Branch’ (cf. Jer. 23:5; 33:15). As the text now stands, it refers less appropriately to the priest Joshua. This emendation is almost clinched by the play on words which would then follow: Zerubbabel/zerbabili = sprout of Babylon:10 A notable feature of this passage is that here for the first time we find the quasi-Messianic figure of Joshua the priest side by side with the king – a combination which is to be very important later on, especially at Qumran (see below). Here is a synthesis between the older, traditional Davidic hope of Isaiah and Micah, and the newer type of hope which had been born during the exile under Ezekiel and in the growing P tradition.


After this the Davidic Messianic hope, even in its more generalized form of the expectation of an ideal king, continued for long only as an occasional flicker It is absent from the P tradition (for which, as we have seen, the designation of the priest, rather than of the king, as mašiaḥ is characteristic11), from 1, 2 Chron. (although in his history of the kings of Israel and Judah the Chronicler had plenty of opportunities to speak of the hope), and even from much of post-exilic prophecy Nehemiah and Ezra are preoccupied with the organization of the restored community under the law The eschatological passages of the later prophets (Trito-Isaiah, Malachi, Zechariah 9-14) often contain no reference to the Messianic figure, thus continuing a tradition begun by the second Isaiah. One of the few specifically Messianic passages from this period is Zech. 9:9f., where the term ‘king’ (melekh) is used. There is nothing about his Davidic descent, though other features of the traditional hope reappear: victory followed by peace and worldwide dominion. A new element appears in the description of the king as ‘humble and riding on an ass’ According to the Uppsala school and their followers this feature is another aspect of the ancient oriental royal ideology: the humiliation of the king prior to his subsequent vindication, a theme which they believe is also found in the royal psalms (e.g. Ps. 89:38-45).12 Zechariah 9:9f. would appear, however, to speak not of humiliation followed by triumph, but of humility in victory. The king himself who in the earlier tradition was the helper of the poor (e.g. Ps. 72) is now one of them himself.13 The concept seems to arise from the identification of the shepherd king with his people.


It is perhaps not surprising that the specifically Davidic form of the Messianic hope was not rekindled at the time of the Maccabean revolt (168-165) After all the Maccabees were not of the Davidic line. The predominant form of the eschatological hope in that era was apocalyptic, whose redemptive agent was a supra-historical figure, the Son of man (see below). It does not seem, however, that the Maccabees themselves were directly affected by apocalyptic. Only very occasionally does the term mašiaḥ figure in the apocalyptic literature. In Dan. 9:25f. two figures are mentioned, each called an ‘anointed one’. Most commentators agree that this refers not to future-eschatological, but to past-historical figures. The first is either Zerubbabel or Joshua the high priest (see above) and the second the Onias of 2 Mac. 4:7f., 23-38. The Similitudes of Enoch (Enoch 37-71) are unique among the apocalyptic writings. Here the figure of the masiah or anointed one has completely coalesced with the supra historical Son of man. The problems raised by this book will be discussed later in this chapter under ‘Son of man’.


The Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs (Test. XII Pat) in its present form includes Christian interpolations.14 But the discovery of parts of the work in Cave IV15 at Qumran has put it beyond doubt that the original nucleus of the Testaments is pre-Christian In them we find for the first time the expectation of two Messiahs, a priestly Messiah of the tribe of Levi, and a king-Messiah of the tribe of Judah:16


I say unto you, ye will be jealous against the sons of Levi, and will seek to be exalted over them; but ye shall not be able. For God will avenge them, and ye shall die by an evil death. For to Levi God gave the sovereignty (and to Judah with him and to me also, and to Dan and Joseph, that we should be for rulers). Therefore, I command you to hearken to Levi, because he shall know the law of the Lord, and shall give ordinances for judgment and shall sacrifice for all Israel until the consummation of the times, as the anointed High Priest, of whom the Lord spake. … And draw ye near to Levi in humbleness of heart, that ye may receive a blessing from his mouth. For he shall bless Israel and Judah, because him hath the Lord chosen to be king over all the nation. And bow down before his seed, for on our behalf it will die in wars visible and invisible, and will be among you an eternal king.


Here is a re-emergence of that synthesis between the earlier (Davidic) tradition of the pre-exilic prophets and the Ezekiel priestly re-interpretation of eschatology which we first found in Zech. 6:11f. (see above), but with two significant differences. First, in Test. XII Pat. the anointed ones are not already-existing historical personages, as in Zech., but future-eschatological figures; and second, whereas in Zech. the two Messiahs are of equal rank, in Test. XII Pat. the priestly Messiah is exalted above the kingly Messiah.


Exactly the same picture reappears in the Qumran writings themselves.17 Here are the clearest texts:


And they [the members of the sect] shall be ruled by the first laws with which the men of the community began to be disciplined, until there come a prophet and the Messiahs (mešîḥê) of Aaron and Israel (1 QS 9:10f.).


[The Messiah of Aaron is obviously the priestly Messiah and the Messiah of Israel the Davidic one.]


In the description of the Messianic banquet in 1 QSa 12-17 we read:


And the Priest, the Anointed one, shall come with them, for he is the head of the entire congregation of Israel; and before him shall sit the sons of Aaron, the priests; and the conveners of the assembly (?), the honoured men, they shall sit before him, each according to his place of rank.


And then shall come the Messiah of Israel, and before him shall sit the heads of the tribes, each according to his place of honour … and all the heads of the congregation, together with the wise men of Israel, shall sit before them, each according to his proper place of rank.


