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The Background and Terminology
of
Jesus’ Self-Designation “the ‘Son of Man’”

y
)

| &
CEEEEREE LA R R

As it is well known, a figure described as being wi% "23(or its
equivalents) appears in three Jewish apocalyptic books: Dan 7;
1En 37-71; and 4Ezra 13. The latter two clearly show the
influence of Dan 7. In Dan 7.13 Daniel sees in a vision the figure
coming with (or upon—LXX) the clouds of heaven to the Ancient
of Days. This figure, having been presented to the Ancient of
Days, receives dominion, glory and kingdom. The phrase “son of
man” is clearly no title here: Daniel does not see “the Son of
Man” but one “like a son of man”. It is rather a descriptive,
pictorial phrase which expresses that the figure Daniel sees is
like a man, has a human form or likeness. The accompaniment
of the clouds in his appearance, however, indicates that he is a
divine figure. For in the Old Testament clouds regularly accom-
pany theophany® So, the figure Daniel sees is a deity appearing
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in human form or likeness.

As the various Oriental myths and the Gnostic anthropos-myth
are now shown to be no source of this figure in Jewish
apocalyptic literature,? the Canaanite myth of the two deities-El
and Baal-is appealed to as the possible source of the idea of the
two deities-the Ancient of Days and the one “like a son of man”
in Dan 7.% But even this hypothesis is not without difficulties,
as the parallels between the Canaanite myth in the Ugaritic texts
and the descriptions of Dan 7 are by no means unequivocal. ¥
Moreover, it is difficult to imagine how the author of Daniel
came to know the myth.® ,

For us, it seems best to see the origin of the figure within the

1) Among about 100 passages in which clouds are mentioned in the OT,
Feuillet reckons that about 30 refer to a purely natural phenomenon
and the rest to theophanies. He notes also that in angelophany clouds
are absent. See F. Feuillet, “Le fils de 'homme de Daniel et la tradition
biblique”. RB (1953), 187f.; also J.A. Emerton, “The Origin of the
Son of Man Imagery”, JTS 9(1958), 231f.; Colpe, ThWwb VI, 420f.
See also my book, The Origin of Paul's Gospel (1981), 205-216, for
the pattern of the OT and Jewish apocalyptic stories of heavenly visions
that describes a divine figure appearing in a vision as being “like a
(son of) man” and a human figure exalted in heaven as being “like
God or a son of God”. This pattern also leads us to understand the
figure WI¥ ™2D as a divine figure.

2) See Colpe, ThWb VIII, 408ff.; U.B. Miiller, Messias und Menschen-
sohn in jidischen Apokalypsen und in der Offenbarung des Johannes
(1972), 30ff.

3) Emerton, op. cit., 225-242; Cople, TAWb VI, 415-419.

4) See Colpe, ThWb VIII, 417ff.; cf. also Miiller, Messias, 34.

5) Emerton has a considerable difficulty in making it plausible that the
influence of the myth, having entered into the Jewish cultus after
their settlement in Canaan or David’s capture of Jerusalem, lived
on in the Jewish cultus (op. cit., 240ff.). If Emerton is right, it is
surely strange that the myth of two deities, after a long time of
hibernation, should suddenly surface in Daniel—precisely in Daniel
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Old Testament-Jewish' tradition of * theophany. = As early as 1920
O. Procksch saw the literary links between the vision of God as
DR N3 M7 in Ezek 1 and the vision of Dan 7 and perceived
the figure Wiy 723 in Dan 7.13 as the hypostatization of the
mirror-image of God in Ezek 1.9 A. Feuillet developed this
suggestion by drawing out the literary and theological links
between Ezek 1 and Dan 7. His conclusion is that the figure
wik 22 in Dan 7 is “a kind of manifestation of the invisible
God” and “the son of man in Daniel clearly belongs to the
category of the divine and is a kind of incarnation of the divine
glory, with the same title as the human forrh seen by Ezekiel(1.
26).7"” M. Black also sees Dan 7.9-13 as standing within the
theophanic throne-vision tradition of 1Ki 22.19-22; Isa 6; Ezek
1:8;10, and concurs with Feuillet in understanding the “son of
man” figure in the light of Ezek 1.26ff. He goes on to trace the
development of the “son of man” tradition in the throne-visions

through 1En.® H.R. Balz also takes up the suggestion of O.

which is so uncompromising with heathen cultus! Cf. Colpe, TAW &
VIII, 418.

