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SON OF MAN-FORSCHUNG SINCE 
'THE TEACHING OF JESUS' 1 

by 

A. J. B. HIGGINS 

A COMPLETE survey of the bewildering mass of material on 
the Son of Man problem which has been produced during 

the quarter of a century since the publication of Professor Man
son' s book is impossible here. In the far from easy task of selection 
some names and even some not insignificant contributions to the 
subject have perforce been omitted. What is attempted is a sketch 
of the main lines of discussion of a topic which has been upper
most in my mind since my interest in it was first aroused by 
Dr. Manson's book and by his lectures in the Faculty of Theology 
in Manchester University-a topic to which I hope to return on 
a later occasion. Much less is it within the scope of this paper to 
review the progress of the debate on the whole problem of the 
eschatological teaching of Jesus, of which the Son of Man ques
tion, however important in itself, is but an integral part.2 A few 
remarks will suffice. Schweitzer's 'thorough-going' (konsequent) 
eschatology, which he still retains (see his introduction to the 
third edition (1954) of The Quest of the Historical Jesus) has been 
revived by M. W emer in Die Entstehung des christlichen Dogmas 
(1941, 2nd edn., 1954; Eng. trans. (in a shortened form), The 
Formation of Christian Dogma (1957) ), who is opposed by W. 
Michaelis in Der Herr verzieht nicht die Verheissung (1942), especi
ally pp. 58 ff. To the latter should now be added H. Schuster's 
important article, 'Die konsequente Eschatologie in der Inter
pretation des neuen Testaments, kritisch betrachtet', ZNTW 47 
(1956), 1-25. The whole question is fully discussed by W. G. 
Kiimmel in Promise and Fulfilment (1957). Even C. H. Dodd (in 
The Coming of Christ (1951)) has modified his earlier thesis of 
'realized eschatology' by allowing for the parousia of the Son of 
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Man (beyond history) and by distinguishing this from the resur
rection as an event within history.3 

Dr. Manson followed up his now well-known examination of 
the Son of Man sayings in the Synoptic Gospels in The Teaching 
of Jesus (211 ff, 263 ff) with Son of Man (1950) and with a sum
mary of his conclusions in The Servant-Messiah ( 19 5 3), 72-4, on 
which the following outline, with some use of his own language, 
is based. 

(I) ' "Son of man" is a symbol, an apocalyptic counter.' 
(2) 'Jesus took it from the book of Daniel. We have good 

evidence that he knew of the Danielic Son of man, and no reason 
to think that he knew of any other.' 

(3) In Daniel 'Son of Man' is not a Messiah but a symbol for 
' "the people of the saints of the Most High", who are to receive 
the coming kingdom.' 

(4) 'The "receiving of the kingdom" is a comprehensive term 
for the vindication of Israel and the fulfilment of the promises 
made to the dynasty of David. The "people of the saints of the 
Most High" is the actualization in history of the Israelite ideal. 
So the Son of man idea in Daniel links the Davidic hope to the 
Israelite ideal.' 

(5) The answer of Jesus to the questions: 'How does the king
dom come to the Son of man? and, What is the Israelite ideal?' 
is to define Son of man in terms of the Deutero-Isaianic Servant 
of the Lord. 

(6) This definition is worked out especially in the Son of man 
sayings, in 'the closely parallel sayings on the task of the disciples', 
and in the ministry of Jesus. 

(7) Not only the Messiah but Israel, or a believing remnant 
within Israel, must be the Servant. 

(8) The Messiah is the embodiment not only of the Israelite 
ideal, but of the true Israel. Here the Hebrew conception of cor
porate personality and of oscillation4 between the pluralistic and 
individualistic understandings of the social group makes possible 
'the transition from Son of man as a name for the people of the 
saints of the Most High to Son of man as a messianic title'. 

(9) 'The kingdom of God is God's kingdom', and it has come 
to Israel in Jesus as the realization of the Israelite ideal. 

The salient points then are: (a) The Son of Man in the Gospels 
is of apocalyptic origin; (b) Jesus derived the term and its meaning 
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from the book of Daniel; (c) the Danielic figure is a corporate 
one; (d) Jesus widerstood Son of Man in terms of the suffering 
Servant; (e) the Son of Man in the Gospels is a corporate as well 
as an individual conception. 