To the first passage from 1 QS this passage adds the further point that, as in Text. XII Pat., the kingly Messiah was subordinate to the priestly.


For some time it was thought that the phrase ‘the Messiah [sic] of Aaron and Israel’, which occurs three times in the Damascus Document (CD)18 should be emended to ‘the Messiahs of Aaron and Israel’ in conformity with 1 QS and 1 Qsa. However, J. Milik has reported19 further fragments of CD from Qumran in which the phrase already occurs with Messiah in the singular It would therefore seem that the community’s Messianic expectations varied at different periods of its existence, though the exact evolution is at present difficult to trace.


Perhaps too much should not be made of the precedence of the priestly over the kingly Messiah in 1 QSa Partly it is due to the priestly interests of the community, and partly to the fact that the passage occurs in a description of a ritual meal, in which the priest quite naturally presided in order to say the blessing in the daily meal at Qumran. It is noticeable that where the term Messiah occurs alone (e.g. CDC 6:2) it refers quite naturally to the Davidic Messiah. For the rest, the picture of the Davidic Messiah corresponds faithfully to the Old Testament picture. He is the Son of David, adopted as the Son of God, and given the eschatological dominion over the earth. He has charismatic endowments, and his reign is to last for ever and ever.20


Undoubtedly, the Qumran texts witness to the first significant revival since the exile of the strictly ‘Messianic’ hope – in the sense of a Davidic king – in the century or so preceding and following the beginning of the Christian era.


This revival was not, however, confined to one stream within Judaism. The disappointment with the Hasmonean rulers, the renewed foreign conquest by the Romans in 63 B.C., the Hellenizing policy of the Herods, all combined to foster a renewal of Davidic Messianism. Nowhere is the prevalent mood just after the Roman conquest so clearly expressed as in the well-known Ps. Sol. 17. The Psalms of Solomon, according to most scholars, are an expression of Pharisaic piety.21 Here again the term ‘Messiah’ is used. He is son of David. He triumphs over the enemies of Israel and rules over God’s people in peace, justice and prosperity. He is charismatically endowed with the Holy Spirit. A reading of Ps. Sol. 17 should dispel completely from our minds that this type, the only type of ‘Messiah’ in the strict sense of the word, was merely political: ‘God will make him mighty by means of his holy spirit and wise by means of the spirit of understanding with strength and righteousness. And, the blessing of the Lord will be with him; his hope will be the Lord.’ Yet the Messiah is still a human figure. There is nothing here of the apocalyptic Son of man. Nor is there any suggestion of any miraculous activity on the part of the Davidic Messiah – a fact whose importance will become apparent later on.22


2. Son of God


As we have already seen (above, p. 23), the adoption of the empirical king as the son of God was a firmly embedded feature of the early royal ideology of Israel. The important passages are 2 Sam. 7:14 (the prophecy of Nathan in respect of David’s successor) and the royal psalm 2:7 (cf. Ps.89:26f.). The concept has its roots in the Assyrian royal mythology which differs importantly in this respect from the Egyptian.23 In the Egyptian royal ideology the pharaoh was actually a god or divine being. In the Assyrian ideology the king was adopted as the son of God. The Assyrian form was taken up into the Yahwistic theology of Israel, and was more easily assimilated to the emphasis on the covenantal election of the king as the representative of Yahweh’s kingly rule on earth, and its attendant responsibilities of obedience to Yahweh’s laws Moreover, in the Israelite tradition Israel itself is spoken of as the son of Yahweh (Exod. 4:22b-23a; Hos. 11:1), constituted as such by the exodus, and the sonship of the king is thus brought into the context of the general sonship of Israel The king is the representative of the covenant people.


Until recently it was very uncertain whether this concept of the divine sonship was taken up into the Messianology of pre Christian Judaism While there is plenty of evidence in early Rabbinic tradition for the Messianic interpretation of most of the verses of Ps. 2, v. 7 is conspicuously lacking.24 The evidence from Enoch 105:2 and 4 Ezra 7:28f.; 13:32, 37, 52; 14:9 must be discounted. The Enoch passage is missing from the recently discovered Greek version, which is thought to be nearer the Semitic original.25 And, as B. Violet has shown,26 ‘filius meus’ in 4 Ezra represents an original ‘abhdî (‘my servant’, not ‘my son’), and is a mistranslation of the Greek παῖς. It is not surprising therefore that those who nevertheless believe that son of God was a pre-Christian Jewish Messianic title can only consider it probable.27 Others such as Dalman, Bousset, and more recently Kümmel, have roundly denied that it was so used.28 Now, however, we are in a position to carry the somewhat hesitant conclusions of Bultmann and others to positive certainty. For the Dead Sea Scrolls have provided evidence that ‘son of God’ was indeed used as a Messianic title in pre-Christian Judaism In 4Q Flor. (Florilegium) 10-14 we read:


[And] the Lord [tell]s you that he will build a house for you, and I will set up your seed after you, and I will establish his royal throne [for eve]r. I will be his father, and he shall be my son. This is the sprout of David.


Lövestam describes this as a succinct summary of Nathan’s prophecy29 in 2 Sam. 7:10b-14.


We may therefore conclude that, like son of David, son of God was just coming into use as a Messianic title in pre-Christian Judaism, and was ready to hand as a tool for the early Christians to use in interpreting Jesus of Nazareth. It meant not a metaphysical relationship, but adoption as God’s vice-gerent in his kingdom.