6) O. Procksch, “Die Berufungsvision Hesekiels”, BZAW 34, K. Budde
FS (1920), 149f.; “Der Menschensohn als Gottessohn”, = Christentum
und Wissenschaft 3(1927), 432f.; Theologie des AT (1950), 416f.
Independently of Procksch, other scholars also have noted many
similarities between Ezek 1 and Dan 7: see, e.g., J. Bowman, “The
Background of the Term ‘Son of Man'”, ExpT 59(1948), 258; R.B.Y.
Scott, “Behold, He Cometh with Clouds”, NTS 5(1958/59), 129. The
former (285f.) notes also the influence of Ezek 1and Dan 7 upon the
Similitudes of En and on merkabah mysticism.

7) Feuillet, “fils”, 190. -

8) Black, “The Throne-Theophany Prophetic Commission and the ‘Son
of Man’: A Study in Tradition-History”, Jews, Greeks and Christians,
W.D. Davies FS (1976), 56-73.
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Procksch, calling it “einen entscheidendén, bisher wenig beacht-
eten Neuansatz”. Through a) an analysis of the theophany visions
in Bzek 1:8-11;40;43; Dan 7; 4Ezra 13; and b) an observation
of the tendency in the Old Testament-Judaism to hypostatize
God's functions and attributes (like wisdom, word, glory), split
them off from God and then personify and deify them; and ¢)
an observation of the Jewish speculations about a heavenly
mediator figure like the metatron, Balz comes to the conclusion:
The figure Wik 132 in Dan 7 is an Abspaltung of the glory of
God in the theophany of Ezek L The vision tradition of Ezek
1 provided the decisive material for this development, and Ezek
8-11; 43 provided an independent, messianic, priestly figure.
The author of Dan 7.1-14 took a further decisive step byfo rming
from the glory of God appearing in human form and his agent,
the priestly representative, two glorious heavenly beings in
visionary language: the Ancient of Days and a man-like figure.
Balz shows alsc the further development of the “son of man”
tradition  in the books of Enoch (1En, 3En, - and Slayonic En
{(=2En)).?

However, the most exhaustive study on the tradition of -~ the
throne-vision of Ezek 1 has been made by C.C. Rowland in his
Cambridge dissertation under the title The Influence of the First
Chapter of Ezekiel on Jewish and Early Christian Literature
(1974). First of all, he examines the descriptions of theophanies on
the heavenly chariot (1227) in 1 En 14; Dan 7; Apoc Abr 17f.;

4QS1; Rev 4; and Gnostic literature in order to establish the

9) H.R. Balz, Methodische Probleme der neutestamentlichen Christologie
(1967, 80-106.

32

widespread influence of the throne-vision of Ezek 1. Then he
traces the development of the motif in Ezek 1.26ff. of God
appearing in human form in Ezek & 2; Dan 7.13; 10.6; Rev 1.
13ff.; Apoc Abr; Similitudes of En; Test Abr; and the Targumic-
rabbinic tradition on Gen 28,12, His conclusion is that Ezek 1
provided a quarry for the material of Dan 7;' and that the
figures appearing in Ezek 8. 2; Dan 7.13; 10.6 are aspects of
God’s self-revelation which are hypostatized into independent
divine beings rather like wisdom.'? In the Targumic-rabbinic
tradition on Gen 28.12 which speaks of the image of Jacob as
engraved on the throne of God and angels descending to look at
Jacob on earth in order to come to know the image engraved on
the throne, Rowland sees “identity between the engraved on the
throne of glory and the human form mentioned in Ez 1.26f7®
and also a connection between Ezek 1.26f. and Gen 1.26f.1®
Rowland’s examination of the merkabakh mysticism in the Tannaitic
sources also shows the influence of the tradition of Ezek 1.9
Most - interesting for our purpose here is the tradition that R.
Elisha b. Abuyah (alias Acher), who entered the heavenly
paradise along with three other rabbis, seeing the enthroned
metatron, exclaimed if there were two powers in heaven (Hag
15a).

