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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Thesis

It will be argued: 

(a) that the cognitive content of 'resurrection faith' was the belief of Jesus' followers that God had raised Jesus from among the dead, vindicating him by exaltation to a place of the highest honour in heaven, and transforming him into a glorious heavenly being understood to be Son of God, Lord and Messiah. (The terminus ad quem for the emergence of this faith is taken to be the visionary experience referred to by Paul in Gal. 1 and elsewhere.) 

(b) that there was a pre-Christian tradition of an individual heavenly redeemer figure with manlike aspect, and that it was the identification of this figure with Jesus, rather than any belief in the revivication of Jesus' corpse, that constituted the core cognitive component of the earliest post-Easter resurrection faith. Further, it will be argued that it was this pivotal identification that (a) led to the retrospective attribution to Jesus of messianic status during his lifetime, and (b) enabled the critically important binding together of the concepts of Jesus as Son of God and Lord, thus opening the way for ongoing christological development.  

(c) that Jesus initially referred to the Son of Man as another - regarding the Son of Man as his own and Israel's correspondent angelic being, viz. the heavenly redeemer who would come to judge the wicked, save the righteous and rule thereafter – but that at a later stage of his ministry, under the pressure of intense eschatological expectation and facing the prospect of imminent suffering and death, the boundary in Jesus thinking between himself and the Son of Man, always to some extent permeable, began to blur and eventually collapsed altogether. Jesus then began to speak not just of the Son of Man but as the Son of Man, articulating his own expectation of suffering, and anticipated eventual vindication in terms derived from Dan. 7. It will be argued that this hypothesis is compatible with the data and that it has outstanding explanatory power, especially when taken in conjunction with the associated conceptual framework of action proceeding in parallel in heaven and on earth. In particular, it will be shown that it facilitates the interpretation of a number of hitherto opaque sayings and stories, and sheds fresh light on the processes involved in the emergence of resurrection faith and the articulation of the earliest christological responses.

1.2   Perspectives
The approach adopted in this thesis is historical rather than theological, and it is informed by a common-sense critical realism. So far as the texts are concerned, it is taken as axiomatic that no historian can gather evidence or approach a text without an already existing perspective or without preconceptions of one kind or another.
 It follows that objectivity has to be worked for. It is naïve either to imagine that the texts speak for themselves, or to suppose that we are free to impose our own interpretations at will: there has to be a process of interrogation and dialogue between historian and text. The historian has to wrestle meaning from a text. In Meyer's words, 'objectivity is achieved not by flight from subjectivity, nor by any and every cultivation of subjectivity, but by an intense and persevering effort to exercise subjectivity attentively, intelligently, reasonably and responsibly.'
 

This advice applies especially to historians with a faith perspective who set themselves to investigate a purported event held by many to be an instance of miraculous divine intervention. There is no reason in principle why a specific local act of divine intervention in history should be excluded as a possibility. It can reasonably be argued that just as a clockmaker can stop, dismantle, modify and reassemble a clock at his own discretion, so God as first and final cause must be able to intervene in his creation, subject only to the intervention being compatible with his own nature. The real issue, however, is not whether specific acts of local divine intervention are possible, but, granted the theoretical possibility, how such acts are to be known as and when they occur. 
The least unconvincing answer usually given is that they may be known by critical-historical investigation informed by a faith perspective. The argument turns on the fact that a specific act of local divine intervention in history must be capable of being seen to have brought about a future which is different from what it would have been without the intervention, just as the actions of humans as free moral agents have the capacity to bring about visible change at lower levels of material organisation.
 Thus Pollard, a distinguished nuclear physicist as well as a theologian, writes, 'Every act of God in history must be an act contrary to nature, entering into the flow of things from the outside, and redirecting it so that a new sequence of events takes place which is different from that which [would have] happened naturally.'
 Such an act of specific local divine intervention could be regarded as a 'non-conforming event’ or 'singularity', an event which, although contrary to nature, does not have to be regarded as violation of natural law because its status as a singularity necessarily precludes the possibility of applying scientific method.
 It is an act which is invisible to the secular historian, but it can be seen for what it is by the critical historian equipped with a faith perspective. Richardson, who was an exponent of this ‘perspectival’ approach, asserted that, 'The facts of the case themselves compel us to insist that there is a special revelation which is not accessible to the organs of perception of men who have not been brought into contact with Christ and his Church. Our minds are not able of themselves to perceive the truth unless they are first illumined by the shining of the truth itself.'
 Nevertheless, Richardson admits that this conclusion does not enable us to go to non-Christians and confront them with a piece of 'objective' history which must necessarily compel their assent to the statement that miracles really happened.
 Richardson’s ‘perspectivist’ position has been sharply and rightly criticised by Harvey on the grounds of its inherent circularity.