A preliminary question, however, is that of the origin of the 
Son of Man conception in Judaism. In a sense this may be re
garded as lying outside the problem of the significance of the 
figure in the Synoptic Gospels, especially if the non-apocalyptic 
view of its provenance is adopted. But the question of ultimate 
origins is also strictly irrelevant if Dr. Manson's opinion is fol
lowed that there is 'no reason to think that he [Jesus] knew of any 
other' Son of Man than the Danielic.6 If, however, a wider view 
is adopted, the two questions are intimately connected: it is pos
sible that Jesus was influenced by current Jewish ideas of the Son 
of Man which retained, though in a considerably modified form, 
the marks of their foreign origin. 

Bousset, von Gall, Gressmann, Reitzenstein and others have 
fowid the ultimate source of the Son of Man in oriental and 
Hellenistic conceptions of the Urmensch, Anthropos, or primordial 
man, particularly in its Gnostic form of the Redeemer. Among 
recent surveys may be mentioned those of H. L. Jansen, 6 W. 
Manson,7 and especially S. Mowinckel who provides copious 
references to the vast literature.8 The last named holds that the 
fact that theAnthropos in most Gnostic systems has 'acquired acer
tain element of the eschatological redeemer' is due to his having 
already assumed this role in certain circles of Persian religion, and 
with earlier scholars points especially to the Gayomartian sect 
(p. 429 ). R. Bultmann, the indefatigable champion of the theory 
of pervasive Gnostic influence in Christianity, attributes the 
Christian Redeemer-conception to Gnosticism.9 But the Gnostic 
texts fowid at Nag Hammadi in 1945 suggest that such ideas may 
need at least some revision: there is no 'pre-Christian Gnostic 
redeemer' in the mid-second-century Gospel of Truth (edited by 
M. Malinine, H. C. Puech and G. Quispe! as Evangelium Veritatis 
(1956) ). G. Quispel writes: 'There would appear to be good 
gronnds for supposing that it was from Christianity that the con
ception of redemption and the figure of the Redeemer were taken 
over into Gnosticism. A pre-Christian redeemer and an Iranian 
mystery of redemption perhaps never existed.' 1° Further, he 
believes the texts show that Gnostic speculations about the 
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Heavenly Man are traceable to heterodox Jewish traditions about 
Adam. Certainly the idea of the Man was not strange to Judaism 
with its belief in the creation of man in the divine image.11 But 
it would be as unwise to over-emphasize the importance of 
Judaism as it would that of Christianity.12 

Another aspect of the problem is the relationship between the 
Son of Man and the Messiah. Mowinckel sharply distinguishes the 
derivation of the Son of Man from the oriental Urmensch and that 
of the Messiah from the Israelite adaptation of oriental kingship: 
the Son of Man is not connected with the king. A. Bentzen13 

represented a different school of thought and found a closer con
nection in the Old Testament between the two figures than 
Mowinckel does. He pointed to Gen. r and Ps. 8 as parallels, and 
in Ps. 8 (also Ps. 8o:r8) the king is called Son of Man. H. Riesen
feld, 14 with Bonsirven and Kiippers, conflates the Son of Man and 
the Messiah, asserting that the differences between them are often 
exaggerated at the expense of the similarities. Mowinckel answers 
Riesenfeld' s view that the transcendent and divine features of the 
Son of Man are derived, like those of the Messiah, from oriental 
royal ideology, in He That Cometh, 467. 

A. Feuillet15 has taken a completely different line by attempting 
to account for the Jewish Son of Man figure (as it appears in 
Daniel) without recourse to foreign influence. He describes the 
figure as a kind of visible manifestation of the invisible divine 
glory in human form like that in Ezek. r :26, by which it is influ
enced (p. r 87 ), and as the result of the influence of sapiential litera
ture on the prophetic conception of the Messiah through the 
divine hypostasis Wisdom. This hypothesis of 'sapiential Mes
sianism' is examined by J. Coppens and rejected:16 the figure of 
Wisdom is too closely bound up with the being of God to be a 
prototype of the Son of Man, who is distinct from God. 