There are two other uses of son of God in Judaism which call for brief mention One was as a designation for angels in Gen. 6:2, where we read of the sons of God who had inter course with human women, and in Job 38:7, where we read that at the creation ‘all the sons of God shouted for joy’. That this usage had any influence either on Jewish Messianology or the Christian assessment of Jesus is out of the question.


The other usage is in application to the high priest. The writer is indebted to Gerhard Friedrich for having sent him an offprint of his article ‘Messianische Hohepriesterer- wartung in den Synoptikern’.30 Friedrich quotes Mal. 1:6 to show that the empirical priests were called ‘sons of God’ in a special sense. An examination of this passage shows, however, that this is not so: all it means is that the priests should (though they do not) honour God as a son honours his father. In Test. Lev. 4:2 Levi at his consecration is called υἱὸς τοῦ θεοῦ. In Test. Lev. 18:6 God speaks to the Messianic high priest with a ‘fatherly voice’, and this, according to Friedrich, implies that God regards him as his son. But, as Friedrich himself admits, the evidence is meagre. In any case, the term high priest was not applied to Jesus until Hebrews, while Son of God was applied, as we shall see, at a much earlier stage of christological reflection. It is therefore most unlikely that this usage should be considered as a source for the Christian use of Son of God as a title for Jesus.


3. Son of David


It is not necessary to devote much space to this term, for most of the material has already been covered in our consideration of the Messiah or Anointed One. As we have already seen, the expected Messiah from Isaiah down to the Rabbinic literature was almost invariably a scion of the house of David. The only possible exceptions are in certain passages of Jeremiah (see above). Until Ps. Sol. 17 the actual term ‘son of David’ does not occur in a Messianic context, the usual term being ṣemaḥ Dawîdh, shoot or sprout of David (Jer. 23:5; 33:15; cf. Zech. 3:8; 6:12). It would seem therefore that son of David was not crystallized as a Messianic title in Judaism until the first century B.C. There is, however, no reason to infer, as some have done, that the term was a Christian coinage, or that it was interpolated by a Christian hand at Ps. Sol. 17:20, for it occurs with relative frequency in post-Christian Judaism,31 and it is hardly likely that the Rabbis would have adopted it after it had become current in the Christian Church. The New Testament itself provides evidence for its currency in first-century Judaism. In Mark 12:35 Jesus is made to ask: ‘How can the scribes say that the Christ is the son of David?’ That the expectation of a Davidic Messiah was very much alive in popular Jewish piety at the time of Jesus is indicated by the Benedictus (Luke 1:69): ‘and has raised up a horn of salvation in the house of his servant David’. There are good grounds for supposing that the Benedictus is a pre-Christian Jewish hymn.32 Also, in the Lucan annunciation story we read (Luke 1:32f.):


He will be great, and will be called the Son of the Most High; and the Lord God will give to him the throne of his father David, and he will reign over the house of Jacob forever; and of his kingdom there will be no end.


There is nothing specifically Christian about this passage, except for the context in which Luke has inserted it, and it may well be a pre-Christian Jewish fragment.33


4. Son of Man


The terms we have been considering thus far are Messianic in the strictest sense of the term. They all arise from the basic concept of Israel’s anointed king. Originally applied to the empirical, historical king, they are later transferred to the agent of eschatological redemption. This eschatological redemption is conceived in strictly historical terms, however. The kingdom thus inaugurated is entirely a this-worldly affair. The eschatological regent is an entirely human figure, however much his intimate relation with God and his charismatic endowment may be emphasized The term, Son of man, to which we now turn, is also commonly called ‘Messianic’, though it is not so in the strict sense of the word. It does not spring from any of the earlier uses of the word mašiaḥ, Only occasionally and exceptionally is the complex of ideas clustering around the earlier concept mašiaḥ, or indeed the term itself, applied to the Son of man. Its creative milieu is late Jewish apocalyptic.


Apocalyptic34 is generally recognized as having arisen out of the earlier prophetic eschatology, but to have been extensively influenced by the dualistic eschatology of Iranian religion. Its basic difference from prophecy is its sharp distinction between the present age and the age to come. The present age is this-worldly, and historical. The age to come transcends history; it entails a new heaven and a new earth. Apocalyptic depicts the end of this age and the inauguration of the age to come in a series of mysterious and bizarre images with a cosmic dimension far surpassing anything in the future predictions of earlier prophecy. Early fragments of apocalyptic material are found in Isa. 24-27; Zech. 9-14; and in the Book of Joel. But the golden age of apocalyptic was in late Judaism, from the second century B.C. through the first century A.D., thus overlapping the beginnings of Christianity. The first full-blooded apocalypse is the canonical Book of Daniel, which was inspired by the Maccabean revolt and was written between 168 and 164 B.C. The Book of Daniel set the pattern for a whole spate of apocalyptic works during the next two and a half centuries. They include the Books of Enoch, Test. XII Pat., the Jewish Sibylline oracles, the Assumption of Moses, the Apocalypse of Ezra (4 Ezra or 2 Esdras) the Apocalypse of Baruch, etc.35


The term Son of man occurs as an eschatological figure for the first time in Jewish literature in Dan. 7:13f:


I saw in the night visions,




and behold, with the clouds of heaven





there came one like a son of man (Aramaic: kebhar ’enoš)




and he came to the Ancient of Days





and was presented before him.