Collingwood implicitly and Harvey explicitly draw attention to the fact that the process of historical judgment does not preclude the bringing to bear of relevant present-day knowledge: indeed it presupposes the historian's present critically interpreted experience and world-view,
 part of which is the assumption that reality is structured in such a way as to exclude absolutely miracle as an explanation for historical events. Or, more precisely, that in a quantized universe a specific local divine intervention, whilst theoretically possible, must necessarily always be invisible because an inevitable consequence of the local divine intervention would be a modified universe with a new non-miraculous history in the form of a new historical 'pathway' back through allowable configurations of the modified universe to the origin. 
 
This means that a specific act of local divine intervention is not available as an explanation for any historical event. It justifies our starting point, which is an explicit rejection of the resurrection of Jesus conceived of as a historical event. That is to say, there was no resurrection of Jesus, if 'resurrection' is understood to signify the restoration to life of a corpse. The corpse of Jesus was not restored to life in any way that is historically accessible or has intelligible meaning. Nor is it possible, as some have argued (and continue to argue), that was it transformed in some (unspecified) way into some other (unspecified) substance and transported hence to some (unspecified) heavenly realm. Mindful of Harvey's dictum that what is all too frequently lacking in NT scholarship as practised by Christians is 'not scholarship but a certain toughness of mind',
 we assert confidently that the corpse of Jesus must have decayed naturally in some unknown location, or that it was destroyed and its remains dispersed by persons unknown, or, possibly, by scavenging animals.

In this thesis we are therefore adopting a resolutely secular perspective. We consciously and deliberately exclude from consideration any and all metaphysical issues and judgments, focussing only on those matters which can be addressed by historical method, i.e. events which are explicable at levels of organisation up to and including the level of human beings acting as free moral agents. We follow Bultmann, Marxsen and others in holding the primary Easter event to be not the revivication of a dead body (the possibility of which we reject a priori) but rather the emergence of resurrection faith. 
  The overall objective will be (a) to determine the cognitive content of this resurrection faith in its earliest manifestations and (b) to investigate by historical means the events and processes involved in its emergence. 

1.3   Background: Afterlife Beliefs in Second-Temple Judaism
The principal concepts and beliefs concerning death, life-after-death, resurrection, and the-world-to-come likely to have been available in the pluriform Judaisms of the late Second-Temple period are noted and summarised in the immediately following paragraphs. For the sake of brevity, there is no supporting discussion, most references are omitted and there is no synoptic or history-of-religions overview. Detailed discussion of specific concepts and beliefs bearing on the arguments advanced in this thesis is located (with references) in the main body of the text. 

Put simply, in ancient Israel the view of death was the converse of that of life. God gives life, and the vital principle in man is 'breath'. When a man's breath is taken away his body becomes dust and his spirit/breath returns to God. The place of the dead is Sheol from which there is no possibility of return. Sheol is where the shades of the dead are gathered. The shades are not quite non-existent. Over time the belief emerges that in Sheol the shades of the circumcised are separated from those of the uncircumcised. The shades have clothing and vestiges of rank. Necromancers can summon them up; thereby the shades of the dead can affect the destinies of the living.
 In ancient Israel, as elsewhere, there was a 'cult of the dead': relatives of the dead would offer sacrifices and tend family graves with food offerings and libations.
 Nor, although the dead may not return, was Sheol outside the reach and remit of God. Moreover it was believed that individuals – Enoch,  Elijah and (later) Moses - might occasionally by-pass death and be 'taken' by God directly to heaven. Alternatively, in exceptional circumstances, dead individuals might be restored to life, as, for example, in the cases of the son of the widow of Zarephath, the son of a Shunemite woman, and the anonymous corpse touched by the bones of Elisha.
 