T. F. Glasson, who deprecates the Urmensch and similar theo
ries, finds the origin of the Son of Man figure in Dan. 7 in the very 
similar vision of Enoch in r En. 14.1 7 He does not mean to suggest 
that the writer of Dan. 7 made the identification with Enoch, but 
he points to the identification of the Son of Man and Enoch 
in r En. 71. 

The Similitudes of Enoch (r En. 37-71) show, in the opinion of 
many scholars, that in the time of Jesus certain Jewish apocalyptic 
circles cherished hopes in the coming of a Son of Man, a celestial 
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figure, to deliver the righteous (Israelites) and to execute judg
ment on the wicked. Whatever view is adopted about the origin 
of this conception and the body of ideas bound up with it, various 
opinions have been held as to the indebtedness of Jesus to 
them. 

There are still occasional attempts to support the hypothesis 
that Jesus owed little or nothing to apocalyptic and that his use 
of the title Son of Man is based primarily on Ezekiel.1 8 Pierson 
Parker19 holds that the title as used by Jesus (and his predecessors) 
'carried no messianic implication at all', was drawn from Old 
Testament passages other than Dan. 7:13, such as Dan. 8:17 and 
numerous occurrences in Ezekiel where Son of Man simply 
means 'man', and denotes prophetic leadership. According to 
W. A. Curtis LJesus Christ the Teacher (1943) ), Son of Man was 
not a current Messianic apocalyptic title, otherwise Jesus would 
have discouraged its use as he did that of the term Messiah. The 
expression has no Messianic meaning in the Old Testament, not 
even in Dan. 7:13, where what we have is 'one like a son of man'. 
Jesus' use of the term therefore cannot be Messianic, but denotes 
himself as representative, typical, or true man. Ben 'iidhiim in 
Ezekiel (nearly a hundred times) is regarded as the main source of 
the self-designation of Jesus, and this was fundamentally pro
phetic in intention. G. S. Duncan's book Jesus, Son of Man (1947) 
is perhaps the most notable recent work on these lines. Its sub
title, 'Studies Contributory to a Modem Portrait', is reminiscent 
of Harnack and the writers of the 'liberal' lives of Jesus, and 
although Duncan allows more content to the concept of Messiah
ship than did Harnack, he portrays Jesus as primarily a prophetic 
Son of Man and as having derived the title and his understanding 
of it from Ezekiel. The apocalyptic associations of the Son of Man 
are therefore discarded; the apocalyptic hope of the final con
summation of the kingdom of God is said to be quite alien to the 
thought of Jesus; and the parousia is interpreted in the sense of 
the future aspect of his one corning which has taken place because 
the kingdom of God has come in him. Of the use of Dan. 7: 13 by 
Jesus before the high priest Duncan writes that 

we need not be surprised if Jesus, recognising Himself to be, in a most 
truly spiritual sense, the Man in whom God's ideals and purposes for 
men were to be ful£illed, should have dared to believe that this and all 
such Scripture references to exaltation and authority, whether on the 
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part of the Son of Man or some other such figure, were to be fulfilled 
in Himself (p. 191). 

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' and the 
Spirit. Nor is there much force in Duncan's argument from the 
frequency of the term in Ezekiel as compared with the 'one 
phrase in Daniel vii:13' (p. 145, n. 3). A similar position is adopted 
by J. Y. Campbell.20 

There is no purely philological obstacle to the belief that bar 
nasa', represented in the Gospels by Son of Man, could be a title, 
although in early Palestinian Aramaic, but not very commonly, 
it means 'a man', much as a.v0ewno; became a title in Gnosticism.21 

J. Y. Campbell ('The Origin and Meaning of the Term Son of 
Man',JTS 48 (1947), 145-55) suggested that Jesus used it ofhim
self but not as a title, and in the form hahu' bar nasa' as a more dis
tinctive equivalent of hahu' gabhra', 'this man' or 'I', which would 
account for the Greek o vlo; -rov av0ewnov. 22 

There is still to be found the opinion that Jesus did not allude 
to himself as Son of Man at all. According to F. C. Grant in The 
Gospel of the Kingdom (1940) the Son of Man Christology is a 
creation of the early church, and the coexistence of different 
Christologies-Messiah, Son of David, Son of Man-militates 
against any one of them having originated with Jesus.23 