This apocalyptic tradition which is concerned with the appearance

of God in human form and the gradual hypostatization of that

10) Rowland, Influence, 100.
11) Zbid. 101.

12) Ibid., 148.

13) Ibid., 150.

14) Ibid., 159-238.
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form or glory of God into a heavenly figure “like a man” (7323
w) finds its counterpart in wisdom literature in the tradition
of presenting the hypostatized and personified Wisdom/Logos as
the bearer of theophany, i.e. as the agent that shows God (or his
image) in theophany. The designation of Wisdom and Logos as
the eixdw of God seems to be rooted in this tradition.

Despite some criticisms, '’ this supposition that the heavenly
figure win 122 in Dan 7; 1En 37-71; 4Ezra 13 is a product of
the hypostatization of the r =120 appearing in DTN XTI DT
in Ezek 1,26ff.; 8 2ff. seems to be the best explanation available
for the rise of the figure in the apocalyptic literature. This
development culminates in Judaism in the conception of - the
metatvon in 3En, in which the other line of development of the
same theophany-vision tradition, namely the conception of Wisdom/
Logos as the Theophanietriger, is conflated with the apocalyptic
line of the heavenlyefigure W "a0, 1@

This means that the figure W3 133 in Dan 7.13 is to be
inderstood ot as a human figure but rather -as - a . heavenly,
divine figure. In the interpretation of the vision in the same
chapter of Dan, he seems to be identified with the “saints of the
Most High” (vs. 18,22,27),'7 However, just as in the interpreta-
tion of the four beasts there is an oscillation between the individual
understanding as kings (v.17) and the collective understanding as

kingdoms (vs. 23ff.), so there may well be such an oscillation

15) See, e.g., Muller, Messias, 34f.

16) See my book, Origin, 219-223, 2451

17) Theories of redactional history in Dan 7 are irrelevant to our inquiry
in so far as we are concerned with Dan 7 as it was found by Jesus
and his contemporaries, ie. Dan 7 as it now stands.
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also'in the interpretation of the figure ‘L’JJx 200 I so, just as the

 four beasts are bo i
th the symbols and the representatives of four

empires, so the figure W =22 is both the symbol and the
representative (or the head) of the “saints of the Most High”.1s
Since C.H.W. Brekelmans'® has demonstrated agains: M. Noth¥™
‘and his followers that in the apocryphal and pseudepigraphai
literature and in the Qumran literature oW is used hoth for
angels and for the people of God (cf. also Ps 34. 10; Dt 33. 3), the
“saints of the Most High” in Dan 7, as the context demands,
seems to refer to the eschatological people of God.* M. Black,
therefore, goes so far as to say that “what Daniel was contempla-
ting was nothing less than the apotheosis of Israel in the End-
time”.?®

Now, the question is whether there was an apocalyptic Son of
Man messianism at the time of Jesus. Against the older assumntion
that there was in the pre-Christian Judaism an expectation for the
Son of Man as the messiah, it has been rightly made clear recently
that before the New Testament there was no such messianic title

as “the Son of M 78 e i
Man, However, this does not exclude the

18) So LH. Marshall, “The Son of i
' i, 1 of Man “in Contemiporary sate”
Evangelical Quarterly, XVII {1970), 85(n.24) Fomemparany Debate
1931 C.S{W. Brekelmans, “The Saints of the Most High and Their King
)0)0113 » Oudtestamentische Studien 14(1965) 305—2é o
2 1. Noth, “Die Heili les H e ;
Lsir, i eiligen des Hochsten”, Gesammelte Studien zum AT
212DSec; CMF.D: I\:[oule, The‘ Qrz'gz'n of Christology (1977, 13f.; H. Gese
o essmhs . Zur biblischen Theologie, 138; A. Deissler “Ige;
1schensohn’ und ‘das Volk des Heiligen des I—f ten” in D
I3 dchsten’ in Dan 77
geszrfs Z{ﬂd der< :Menschensohn, A. Vigtle FS(1975), 81-91. (Th?; Ie; i
ook will ,be abbreviated henceforth as: Menschensohn) i
22) Black, “Throne-Theophany”, 62, .