And to him was given dominion





and glory and kingdom,




that all peoples, nations, and languages





should serve him;




his dominion is an everlasting dominion,





which shall not pass away,




and his kingdom one





that shall not be destroyed.


Later, in verse 18, we read that ‘the saints of the Most High shall receive the kingdom, and possess the kingdom for ever, for ever and ever’ (cf. also v. 27). This verse has led many, especially British scholars, to infer that Daniel’s term ‘one like a son of man’ is not a title for an individual eschatological figure, but a collective symbol for the elect.36 In favour of this corporate interpretation is the further fact that the passage in question is preceded by a vision of four world empires, symbolized respectively by a lion with eagles’ wings, a bear, a leopard with four wings of a bird, and a beast with ten horns. Thus, it is argued, the kingdom of the elect is correspondingly symbolized by a man-like figure. It has, however, been suggested37 that the interpretation in 7:15f., 27 is secondary. The writer of Daniel has certainly given the term a corporate interpretation. But behind Daniel, it is held, there lies an earlier tradition of the Son of man as an individual eschatological agent of redemption, which reappears independently in Enoch and 4 Ezra (see below). The complex history of the tradition or traditions behind Dan. 7: 13 has not yet been solved The present writer is now inclined to think that the poem in Dan. 7:13f. is from an earlier source in which the term was used of an individual eschatological figure, that the writer of Daniel has combined it with the four earlier visions and added the interpretations vv. 15-18 and the poem of v. 27. But in doing so that writer does not intend to abandon the original individual understanding of the man-like figure He is expanding it to be, like earthly kingship in Israel, the representative of the saints of the Most High over whom he rules. Similarly, the four beasts of the preceding verses are both individual kings and representatives of their empires.


If the foregoing view be correct, it raises already here the problem which has been raised by many scholars over the origin of the term ‘Son of man’ in Ethiopian Enoch and 4 Ezra The History of Religions school has sought its origin in an oriental gnostic myth of the Heavenly Man.38 Alternatively, the Uppsala school has sought to derive it from the same root as the masiah concept, namely from the oriental myth and ritual pattern of sacral kingship.39 Others again have sought the origin of Son of man within the Old Testament Jewish tradition itself, notably A. Feuillet, who thinks it is a combination of (a) the prophetic Messiah, (b) the Ezekielic Son of man as a title for the prophet, (c) the hypostatization of Wisdom in the sapiential literature.40 It must be concluded that the problem is at present unsolved. Without going into it more deeply, it would seem that since apocalyptic generally emerged out of prophecy, the roots of the Son of man concept are prima facie to be sought within prophecy, and therefore in the expectation of the king – a Messiah. But just as under foreign (Persian) influence the prophetic eschatology was transcendentalized in apocalyptic, so too it is reasonable to suppose that it was under the same foreign influence that the agent of redemption was transcendentalized into the Son of man. But once the process has been accomplished, the two redemptive figures remain on the whole as sharply distinguished from one another as the eschatologies of prophecy and apocalyptic. Whatever its origin, there seems to be good reason for assuming that the Son of man had firmly established itself as the title for the transcendental agent of redemption in Jewish apocalyptic. If our interpretation of Daniel is correct, this had happened already before 168-164, in the pre-Danielic development of apocalyptic. If this interpretation be rejected, then the crystallization of the term must have taken place much later.


That crystallization had taken place by the time Eth. Enoch 37-71 (the Similitudes of Enoch) were written. But here again, we face another much controverted problem Continental European scholars of all schools of thought never seem to have any difficulty in taking the Similitudes as an authentic part of the Book of Enoch, which is dated anywhere between 175 and 63 B.C.41 British scholars42 have well-founded doubts about the pre-Christian origin of the Similitudes. The present writer first heard these doubts expressed in the late thirties in lectures by Professor C.H. Dodd at Cambridge. He pointed out that in the not inconsiderable Greek fragments of Enoch which had then turned up, the Similitudes had been conspicuously lacking. Since then, these doubts have apparently been confirmed by the same state of affairs at Qumran: there too among the Semitic fragments of Enoch which have turned up, the Similitudes are again notably absent.43 Outside of continental Europe, therefore, it is frequently concluded that the Similitudes are Christian interpolations44 and that the Son of man was not a pre-Christian Jewish apocalyptic title45 for the eschatological redeemer.


Nevertheless, it seems that certain considerations of a general character may be advanced on the other side, without necessarily deciding in favour of a pre-Christian Jewish origin for the Similitudes themselves. First, as the present writer pointed out,46 the Son of man in the Similitudes lacks the distinctively Christian differentia, viz., the identification with Jesus of Nazareth in his ministry (which, as we shall see, is a very early Christian use of the Son of man) and in his passion (which, as again we shall see, is, though not quite the earliest, at least a Palestinian feature). Second, the logia of Jesus, as again we shall see, seem to presuppose a reduced apocalyptic in which the future coming Son of man as eschatological judge was part of the traditional imagery. Third, although 4 Ezra is admittedly later than Jesus and dates from about the time of the destruction of Jerusalem, and although in its present form it has certainly undergone Christian interpolation, the sections which speak of the Son of man again lack the same Christian differentia as the Similitudes. Thus it may again be reasonably inferred that 4 Ezra, like the Similitudes, is drawing upon a pre-Christian Jewish apocalyptic tradition. So we may conclude that despite the well-founded doubts of British scholars about the Similitudes, there is good reason to believe with the majority of scholars outside Britain, both in continental Europe and in America, that the figure of the Son of man was established in pre-Christian Jewish apocalyptic as the eschatological agent of redemption.