R. Bultmann opens his Theology of the New Testament (i (1952)) 
with often quoted words: 'The message of Jesus is a presupposition 
for the theology of the New Testament rather than a part of that 
theology itself'. His message was of the imminence of the reign of 
God, whose dawning was manifest already in his own words and 
works. Now is the time for decision, for soon will come the judg
ment exercised by God or by his representative the Son of Man 
who will arrive on the clouds of heaven. Jesus, although in his own 
person the sign of the times, did not demand belief in himself or 
declare himself Messiah. He came as a prophet or rabbi without 
any Messianic consciousness whatever, either of the political 
Davidic or the apocalyptic Son of Man variety, and points ahead 
to the Son of Man as another than himself (p. 9). Bultmann 
sharply distinguishes between sayings which allude to the Son 
of Man's passion, death, and resurrection and those which refer 
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to his parousia. The two groups had originally no connection 
with one another, for the passion sayings say nothing of the 
parousia and the parousia sayings nothing of the death and 
resurrection of the Son of Man. The latter are judged to be 
the older, and probably authentic utterances of Jesus; the former, 
unrepresented in Q, are probably creations of the Hellenistic 
church which had lost the meaning of the expression Son of Man 
and identified the figure with Jesus. We have here an illumin
ating and crucial example of the significance of the opening 
sentence in Bultmann's book.24 T. F. Glasson in The Second Ad
vent (1945), on the assumption that Jesus did not think in apo
calyptic terms at all, though he regarded himself as Son of Man, 
reinterpreting Dan. 7 in terms of the Suffering Servant, reaches a 
result diametrically opposed to Bultmann' s, for it is those very 
parousia sayings, accepted by Bultmann as genuine, which he pro
nounces unauthentic. A different explanation of the apparent 
reference of Son of Man sayings to another person than Jesus him
self is that ofJ. Schniewind,25 to whom they are part and parcel 
of Jesus' own Messianic secret-he is the hidden Messiah on earth. 

The only direct available evidence for the existence of Son of 
Man as a Messianic title in pre-Christian Judaism is Dan. 7 and 
I En. 37-71. According to Mowinckel Dan. 7 itself is directly 
important evidence for belief in an individual Son of Man about 
200 B.C., which it reinterprets in a corporate sense.26 The Simili
tudes of Enoch show that, though of a different origin from the 
Messiah, this Son of Man in certain apocalyptic circles had come 
to be regarded as the Messiah,27 The more usual view is that the 
figure in the Similitudes is an individualization of the corporate 
figure symbolic of 'the saints of the Most High' in Dan. 7. Thus, 
for example, J. W. Bowman, while admitting the possibility of 
influence from other sources, is content with Dan. 7 as the origin 
of the Son of Man in 1 En. 28 Among recent writers who assume 
Son of Man to have become a Messianic title before the time of 
Jesus, at least in certain circles, may be mentioned N.Johansson,29 

W. Manson,30 J. W. Bowman,31 E. Sjoberg,32 W. F. Albright,33 

R. Bultmann,34 R. Leivestad36 and 0. Cullmann.36 That the 
term was not a Messianic title in pre-Christian Judaism is held, 
among others, by Pierson Parker,37 H. H. Rowley,38 M. S. Ens
lin39 and R. H. Fuller.40 This attitude is largely determined by 
doubts concerning the common assumption of a pre-Christian 
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date for the Similitudes of Enoch. The most severe depreciation of 
them in recent years is that of J. Y. Campbell,41 who points to 
the late date of the manuscripts, none of which is earlier than the 
sixteenth century, and regards the work as quite valueless as 
evidence for Jewish ideas about the Son of Man; the title may be 
the work of Christian interpolators. More recently doubts about 
the pre-Christian date of the Similitudes have been expressed by 
C. H. Dodd42 and R. H. Fuller.43 

The majority of critics continue to regard the Son of Man in 
the Gospels as of apocalyptic origin and to attribute the usage to 
Jesus himself But there remains a sharp cleavage of opinion as to 
whether Dan. 7 or 1 En. is the source from which he drew. 