23) Moule, Origin, 11: also his article, . “Neglected . Features in the
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possibility that before the New Testament the heavenly figure
Wy === in Dan 7 was already conceived of as the heavenly messiah
and identified by different Jewish apocalyptic groups with
personalities like Enoch (1En 71; cf. Abel in Test Abr Rec A
XIf.: Melchizedek in 11Q Melch 10ff.) who were believed to have
been exalted to heaven and to be coming again to earth as judges
and saviours at the end.?® But the undisputed examples of this
sort of conception, namely the Similitudes of Enoch and 4Ezra
13, are, at least in their present version, later than the New

Testament Gospels.?> Moreover, seeing the difference between the

Problem of ‘the Son of Man’”, NT und Kirche, R. Schnackenburg FS
(1974), 419f.; R. Leivestad, “Phantom” 49ff.; “Exit the Apocalyptic
Son of Man?, NTS 18(1971/72), 243-267: Marshall, “The SM”, 73,
Colpe, ThWb VIII, 407; B. Lindars, “Re-Enter the Apocalyptic Son of
Man”, NTS 22(1976), 58, E. Schweizer, “Menschensohn und eschatol-
ogischer Mensch im Frithjudentum”, Menschensohn, 101ff.; J.A
Fitzmyer, A Wandering Aramean (1979), 153ff.

24) Cf. Black, «Throne-Theophany”, 73; Lindars, “Re-Enter”, 58; O.
Michel, & vids rod avlpdmov, Theologisches Begriffslexikon zum NT
11/2, 1154f. See Billerbeck 1, 486 for messianic interpretation of Dan
7.13 among rabbis.

25) Cf. J.C. Hindley, “Towards a Date for the Similitudes of Enoch?,
NTS 14(1967/68), 551-65; Leivestad, “Phantom”, 52f.; . Milik,
«probleme de la littérature a la limiere des fragments -araméens de
Qumran”, HTR 64(1971), 373-78; Moule, “Features”, 416; Fitzmyer,
op. cit., 159L. (n.62). But cf. also Black, “Throne-Theophany”, 72f.;
W.G. Kummel, TAR 45(1979), 64-70. In this connection it is noteworthy
to ascertain with Leivestad, “Phantom”, 52f. that although the Enoch
literature was very popular among the Jewish and Christian circles so
that many fragments are preserved in Greek, Aramaic and Hebrew
and many quotations from and allusions to it are found in so many
Jewish and Christian writings, “es gibt aber m.W. dberhaupt kein
einziges Zitat aus den Bilderreden in der ganzen jiidischen und
christlichen Literatur”. Those who advocate the pre-Christian origin of
the Similitudes usually argue that it does not show Christian influence.
But this is an inadequate argument. Why could there not be a post-
Christian Jewish book which bears no Christian influence?
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conception of “the Son of Man” in the New Testament and those
of the Similitudes and 4Ezra 13, T.W. Manson has said: “We

have no good reason to suppose that he (sc. Jesus) was aware of

any other Son of Man than the Danielic”.2®

In this connection, 4QpsDan A* (=44, 243) is most interesting.

Part of the text has been restored and published by J.A. Fitzmyer
as follows:2?

(Col. D
[But your son]? shall be great upon the earth, 3[O King! All
(men) shall] make peace, and all shall serve [him. He shall

be called the son of] the [G]reat [God], and by his name
shall he be named.