While, therefore, we cannot be sure that the Similitudes themselves antedate the Christian era, we may treat them with some degree of confidence as evidence for a tradition in Jewish apocalyptic which is pre-Christian.47


First, we note that as compared with Daniel, the term is an actual title. In ten occurrences it is prefixed with a demonstrative: ‘this son of man’. According to Charles48 ‘that’ and ‘this’ are usually renderings of the Greek article. Hence ‘that Son of man’ is the equivalent of ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου, (‘the Son of man’) There is thus no doubt that, whatever the case may be with Dan. 7:13f., we have here a title for an eschatological figure. Here are the important passages which elucidate the person and the work of the Son of man:


and this Son of Man whom thou hast seen




shall (put down) the kings and the mighty from their seats …





Eth. En. 46:4


And at that hour the Son of Man was named




In the presence of the Lord of Spirits,


And his name before the Head of Days.





Yea, before the sun and the signs were created,




Before the stars of the heaven were made,


His name was named before the Lord of Spirits.





48:2f.


For from the beginning the Son of Man was hidden.




And the Most High preserved him in the presence of His might,


And revealed him to the elect.


. …


And all the elect shall stand before him on that day.


And all the kings and the mighty and the exalted ones and those that rule the earth


Shall fall before him on their faces,


And worship and set their hope upon that Son of Man


And petition him and supplicate for mercy at his hands.


. …


And (He will deliver them) to the angels for punishment,


To execute vengeance on them because they have oppressed


His children and His elect.





62:7-11


And with that Son of Man shall they (viz. the elect) eat




And lie down and rise up for ever and ever.





62:14


And the sum of judgment was given unto the Son of Man,




And he caused the sinners to pass away and be destroyed from off the face of the earth,


And those who have led the world astray.


. …


For that Son of Man has appeared,


And has seated himself on the throne of his glory,


And all evil shall pass away before his face,


And the word of that Son of Man shall go forth. …





69:27-29


Here emerges the most complete picture of the Son of man in the Jewish apocalyptic tradition. He is a pre-existent divine being (48:2f.; 62:7). He is hidden in the presence of God from before all creation (48:2). He is revealed ‘on that day’, i.e. at the End. He appears in order to deliver the elect from persecution (62:7 ff.) He judges the kings who have persecuted the elect (46:4; 62:11; 69:27). He presides as a ruler in glory over the elect as a redeemed community in eternity Note especially the allusion to the Messianic banquet (69:29; 62:14).


Two further problems call for discussion. In other passages the Son of man is given additional titles, notably ‘the Elect One’ (chaps. 49, 51) or ‘the Righteous and Elect One’ (53:6). He is ‘the Lord’s Anointed One’ (48:10; 52:4). He is to be the ‘Light of the Gentiles’, (48:4),49 like the Servant of Yahweh in Deutero-Isaiah (Isa. 42:6; 49:6). Clearly, the Son of man in Ethiopic Enoch is a composite figure, in which motifs from the Davidic Messianology and from the Isaianic Servant of Yahweh have been combined with apocalyptic features. This circumstance lends colour to the thesis of Bentzen and Riesenfeld that the whole Son of man concept sprang from the myth and ritual pattern of the royal mythology Since, however, the apocalyptic traits (pre-existent redeemer, transcendental origin, supernatural appearance, suprahistorical reign) are absent from the royal ideology, while the features from that ideology which are combined in Enoch with the transcendental apocalyptic tradition are absent from our other two sources (Dan. 7 and 4 Ezra), we must conclude that Enoch represents an exceptional syncretistic combination. How far this combination influenced Christian Christology will be discussed later.


Second, in Eth. Enoch 71 Enoch is himself exalted to heaven and, apparently in answer to his own question (though this part of the text is defective), is told ‘Thou art the Son of man who art born to righteousness.’ Charles proposed to avoid the identification of the Son of man with Enoch by emending the text to: ‘This is … who is’, but without warrant. On this identification Sjöberg50 has based his thesis of a Son of man who becomes incarnate in the person of Enoch and who is subsequently exalted to heaven Thus he finds in the Similitudes a pre Christian foreshadowing of the pre-existence incarnation and exaltation of the Son of man. It could also support the Uppsala school’s theory that this in turn was part of the pattern of royal ideology: every king at his enthronement thus becomes an incarnation of the Son of man – archetypal man.51 All this however is pure construction. Hahn’s suggestion is worth quoting:


Enoch however is not ‘identified with the pre-existent Son of man’, but as the only righteous one among the first of mankind he is the representative of man created in the image of God, and is taken up as (Son of) man. It seems as though we have here a specifically Jewish attempt to elucidate the concept of the archetypal man (which was hovering in the background) in the light of the biblical doctrine of creation.52


Attractive as this way out of the difficulty is, it has the disadvantage of postulating the use of Son of man in two entirely different senses in juxtaposed contexts The problem of Eth. Enoch 71 remains unsolved, and this final denouement of the Son of man’s identity had better be regarded as a peculiarity of the Similitudes, not as representative of the general apocalyptic tradition. Nothing therefore should be based upon it for the understanding of New Testament usage.