Those who agree with Dr. Manson that Dan. and not 1 En. is 
the source of the self-designation of Jesus, and that the Danielic 
figure is a corporate symbol are, of course, nwnerous. But there 
is very little unqu;ili.fied acceptance of his suggestion that Jesus' 
own use of the term Son of Man is also corporate. C. J. Cadoux 
in The Historic Mission of Jesus (1941), especially 90-103, whole-
heartedly adopted the thesis.44 M. Black thinks that 'the com
munal meaning is not only possible, but highly probable, and may 
be the true one, but it is doubtful if, in any case, it is the only 
one .... ' 45 The disagreement on this point is in some cases com
plete. C. C. McCown48 brings forward four objections. (1) No 
Gospel passage suggests that Jesus and his followers, forming a 
corporate entity, are described as Son of Man; (2) the Son of Man 
in 1 En. was probably known to them; (3) 'the increasing popu
larity of angelology and hypostatization looks toward an indi
vidualizing of such figures rather than the more abstract cor
porate use of the terms'; (4) there is no need to look beyond the 
ideas of the guardian angel or the Jravashi to explain the concep
tion. E. Percy4 7 rejects Dr. Manson's theory without discussion. 
E. Sjoberg48 sees in Dr. Manson's hypothesis an unjustifiable con
clusion drawn from the (mistaken) corporate interpretation of 
Dan. 7 and from his opinion that Jesus drew from the passage 
directly without reference to contemporary Jewish exegesis ofit.49 

On the other hand, it is recognized by some of those who can
not accept the theory as Dr. Manson states it that it contains 
valuable elements of truth. R. N. Flew emphasizes the value of 
the connection of the remnant idea with that of the Messiah in 
Dr. Manson' s treatment. 50 V. Taylor in Jesus and His Sacrifice 
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(1943), 29, did not think it necessary to discuss the societary view 
because Dr. Manson himself holds that Jesus came to restrict the 
title to himself. Later, however, in a valuable treatment of the 
question, he made two important points. ( 1) 'A part, therefore, 
from discussions concerning "the Son of Man" a communal ele
ment in his teaching is a vital clue to his mission. If this is so, the 
significance of the title, important and revealing as it is, is not a 
decisive issue. The thing signified, and not the name, is the pri
mary consideration. The value of the collective interpretation is 
that it names the community otherwise implied.' 51 (2) He sug
gested that, even if the communal interpretation is not conclusive, 
it is possible that the early church applied to the second coming of 
Christ parousia sayings which, belonging to the earlier period of 
the ministry, originally referred to the elect community as the 
Son of Man.52 This should be taken in conjunction with Taylor's 
earlier article 'The "Son of Man" Sayings Relating to the 
Parousia' in ET 58 (1946), 12-15, the thesis of which is sum
marized in general terms in The Interpreter's Bible vii (1951), 
n8 £; cf. also his The Gospel according to St. Mark (1952), 383 f.; 
The Names of Jesus (1953), 33 f. H. H. Rowley seems to be think
ing on somewhat similar lines when he remarks that it is in pas
sages concerning the future coming of the Son of Man that 'the 
collective understanding of the phrase is attended with the least 
difficulty'.53 J. W. Bowman is impressed by the corporate under
standing of the term Son of Man but, denying the presence of 
apocalyptic eschatology in the thought of Jesus, he regards it as 
referring to Jesus and the church which it was his 'intention' to 
establish.54 Cullmann sees both in Dan. 7:13 and in Jesus' use of 
the phrase Son of Man a collective sense, but with the individual 
aspect more prominent.55 Finally, the view supported by 
Mowinckel (mentioned earlier) that in Dan. 7 we have a cor
porate interpretation of an individual Son of Man who was an 
object of belief before the time of Jesus, invites the question 
whether (if it is accepted) Jesus would have been more likely to 
appeal directly to the scriptural passage to the neglect of the sup
posed current belief than to the latter itself. Perhaps both motives 
should be allowed for, and if so we should have a reasonable 
explanation of the variation between the personal and collective 
uses of the term Son of Man. In any case it is probably a mistake 
to regard Dan. 7 as the sole source of the title in the Gospels. 
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R. Otto's once widely influential book56 offered suggestions 
concerning the Son of Man problem which, while ingenious, 
have not commended themselves to most scholars. Otto is to be 
classed with the supporters of I En. as the direct source of Jesus' 
self-designation. According to him Jesus was a charismatic 
preacher of the imminence of the Kingdom of God who was so 
influenced by Persian ideas mediated in Galilee through the 
Enochic literatw.-e that he came to think of his mission in terms 
derived from its teaching. Enoch was 'a prophet of the eschato
logical Son of Man', who 'would be exalted to become the one 
whom he had proclaimed' (p. 213). 