(Col. 1)

'He shall be hailed (as) the Son of God, and they shall call
him Son of the Most High (5 731 moxm 58 1 73 ).
As comets (flash) to the sight, so shall be their kingdom.(For
some) vyear[s] °*they shall rule upon °3the earth and shall
trzilmple upon people, city upon cift]y, *(vacat) until there-
arises the people of God, and everyone rests from the sword,

26) TW Manson, “The Son of Man in Daniel, Enoch and the Gospels”
f‘tudzes u’z’ the Gospels’ and the Epistles (1960), 143. Cf. also Moule
F'ez%tures , 416f.; Origin, 12f.; Marshall, “The SM”, 81. In ,
opinion J. Theisohn’s recent study on the “Son of Man” ’figur‘e in ‘;’;f
S{mfl%tudes confirms this view. Investigating the influence of the
Similitudes on the Synoptic Gospels, he is able to ascertain onl i
what he con.siders to be the Matthaean redactional phrases in Mt 1’9y 2513n
25.31f. and in Mt 13, 40-43; 13.49f. an influence of the Similitilde;
(Der'auserwc‘ihlte Richter (1975), 149-205). The phrases seem capable
gf bemg explained without reference to the Similitudes. Hov;e’\;e; even
if Thelso.hn is right on this point, the influence is very marginal i;Ideed
27) J.A. Fitzmyer, “The Contribution of Qumran Aramaic  to the Studs;
of the NT?, NTS 20 (1973/74), 393, This article now appears in his
volume of collected essays, A Wandering Aramean (1979), 84-113
Here the reference is made to the article in N7'S 20. I am érateful t.o
Prof. P. Stuhlmacher for drawing my attention to this text.
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The text is said to be a two-columned fragment of nine lines,
in which the first third of the lines of col. 1 is missing (the text
having been torn vertically) while col. II is preserved intact.
Fitzmyer describes the content of the lines 1-6 of col. I as follows:

The text begins with a fragmentary narrative sentence: When
something happened, someone fell before the throne. The
fallen person seems to address the enthroned person, a king,
using the second singular independent personal pronoun and
pronominal suffixes(-k). The enthroned king seems to be
described as shaken by the evils that are to come (described
in lines 4-6 of column I); among them are references to “the
king of Assyria” and to “Egypt”.®®

Fitzmyer describes also the content of the lines 5-9 of Col. 1

as follows:

Its/his rule is then extolled: respite from war, everlasting
rule, paths of truth and peace with all cities in - submission.
For the Great God is/has been with it/him, and He will now

subject all enemies to it/him.?

While (according to Fitzmyer) J.T. Milik iqterprets the text in
a historical sense and sees the titles “the Som of God” and “Son
of the Most High” as referring to the Seleucid king Alexander
Balas, Fitzmyer interprets the text apocalyptically and sees the
titles as referring “to the son of some enthroned king, possibly
an heir to the throne of David” who is expected to come.®” Since
the full text has not yet been published and since it has many
lacunae, even Fitzmyer makes his suggestions with extreme
caution. In this situation, we have to wait for the publication of

28) Ibid., 391f.

29) Ibid., 392.
30) Ibid., 393.

38

the-full-text and-also for closer studies by competent scholars.

However, we feel stimulated both by the language and the
content of the text to see it as a new interpretation and applica-
tion of Dan 7 in the apocalyptic sense.®® Are mnot “the king of
Assyria” and “Egypt” which are named among the evils to come
and predicted to rule tyrannically upon the earth in this text
equivalents to the four beasts and their kingdoms in Dan 77 Do
not “the Son of God” and “Son of the Most High (]‘P"JD)” here
refer to the heavenly figure “like a son of man” who is identified
with “the saints of the Most High (J15¥)” in Dan 7. 13ff.? Are
not “the people of God” here “the saints of the Most High” in
Dan 7.18ff.? Do we not have here an identification of the
individual “the Son of God”/“Son of the Most High” and the
collective “the people of God,”3® and are we not then to see “the
Son of God”/“Son of the Most High” as the inclusive representa-
tive (or the head) of “the people of God”, just as the “son of
man” is the inclusive representative of “the saints of the Most
High” in Dan 7? Does not the text predict that “the Son of God”/
“the people of God” will be given the everlasting kingdom and
that all men and nations will be subjected to him/it and serve
him/it, just as Dan 7 does concerning the “son of man” and “the
saints of the Most High”?