The fourth and last possible source for apocalyptic use of the term, Son of man, is 4 Ezra, in the sixth of a series of visions.53 The seer sees ‘something like the figure of a man’ (quasi similitudinem hominis 13:2). This language is closer to the Danielic kebhar ’enosh (one like to a Son of man), and would seem to indicate a less developed tradition than the full title used in the Similitudes – despite its ostensibly later date. This ‘man’ arises out of the sea and flies on the cloud of heaven (v. 3a cf. Dan. 7:13) as the terrifying judge of the world (vv. 3b-4). Then follow two judgment scenes (vv. 5-7 and 8-11) in which the wicked are gathered together to fight against the judge, but are consumed by a stream of fire issuing from his mouth. Then follows a third scene in which the elect are gathered to the man-like figure. The ensuing interpretation of these scenes is not part of the tradition, but the author’s own addition.54 It is in this interpretation that the man-like figure is addressed by Yahweh as ‘my son’, which, as we have seen, is now generally accepted as representing an original ‘abhdî, ‘my servant’ (vv. 32, 37, 52). This identification is another instance of the combination of the original apocalyptic tradition of the Son of man with other elements from the Old Testament, similar to what has happened in the Similitudes.


To summarize, therefore, there is a body of evidence which, on a plausible interpretation, indicates that the figure of the Son of man as the pre-existent divine agent of judgment and salvation was embedded in the pre-Christian Jewish apocalyptic tradition. This tradition provides the most likely source for the concept of the Son of man as used by Jesus and the early church.


Before we leave this subject, we must take a brief look at two other usages of the term in the Hebrew Old Testament. One is in the Psalms, where it occurs in synonymous parallelism with ‘man’ (Ps. 8:4, ben ’adham; Ps. 80:17, ben ’adham, Ps. 144:3, ben ’enoš). In the first and third of these passages the context shows that the reference is to man as such,55 mankind, humanity. Ps. 8 plays a role in the interpretation of Jesus only in the later strata of the New Testament. By this time the apocalyptic Son of man had fully established itself in the sayings of Jesus (1 Cor. 15:27, Heb. 2:6) and in connection with the humiliated and exalted Christ. The latter notion, as we shall see, is certainly early, but somewhat later than the identification of Jesus with the coming Son of man. Psalm 8:4 does not therefore come into question as a possible source for the New Testament usage. Psalm 144:3 is never quoted in the New Testament. Psalm 80:17 poses a different problem, for here ‘son of man’ refers most probably to the king.56 It thus adds colour to the Uppsala theory that the term Son of man has its roots in the royal ideology.57 This theory, however, we have already rejected on other grounds. And in any case, while it has a possible bearing on the origin of the Son of man within Judaism, it is again irrelevant to the New Testament usage of the term Son of man. For this particular psalm is never quoted in the New Testament.


The second Old Testament usage which has played some part in the quest for the origin of the Son of man concept, particularly in British58 scholarship, is its use in Ezekiel. Repeatedly (nearly a hundred times) the prophet is addressed in his visions as Son of man (ben’adham). No explanation is offered in the text as to the meaning of the term. A. Richardson59 suggests that ‘it seems to indicate the dignity of the otherwise insignificant person whom God has condescended to address’.


The present writer has submitted a critique of the Ezekielic theory elsewhere,60 and the argument need not be repeated here. Since then A.J.B. Higgins has written: ‘It is questionable whether the apocalyptic Son of Man can be relegated to the periphery in this way, and if Jesus borrowed from Ezekiel his scant references to the Spirit are in surprising contrast to the frequent association in Ezekiel of the ‘Son of Man’ in the Spirit.’61 Hahn simply dismisses the theory with the words ‘it requires no serious refutation.’62 We may agree.


Finally, there is the view63 that Jesus’ use of Son of man has no biblical origin at all, but simply reflects current conversational usage in Aramaic, in which it is alleged that bar ’enoš simply meant ‘man’, or ‘one’ (on dit, man sagt). As an explanation of Jesus’ usage it could be taken in two ways: either as a self-effacing substitute for the first person singular: ‘The Son of man has nowhere to lay his head’ = ‘I have nowhere to lay my head’; or ‘one has nowhere to lay one’s head’ – i.e. having nowhere to lay one’s head is part of our general human lot. As late as 1948 Bultmann64 still explained the ‘present’ usage in the synoptic gospels (Mark 2:10, 28; Matt. 8:20 par., 11:19 par., 12:32 par.) in one or other of these two ways. The present writer has endeavoured to refute this interpretation of the passages in question,65 and is glad to find that more recent writers in the Bultmann school agree that in all of these passages Son of man is a title of majesty.66


Therefore, when we come to examine the Son of man in the sayings of Jesus and in the development of his sayings in the early church, we shall assume that the term is throughout derived from the pre-Christian Jewish apocalyptic tradition.


5. The Servant of the Lord


The Hebrew word for servant is ‘ebhedh, from the verb ‘abhadh meaning ‘to work’. It is used in an ordinary secular sense for a slave or for one in the service of a king. What concerns us here is religious use. Here it generally occurs in the possessive case followed by ‘Yahweh’; or with the first person singular suffix (with Yahweh as the speaker) ‘my servant’; or with the second person suffix, ‘thy servant’, in address to Yahweh. At the back of this usage would seem to be a common oriental notion that the deity is like an oriental despot before whom his subjects should grovel.67 Thus it is found in many of the psalms on the lips of the devout: ‘Behold, I am thy servant.’ From here it is but a small step to apply it to the religious men in Israel par excellence, the patriarchs, to kings (especially David)68 and to prophets, – (especially to Moses, the prophet par excellence).69 The servant is thus an individual member of Israel who is called by God to a special task in the execution of his purposes in history. As we shall seek to show, it is probably this Mosaic usage which is behind the use of παῖς in Acts, with overtones of the Davidic usage.