The idea of the resurrection of the dead is of uncertain origin. The classic construal is that it originated as the expectation of the bodily resurrection of the righteous dead (of  Israel only) for the purpose of enabling them to participate in the coming (messianic) kingdom of God's people.
 The earliest references are probably metaphorical. The reference to resurrection on the third day in Hosea (6.1-3 and 13.14) is probably (but not necessarily) a metaphor for national deliverance. Similarly, Ezekiel's vision of the restoration to life of dry bones served originally as a metaphor for the return from exile and restoration of the people. The nature of God's saving action in Isa. 53.7-12 is much debated. Vindication by bodily resurrection may possibly be intended, but most exegetes consider this to be unlikely. The climax of Judah's song of victory (Isa.26.19) is considered by many commentators, including Martin-Achard and Nickelsburg,
 to be a more-or-less unambiguous expression of confidence in the restoration to life of dead individuals, possibly martyred Hasidim. A number of psalms make reference to hoped-for deliverance from Sheol, but in no instance is it clear that the reference is other than metaphorical. In the case of Job 19.25-27 the Hebrew is obscure: the most probable interpretation is that Job expects to see God on earth, i.e. there is no suggestion of life after death.

The opening up of Galilee and Judaea to Hellenistic influence was well advanced, even before Alexander's victory at Issus in 333 BCE. Greek ideas and thinking were widely disseminated and easily accessible. Even where ideological penetration was explicitly resisted, a process of cultural osmosis continued unabated. The Hellenistic concept of the immortality of the soul, Epicurean and Stoic rationalism, the mystery religions and apotheosis and emperor worship - all these to a greater or lesser extent exercised an influence directly or indirectly on the turbulent, complex, multi-faceted phenomenon that was Second-Temple Judaism. The later biblical texts, the apocrypha and the pseudepigrapha reflect this diversity. Some texts reflect a more traditional Judaism, whilst others (e.g. Philo) are more plainly Hellenistic. The boundaries between the concepts of the resurrection of the body and the immortality of the soul are likewise fluid. 

This fluidity is apparent in the first unambiguous references to the resurrection of dead individuals. In Dan. 12.2, at the time of the Maccabean uprising, resurrection is apparently from Sheol and apparently selective; the wise (i.e. the righteous) will receive everlasting life, and those who have led others to righteousness will shine like stars. The fate of the wicked, on the other hand, is everlasting shame and contempt.  There is no suggestion of general resurrection for the last judgment: the author's apparent intention is to address specific problems arising in the context of Hellenic-Hasidic controversy and Antiochene persecution. In the matter of the 'stars', Jewish apocalyptic tradition – in which the stars are the angelic host – is here becoming mingled with Greco-Roman catasterism. Similarly, despite the clarity with which resurrection is asserted, it is not clear whether those who are to be raised will be on earth or in heaven. Nor is it clear whether resurrection is resurrection of the spirit, or of the body.

In the somewhat later 2 Maccabees, fluidity of reference is again apparent: at one point resurrection seems unambiguously physical (2 Macc. 7.11, 23 cf. Gen. 2.7), but only a few verses later (2 Macc. 7.36) it appears that the dead have entered into immortality by virtue of 'spiritual' resurrection or assumption. The same fluidity is evident in Wis. 3.7-9, but in the opposite direction: here the concept of bodily resurrection obtrudes into a text otherwise dominated by the concept of the immortality of the soul. A similar ambivalence is apparent in 1 Cor. 15 (see chapter 3). It is probably unwise to regard immortality of the soul as a characteristically Hellenistic concept set in polar opposition to a Jewish concept of bodily resurrection. Barr suggests that regarding immortality and bodily resurrection as necessarily incompatible concepts is a twentieth century error. The concept of immortality, he argues, may have been a stage in the movement of thought that generated the idea of bodily resurrection, with each concept serving at times to support the other.
 

Probably composed during the first century BCE or around the turn of the era,
 the text known as the Wisdom of Solomon 'weds Jewish apocalyptic traditions about judgement and heavenly exaltation with Greek philosophy and literary and rhetorical forms.'
  Souls are apparently pre-existent. Sin leads to death, but righteousness is immortal and man is created for incorruption or immortality, bearing the image (e„kèn) of God’s eternity. Regardless of whether or not Paul had access to the actual text of Wis. Sol., these are doctrines which were subsequently to become the foundation for his picture of Adam.
 They underpin the development of his first-Adam/last Adam typology in Rom. 5.12-21 and 1 Cor. 15.21f, 42-49. They also contribute significantly to the concept of Christ as the e„kèn of God.
 The probably mid-first century CE 4 Maccabees also merits brief mention in this connection. It re-presents the story of 2 Maccabees 3-7, systematically erasing references to the resurrection of the body and replacing them with statements about the immortality of the soul. It also continues and develops the idea, first apparent in the much earlier 2 Maccabees, that the death of the martyrs has atoning significance.