If all these are true, then we have here an interpretation of
the heavenly figure “like a son of man” in Dan 7.13 as the Son
of God, and therefore probably a messianic interpretation: of the

figure. If Fitzmyer is right in his conjecture that the words of

31) So Stuhlmacher (oral communication),
32) Cf. M. Hengel, Der Sohn Gottes (21976), 71.
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the text are addressed to a Davidic king, the text may be
interpreting Dan 7.13 in terms of the tradition of 2Sam 7. 12ff.
and the heavenly figure “like a son of man” in terms of the
messiah, the end-time Davidic king who is to be made God's
son.®® This seems to be made plausible by another document
from the same cave of Qumrarmn, namely 4Q Flor 1.1-13, which
proves that the tradition of 2Sam 7. 12ff. was alive in the Qumran
community. Then this is the only certain messianic interpretation
of Dan 7.13 so far identified in pre-Christian Judaism. Since the
text is dated to the last third of the first century B.C. on
paleographic grounds,®” may it not be that the messianic inter-
pretation of Dan 7.13 was just coming into being at the turn of
the ages and was later developed into the messianic conceptions
of the Similitudes of Enoch and 4Ezra 13 and also of the rabbis?

It is also very interesting to note some variant readings in. the

different Greek texts of Dan7. 13£.%9 Papyrus 967 (Cologne) reads

33) Fitzmyer denies that 4Q psDan A® speaks of a messiah or that the
titles “the Son of God” /“Son.of the Most High” refer to the messiah,
on the ground that there is mno reference to ¥rPwD in the text or that
there is no indication that the figure addressed with these titles was
regarded as an anointed agent of God (op. cit., 391, n.2—here criticizing
A.D. Nock’s messianic interpretation of the titles), 393; again in his
«Addendum” to the article in his book, Aramean, 106). But we find
this argument difficult to understand. If the two presuppositions of
Fitzmyer are correct, namely that the text has an apocalyptic setting
and that it is addressed to a Davidic king, we would have thought
that the figure referred to with the titles has to be seen as the end-
time heir to the Davidic throne—i.e. the messiah. Do not the expectation
of the text for “the people of God” in/with him to triumph over the
evil forces at the end and the expectation of universal peace support
this conclusion? So P. Stuhlmacher and 0. Betz (oral communication).

34) Fitzmyer, 0p. cit., 391.

35) I am grateful to Prof. M. Hengel for drawing my attention to these
LXX texts.
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i vs, “13£::

¥éfechpovy év dpdpart s vukTds kal i8od éml Tav vederdv
700 obpavod Hpxero ds vids avBpdmov kal ds raaids Nuepd(v)
mapfy, kal ol wapearnrbTes wpooTyayor alrd.
Ykal €360 adrd éfovoia Pagilikt kal mavra Ta €vy risyis
kard yévn kal wdoa 86fa Aarpe(D)ovoa adTeerre?

According to this reading, Daniel, having seen thrones set and
the Ancient of Days sitting (éfechpovy éws Srov Opdvor éréfnoav,
xal madalos Huepdv éxdfnro ...v.9), now saw a heavenly figure
coming on clouds of heaven. This figure is described first as
having been “like a son of man”. At first sight the verb wapiv
makes us wonder whether s malawds Auep@v refers to the
Ancient of Days or a third figure “like the Ancient of Days”.
But the twice repeated adr® in v.14 rules out the possibility that
the phrase refers to the Ancient of Days (who, besides, is
referred to in v.9 not in the descriptive way ds mwadaids Huepdv
but absolutely waddids Huepdv. It makes it also highly improbable
that the phrase refers to a third figure. For, if a third figure is
here in view, then the adrd in v.14 would refer to this figure
ws malaros Huepdv and then the figure ds vids dvfpdmov would
be left hanging in the air. So we must conclude that the heavenly
figure “like a son of man” is described also as having been “like
the Ancient of Days”. That is, Daniel saw, besides the Ancient
of Days, a heavenly figure “like a son of man and like the
Ancient of Days”. Then Daniel saw the angelic attendants

approaching him (N.B. intr. wpoodyayov-+dat. adrd®™). He saw

36) See A. Geissen ed., Der Sepiunaginta-Text des Buches Daniel Kap
5-12, zusammen milt Susanna, Bel et Draco, sowie Esther Kap. 1‘
la-2, 15 nach dem Kilner Teil des Papyrus 967, Papyrologische Text;
und Abhandlungen Bd 5 (1968), 108, 110.
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further the kingly authority being given to him and all the

nations serving him,

The reading of Codices 88 and Syro-Hexapla is very similar to

this:

1fecopovy €v opdpartt TTS yokros kal idob éml rav veperdv
rod odpavod s vics avfpdmov Tfipxero, kal s TaAaos
Huepdv mapiy, Kal ol TmapecTTKOTES TAPTOAV adTP,
itgal ¢860n adTd ébovala “iikal ripy faciikr, kal mdvra 1@
&Bvn s yis kard yévr kol wdoa Séta Aarpedovoa avT@...">
In this reading, at first sight, the position of the verbs fpxero

and mapiy seems 1O indicate, even more strongly than Papyrus

967, that s viés avlpimov and @s malads Muepdv are two

separate figures, the latter referring either to the Ancient of Days

or a third figure “like the Ancient of Days”. But as in Papyrus
667 the twice repeated avT@ in V. 14 rules out the possibility that
&s madaws Huepdv tefers to the Ancient of Days or a third
figure “like the Ancient of Days”. So, asi n Papyrus 967, we
have to conclude here also that the heavenly figure coming on

the clouds of heaven is described as having been “like a son of

man” and “like the Ancient of Days”. 1f mapiy retains the force
of the result of the action “coming”, it, placed parallel to HpxeTo;

may imply that the heavenly figure, when in the process of

coming, was seen “like a son of man”, but, on arrival, was seen

“iike the Ancient of Days”. As in Papyrus 967, here also the

37) Ci. Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich, s.v.2.

38) See J. Ziegler ed., Susanna, Daniel, Bel et Draco. Septuaginta,
Géttingen edition, Vol.XVI pars 2 (1954), 169f. This reading (sine 3%
and the second adrd in v.14) is given as original in A. Rahlfs ed.,
Septuaginta (1935). But Ziegler gives a different reading reconstructed
from the witnesses of Justin Martyr, Tertullian and Cyprian in a

complicated way.
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angelic attendants are said to have come to be by (or around)
him.

These readings of Papyrus 967 and codices 88 and Syro-Hexapla
thus clearly depart from the MT, Theodotion and the text cited
by Justin Martyr which all speak of the heavenly figure as
having been simply “like a son of man” and of his having been
brought to the Ancient of Days (by the angeiic attendants), Then
Papyrus 967 and Codices 88 and Syro-Hexapla must be seeking to
stress the similarity of the figure Wi 12> to the Ancient of Days.
In v.9 the Ancient of Days has been described in analogy with
an old man with wool-white hair and white raiment sitting on
the merkabah throne of flames rather like God appearing Mn<
o8 PR in Ezek 1.26. That is, the Ancient of Days has
been described as having been “like a man”. Likewise, the figure
in v.13 is described first as having been “like a (son of) man”.
But then a further description “like the Ancient of Days” is
added, and it is added quite clearly in order to stress that the
figure appeared awe-inspiringly gloricus and divine like the
Ancient of Days, as well as having the human contours. For
Codices 88 and Syro-Hexapla and Payrus 967, then, the figure in
v.13 and the Ancient of Davs appeared the same: like man and
like God. Furthermore, the manuscripts present the figure in
v.13 as having been approached and surrcunded by the thousands
of angelic beings who stood before the Ancient of Davs (v.10);
Here they seem to present a scene of heavenly assembly in which
the figure in v.13 came to stand (or sit—cf. fpdvor in v.5) beside

the Ancient of Days sitiing on the chariot-throne, surrounded by

393 Cf. Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich, s.v. la.
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the thousands of angelic beings, and receive the kingly authority
and honour from him. Then Codices 88 and Syro-Hexapla and
Papyrus 967 must be understanding the relationship between the
Ancient of Days and the divine figure in v.13 in terms of the
divine sonship of the latter (“son” being a relational concepti®),
For a being “like the Ancient of Days” who stood (or sat) beside
the Ancient of Days himself and were surrounded by the serving
angels can only be designated as the son of the Ancient of Days,
i.e. the Son of God.*

We may note here also that the phrase in v.14 éfovoia Baoiiuk)
according to Papyrus 967 or ruus) Baoiluxr according to Codi-
ces 88 and Syro-Hexapla (i.e. Origen’s addition) could - suggest
an identification of the heavenly figure in v.13 with the mes-
siah.*®

Papyrus 967 transmits a LXX text (0') which is pre-Hexapla,

40) See G. Fohrer, 6 vids Tod Oeod, ThWbH VI, 346fL; C. Colpe,
“Gottessohin”, RAC, 89. Lieferung (1981), 32ff.