It is in the Servant Songs of Deutero-Isaiah (42:1-4; 49:1-6; 50:4-9; 52:13 53:12) that the concept of the Servant of the Lord acquires for the first time the possibility of being used in an eschatological context We need not here concern ourselves with the much debated question as to the original meaning of the ‘servant’ in the Songs.70 In relation to our present subject, what concerns us is its interpretation in Judaism at the time of Christian origins. Were the Songs interpreted messianically? If so, was the suffering of the servant incorporated into the concept of Messiahship? Lastly, and most important, was this suffering then accorded atoning significance?


Our first question is, were the Songs interpreted messianic ally in pre-Christian Palestinian Judaism? One of the first impressions from Jeremias’ analysis71 is of atomistic interpretation. There was no one interpretation of the servant throughout the Songs, and any one interpretation of the 19 occurrences of the term servant must on no account be applied by inference to any of the other passages. From the Targums Jeremias produces evidence to show that some passages were interpreted collectively of Israel (i.e. places where the text itself demanded this interpretation). The other ten passages, including Isa. 53, are, however, never interpreted to mean Israel collectively. Some passages are applied to various groups within the Jewish community Some passages are applied to specific individuals in the Old Testament (Jacob, David, etc). These interpretations are generally based on explicit or inferred allusions in the text.


Jeremias then goes on to discover various Messianic interpretations, not of the Songs in general, but of specific passages, viz. Isa. 42:1; 43:10; 49:6; 52:13; 53:11. He has little difficulty in showing that there is a fairly widespread tendency to call the Messiah the Servant of the Lord. In itself that could come either from the Old Testament ascription of the title to David, thus referring strictly to the Davidic Messiah or anointed one, or from the prophet-second Moses complex of ideas, which will be discussed later. It is not in itself to be taken as evidence of the influence of the Servant Songs, e.g. 4 Ezra 13. There is also a tendency to fill out the picture of the eschatological redeemer with traits from the Songs. For example the Son of man in the Similitudes is not only combined with the anointed one but is also called the light to lighten the gentiles, the Elect One, the Righteous One, etc. In such cases, however, the distinctive feature of suffering, to say nothing of atoning suffering ‘for many’, is lacking. The main evidence which Jeremias cites for the Messianic interpretation of Isa. 53 is in the Greek translations (LXX, Aquila, Theodotion) and the Peshitta. Miss Hooker72 is quite right in rejecting this evidence partly because it is too scanty, and partly because some of it is open to the suspicion of Christian influence. The remarkable interpretation of Isa. 53 in the Targum,73 in which all the references to suffering are transferred from the servant (whom it does interpret messianically) either to Israel or to the nations is taken by Jeremias as anti-Christian polemic, and he contends that in earlier Jewish interpretation the suffering had been recognized as that of the Messiah himself.74 But this is a hazardous argumentum e silentio. Another consideration has been brought forward by E. Lohse.75 The concept of the atoning power of vicarious suffering was very widespread in first-century Judaism, yet Isa. 53 was never adduced in support of it. This consideration will be important later on when we come to investigate the place of Isa. 53 in New Testament Christology.76


The results of our investigation are somewhat disappointing: ‘Servant of Yahweh’ was a subsidiary title both of the Davidic Messiah and of the Mosaic prophet. In Eth. Enoch traits of the Isaianic servant have been absorbed into the Son of man. Yet Jewish precedent for the messianic interpretation of the atoning power of the vicarious suffering of the Messiah is patently lacking This means that unless we can find in the New Testament specific allusions to atoning suffering for many (for which there is no Jewish precedent) we cannot postulate the influence of the characteristic feature of Isa. 53. And wherever we find the title ‘Servant’ or other allusions to the Servant Songs, we must avoid reading into these passages the concept of the atoning power of vicarious suffering. More light on the Isaianic servant will come from the ensuing discussion of the eschatological prophet.


6. The Eschatological Prophet


Yet another form of the late Jewish eschatological expectation, and one which provided some of the tools for the primitive Christian assessment of Jesus, was the concept of the eschatological prophet.77 Every reader of the New Testament is familiar with the idea that the (Davidic) Messiah is to be preceded by Elijah. But it is not commonly realized that this represents a fusion of two originally different traditions, the Davidic Messiah, and the eschatological prophet. The latter figure was originally quite distinct and existed in its own right.