But although he himself was the future Son of Man, he did not pro
claim himself as the Son of Man ... Similarly Jesus knew himself to 
be the 'filius hominis praedestinatus'; therefore he summoned, worked, 
and acted as the one upon whom the choice had fallen; he worked pro
leptically with the powers of the Son of Man, with divine commission 
and divine anointing; but he did not deliver teachings in regard to his 
being the Son of Man, any more than did Enoch (p. 219 ). 

The basis of this theory is I En. 71 :14, where alone in the Simili
tudes is Enoch identified with the Son of Man who, Otto tenta
tively conjectured, is the Jravashi or heavenly counterpart of 
Enoch. Rowley's comment is worth quoting. 'My difficulty with 
Otto's view is that if I Enoch identifies Enoch with the Son of 
Man, and if I Enoch influenced our Lord's assumption of the title 
Son of Man, the implied identification of Himself with Enoch 
might have been expected to leave some trace in the Gospels.' 57 

More serious for Otto's whole hypothesis is the problem of the 
relation of chapter 71 to the rest of the Similitudes.58 Other 
writers who find in I En. the source of the Son of Man in the 
Gospels are N. Johansson (op. cit., 183 f., 301), C. C. McCown 
(op. cit., 9) and E. Stauffer (New Testament Theology (1955), 108-
11 (in addition to Dan. 7) ). But opponents of this derivation are 
many, and include C. J. Cadoux (op. cit., 98 £), V. Taylor (see 
last footnote), T. F. Glasson (op. cit., 45 ff.), J. W. Bowman (The 
Religion of Maturity (1948), 255-7), and J. W. Doeve LJewish 
Hermeneutics in the Synoptic Gospels and Acts (1954), 136). 

Others allow the possibility of.knowledge among Jesus and his 
followers of current ideas about a future superhuman judge and 
ruler, without necessarily direct dependence on I En. J. Lowe59 
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thinks 'Enoch or something like it' in addition to Daniel is pre
supposed by Gospel usage. M. Goguel60 thought the expression 
'this Son of Man' in 1 En. points to an already known but not 
common conception. Similar views are held, among others, by 
E. Percy81 and E. Sjoberg.62 

E. Lohmeyer63 dealt with the Son of Man question as part of 
his theory of two centres of primitive Christianity: the Son of 
Man (and Kyrios) Christology was characteristic of Galilaean 
belief, that of the Messiah belonged to Jerusalem. Of this Bult
mann provides a brief critique (approved by Percy, op. cit., 244, 
n.) in his Theology of the New Testament i (1952), 52 f.: the two 
titles do not imply two different types of Christology. Cullmann 
(op. cit., 168) judges that Christologies cannot be differentiated in 
this way on a geographical basis. 

Those who, with Dr. Manson, believe that Jesus invested the 
Son of Man title (derived from Dan. 7) with traits of the Suffer
ing Servant are too nwnerous to mention. But there is a lack of 
agreement as to whether Jesus was original in this or whether 
Judaism was already familiar with the idea of a suffering Son of 
Man. While the great majority of supporters of originality think 
of Dan., R. H. Charles" and, in our period, Otto85 have traced 
the thought of Jesus to a synthesis of the Servant conception and 
the Enochic Son of Man. Protagonists of the other view include 
some who find a suffering Son of Man already in the Old Testa
ment. Thus W. D. Davies88 thinks that Dan. 7:21, 25 points in 
this direction because the Son of Man represents the persecuted 
saints of the Most High. A similar view is adopted by C. H. 
Dodd67 and C. F. D. Moule.88 This kind of exegesis is rejected by 
H. H. Rowley who writes that there is no thought of a suffering 
Son of Man because the 'saints suffered before the appearance of 
the Son of Man, for this is a figure for the saints only after they 
are invested with power'.89 More commonly, however, it is 
r En. 37-71 to which appeal is made: a suffering and dying Son 
of Man is conceived after the pattern of the Servant. The most 
notable recent attempt to support this thesis is that ofJ. Jeremias. 70 