41) So M. Hengel (oral communication). J. Lust, “Daniel 7.13 and the
Septuagint”, Ephemerides Theologicae Lovainienses (1978), 64-69,
maintains that in Dan 7. 13 according to Papyrus 967 and Codices 88-
Syro-Hexapla the “son of man” and the “Ancient of Days” are identified
as one and the same, both being symbols for God. But this strange
conclusion founders, first of all, upon his own insistence that the two
&bs in Dan 7.13 of these versions must have the same, comparative
meaning: Daniel sees nof “the ‘one like a son of man’ appearing ‘as
the Ancient of Days’” (Lust, p.65), but one “like a son of man” and
“ike the Ancient of Days”. Lust’s theory might be valid if Daniel
having seen the madaids fuepdv in v.9, had said in v.13: “I saw--
the Ancient of Days coming--- like a son of man.” But evidently this
is not the case. Furthermore, Lust’s interpretation hardly fits in with
what is said about the figure in v.13 in the subsequent verses. If it is
God(=the “Son of Man”=the “Ancient of Days”), can it be said, for
example, in v.14 that God “was given a kingly authority”?

42) So Hengel (oral com munication), :
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and A. Geissen, who"has recently -edited the Cologne part of. the
Papyrus, suggests that it was written in the second century or
not later than the first half of the third century.*® The Hexapla
reading of ééovoia wal Ty Paciixt s wilnessed alse by
Justin.* So, it may be justified to say that at the latest in the
second century A.D. there were people who interpreted the
heavenly figure in Dan 7.13 as the Son of God and as the
messiah. Since in view of their dates we cannot for sure infer
from Papyrus 967 and the Hexapla texts the interpretation of
Dan 7. 13f. in the first half of the first century A.D. or earlier,
for us their significance seems to lie not so much in suggesting
that there really exisied an interpretation of the heavenly figure
in Dan 7.13 as the Son of God and as the messiah in pre-Christian
Judaism, as in showing that the theophany scene of Dan 7 was
such that the heavenly figure appearing in it (v.13) could be
interpreted as the Son of God and as the messiah.

Thus 49 psDan A* suggests the possibility that there was a
messianic interpretation of the heavenly figure in Dan 7.13 at
the turn of the ages, and the Similitudes of Enoch and 4Ezra 13
suggest that it was developed into a full messianic conception
shortly after or contemporarily to the New Testament. However,

since, as we judged earlier, the Similitudes and 4Ezra 13 are '

later than the New Testament, we cannot speak of a wide-spread

43) Geissen, op. cit., 18. Lust, op. cit., 62-69, believes that Papyrus
967 being one of the earliest mss of the LXX we possess, the LXX
text presented by A. Rahlifs (1935), which is close to it and its related
texts (codices 88-Syro-Hexapla), is original and also that it is based
on a presumed Hebrew Vorlage of the Aramaic text in the MT.

44) Se.e Ziegler. op. cit., 170. He also cites Tertullian’s witness: pofestas
regia.
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or well-known messianic interprefation of Dan 7. 13ff. during the
first half of the first century. At the time of Jesus the messianic
interpretation must have been at most a marginal phenomenon,
restricted to some groups like the one in Qumran.®® This
conclusion is suggested not only by the situation of literary
provenience but also by Jesus' “messianic secret”. For, as R.
Leivestad argues,*® the supposition of a firmly established
apocalyptic conception of the Son of Man as the coming messiah
before the New Testament and Jesus’ use of it for himself would
contradict his avoidance of applying messianic titles to himself or
of adopting for himself the characteristics of the messiah which
were components of  the messianology' of his time. It could be

that Jesus himsel