The hope of an eschatological prophet took two forms. First, there was the hope of a return of Moses, or of a prophet like him. This was based upon Deut. 18:15-19. The original meaning of this passage78 was that a series of prophets would arise after Moses – not eschatological prophets, but historical figures. The passage continued to be interpreted historically even in the Rabbis, who sometimes referred it to one of the Old Testament prophets such as Jeremiah, sometimes to some future prophet as yet unknown.79 But there is also evidence for the application of Deut. 18:15ff. to an eschatological prophet. That there was such an interpretation was first contended by Gfrörer, but on inadequate evidence.80 For long Gfrörer’s theory was a matter of controversy since Deut 18:15ff. is never so interpreted in the Rabbinic litera- ture.81 Recently, however, A. Bentzen82 has put forward good grounds for supposing that the suffering servant in Deutero-Isaiah was intended by the original author of the Songs to be the eschatological prophet like unto Moses, a view which commends itself to both Cullmann and Hahn.83 More certain than this theory of Bentzen’s, however, is the appearance of an eschatological prophet as one of three eschatological figures alongside of the kingly and priestly Messiahs at Qumran.84 Again, in the Dead Sea Scrolls Deut. 18:18f. is explicitly applied to the eschatological prophet.85


Since our surviving evidence takes us no further, it is difficult to say with certainty what the functions of this eschatological prophet were expected to be But certain Mosaic functions are later ascribed to the Davidic Messiah, a figure which originally had nothing to do with Moses. This is the case with the Samaritan Ta’eb, who ‘performs miracles, restores the law and true worship among the people, and brings knowledge to other nations’,86 and with the Rabbinic Moses/Messiah87 typology.


Having been originally an independent eschatological figure, the Mosaic prophet loses his independent identity. Either he sinks, as at Qumran, to the status of forerunner (like Elijah, see below). Or he contributes his essential functions to the Davidic Messiah, as in the Rabbis and, in a different way, in the New Testament Christology. Yet there are still clear traces of its independent existence as an eschatological figure in the popular Palestinian expectation at the time of Jesus (cf. John 1:21, 25; 6:14). Moreover, as we shall see, this concept has contributed materially to the interpretation of Jesus in the earliest church.


Several further terms may be mentioned which are associated with the concept of the eschatological prophet One is the term ὁ δίκαιος, the Righteous One. This term has a wide use. It is applied to the devout in Israel, notably in Hab. 214. It is also used as an attributive adjective for the Davidic Messiah, e.g. Jer. 23:5 cf. Ps. Sol. 17:35. (Wisd. 2:18 is not Davidic-Messianic, but refers to the devout).88 But in Acts 3:14 and 7:52 it is applied to Jesus in a context which clearly enshrines pre-Lucan and probably quite early material. Here Jesus is presented not as Davidic Messiah, but as an eschatological figure of the Mosaic prophet-servant type (see below). Moses was the ‘Righteous One’ par excellence in Israel, and the eschatological prophet-servant is already accorded this title in Isa. 53:11.


The second title is ὁ ἅγιος τοῦ θεοῦ, the Holy One of God. The oldest material in the New Testament in which the attributive adjective ἅγιος (‘holy’) is applied to Jesus is in connection with the Mosaic prophet-servant concept (Acts 3:14 with δίκαιος, ‘righteous’; 4:27, 30). It would seem to be from this line of thought rather than from the concept of the priestly Messiah89 that the term is derived. Elisha in 2 Kings 4:9 is called a ‘holy man of God’, while ἅγιος in the New Testament is commonly used as an attributive adjective for the OT prophets (cf. Wisd. 11:1, in reference to Moses). Isaiah 61:1f, where the servant is endowed with the πνεῦμα (‘spirit’), again suggests the application of ἅγιος to the prophet servant. Both ἄρχηγος (‘leader’, ‘prince’, Acts 3:15) in a Mosaic context again, and 5:13 and σωτήρ (‘Saviour) – although this, as we shall see, was predominantly a Hellenistic title with other roots – may well have been originally derived from the same Mosaic-prophet-servant complex. The analogous term λυτρωτής (‘redeemer’) is used for Moses himself in Acts 7:35. The primary notion of σωτήρ (‘Saviour’) is similar. Jesus as the Mosaic servant- prophet – the Redeemer and Saviour – leads the eschatological people of God into the promised land of the kingdom of God. Jeremias90 gives six or seven instances in the Rabbinic literature where the principle is stated: ‘Like the first redeemer (Moses), so the last redeemer (Messiah).’


The second prophetic figure who acquired eschatological significance was Elijah The starting point for this expectation is Mal. 4:5f. (MT 3:23f.). In this passage, an editorial note commenting on Mal. 3:1,91 Elijah appears as the forerunner not of the Messiah92 but of Yahweh himself (cf. ‘my – Yahweh’s – messenger’, 3:1, followed by the coming of Yahweh to his temple for the eschatological judgment; and 4:5, ‘before the great and terrible day of the Lord comes’).


In Ecclus. 48:10 the same expectation appears in relative purity: Elijah is still the last emissary of Yahweh before he comes in his wrath, though there the Elijah figure has been combined, as we have seen, with traits from the servant of Deutero-Isaiah. In the later literature however Elijah has lost his independence. In Eth. Enoch 90:31 he appears together with Enoch as the forerunner of the Son of man, and in the Rabbinic literature as the forerunner of the Davidic Messiah. Unfortunately, this Rabbinic evidence is all later than the origins of Christianity. But the New Testament itself gives us clear evidence that Elijah had already been relegated to the position of forerunner of the Davidic Messiah (Mark 9:11) by the time of Jesus. Perhaps, too, the relegation of the Mosaic prophet to the same status at Qumran (see above) is due to the influence of the Elijah-prophet. Finally, the transfiguration narrative (Mark 9:4f.) witnesses to a similar combination of Moses and Elijah as forerunners of the final agent of redemption. The eschatological functions of the Elijah-prophet differ from those of the Moses-prophet. Whereas the Moses-prophet is a redeemer who works miracles and gives the definitive exposition of the Torah (or a new Torah), the Elijah-prophet is a preacher who announces the imminent coming of the end, and urges repentance in preparation for it.93
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