J. Hering71 signified his rejection of such ideas, but the most 
thorough refutation is that of Sjoberg. 72 Mowinckel, following 
Sjoberg, adduces impressive and cogent arguments against the 
supposition that pre-Christian Judaism cherished any belief in a 
suffering and dying Son of Man.73 In Mowinckel's opinion such 

K 
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a supposition is due to misuse of verbal similarities.74 To illustrate 
the almost confusing variety of opinions on this question it is suffi
cient to refer to the fact that while C.R. North finds no evidence 
that the Son of Man in the Similitudes is to suffer, he yet sees there 
a real identification of the Son of Man and the Servant.76 W. 
Manson, in his valuable study Jesus the Messiah (1943), appears at 
times almost to equate Son of Man and Servant in pre-Christian 
Judaism, but does not intend actually to do so. He writes: 

In Biblical and Jewish belief the ideas Son of God, Servant of the 
Lord, and Son of Man, however separate they may have been in origin, 
had come to signify only variant phases of the one Messianic idea, and 
approaches to an actual synthesis of the features of all three had already 
taken place in I Enoch .... The sufferings of Jesus are predicted in the 
form of a dogma relating to the Son of Man. But this dogma is not only 
not derivable from Jewish apocalyptic tradition but stands in extreme 
paradoxical relation to it. That the Son of Man enters on his heavenly 
glory through humiliation and self-sacrifice was an idea which despite 
Isa. liii had not entered into the Messianic calculations of Judaism. 78 

Some scholars have denied to the thought of Jesus any associa
tion of the ideas of the Kingdom of God and the Son of Man. Of 
these two concepts in his teaching H. B. Sharman writes that 
'they create the impression of two foci that do not belong to the 
same ellipse', and that 'the Son of Man has no kingdom and the 
Kingdom of God has no Son of Man'. 77 Although the question 
cannot be pursued here, a strong case can be made out for the 
opposite view that the association of the two ideas belongs to the 
earliest stratum of the tradition, and to the thought of Jesus him
sel£ 7 8 In fact, it is difficult to imagine anything else if he was 
dependent on Dan. 7. 

This survey may conclude with another topic in some ways 
germane to the connection between the Kingdom of God and the 
Son of Man. Was Jesus, in thinking of himself as the Son of Man, 
concerned primarily with the future, in view of the fact that in 
Judaism the Son of Man is an entirely eschatological figure? R.H. 
Fuller regards Jesus as exercising proleptically the functions of the 
eschatological Son of Man in his earthly ministry viewed as the 
Kingdom in action in advance of its full coming. Jesus is the Son 
of Man designate: he 'is not yet the Son of Man (which is essen
tially a triumphant figure). But he acts as the one destined to be 
the triumphant Son of Man already during his ministry and 
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humiliation. The Kingdom and the Son of Man "spill over" or 
"jut out", as it were, on to this side of the cross, yet the cross itself 
remains the decisive event which sets both in motion'. 79 J. Hering 
denies to Jesus any Messianic claim, while yet holding him to have 
looked to the coming of the Son of Man of Dan. and I En. and 
to his future identity with him.80 Theo Preiss appeals to the idea 
of the Messianic secret: the use by Jesus of the term bar nasa' forms 
part of this, serving both to indicate and to conceal the mystery 
ofhis person as the Son of Man who will be revealed in glory only 
at the parousia.81 Sjoberg does the same. If Jesus claimed to be the 
Messiah-Son of Man, it was as hidden, since he appeared on earth 
before the Endzeit, when alone the Son of Man is fully revealed.82 

That Jesus appeared as Son of Man before the Endzeit, to which 
that figure properly belongs, is stressed by Cullmann in his impor
tant chapter on the title in Die Christologie des Neuen Testaments. 
He emphasizes the originality of the thought of Jesus about him
self as the eschatological Son of Man already present on earth, a 
thought which finds its explanation in his transference of Jewish 
eschatological conceptions into the present, for in his teaching the 
Endzeit has already arrived. 
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