The collection of documents and traditions known as I Enoch contains a range of afterlife and eschatological speculations. Whether the dead rise with their former bodies or as spirits seems to depend very much on context; apparently dissimilar schemes coexist in close juxtaposition. Chapters 37-71 of 1 Enoch will be considered in detail in chapter 7 below in connection with the figure of the Son of Man. In passing, we note a significant refinement of the idea of Sheol, which is no longer the universal realm of the dead, but rather a place of separation and waiting for resurrection and judgment. There is also evidence to suggest that the idea of immortality in Judaism developed not from Greek thought, as often supposed, but from the idea of the restoration of primal innocence.
 Nickelsburg draws attention to a significant broadening in the function of resurrection in the so-called Epistle of Enoch (91-105): in Daniel the dead are raised because they have died as martyrs, but in the Epistle of Enoch they are raised because they have suffered unjustly for whatever reason.

In later apocalyptic documents there are indications that in the case of exceptionally righteous individuals the time of waiting in Sheol after death for the last judgment might be by-passed altogether. Test. Ben. implies that Enoch, Seth, Abraham, Isaac and Jacob are already at God's right hand. In Apoc. Zeph. the author finds Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Enoch and David already waiting in heaven. In the Animal Apocalypse (1 En. 89.1-90.42) Noah and Moses are found to have been transformed into angels. In the Similitudes the heroes of righteousness, who probably include the righteous martyrs, are in heaven shining like fiery lights. The overall impression given by the apocalypses is one of great diversity and considerable fluidity in ideas and motifs. 

In the case of the Qumran scrolls the position is slightly different. References to the afterlife are relatively infrequent, probably because they tend to be obscured by the sectaries' realised eschatology, and also because they are not speaking to specific situations of the kind which other apocalyptic documents answer with the hope of resurrection, assumption and immortality.
 Nevertheless, there are possible references to the afterlife in a number of the Thanksgiving Hymns, and possible references to resurrection in the Messianic Apocalypse (4Q521 – 'the Resurrection Fragment'), pseudo-Ezekiel (4Q385), and the Community Rule (1QS). For the sectaries, says Davies, 'the question of exactly how they would continue to live [after death] was not of very great significance, and the manner in which the dead might be rewarded [was] less important than the conviction that somehow they must.'

Finally there are the two near-contemporaries with Jesus, Philo and Josephus. Philo, who combined a deep commitment to Judaism with a formal training in Greek philosophy, was primarily concerned to use the terms and categories of contemporary philosophical thought to interpret and present the Law as the source of all true wisdom. Bodies are no more than the soul's burdensome clothing, freed from which souls fly up towards God whence they came. Although superficially immortality may appear to be a substitute for resurrection, for Philo it is the present that is important: souls soar upwards or are drawn downwards according to their willingness or unwillingness to break free of entanglement with mundane concerns and give themselves to genuine philosophy. Josephus, on the other hand, is representative or a rather different and more pragmatic Palestinian and Hellenistic Judaism. It is difficult to establish his own personal beliefs given his overriding concern to present his Judaism in terms acceptable to his Greek and Roman readers. The afterlife beliefs which he attributes to the Jewish sects and parties are probably coloured by his own Hellenising tendency: no certain conclusions are possible.

Against this background, Jesus' sayings about resurrection and the afterlife (as opposed to actions attributed to him, his views about personal vindication and his own present standing as the proleptic point of presence of coming kingdom of God) are straightforward and conventional. He is represented as speaking of paradise (Lk. 23.43, almost certainly inauthentic) and hell (Lk. 12.5, probably authentic).  In reply to the Sadducees he speaks of resurrection and the afterlife (Mk. 12.24-27 pars.) possibly implying a spiritual or angel-like post-resurrection existence, although it may be that nothing more than celibacy is implied. The Lukan story of Dives and Lazarus (Lk. 16.19-30) is a traditional folk-tale extant in seven different versions, some of considerable antiquity. The underlying assumption in Jesus' version is one of separation and preliminary reward or punishment in Sheol pending (by implication) general judgment of the living and the dead at the end of the age. Matt. 13.43 (cf. Dan.12.3), if authentic, suggests that the righteous, when they rise, will have angelic or quasi-angelic status. Unlikely to be authentic are Matt. 10.8, which represents Jesus as commanding the disciples to raise the dead, the reply to the Baptist's question (Lk. 7.22 par.), and the Matthaean gloss on Mk. 5.23. The only conclusion here is that, whatever the circumstances of their origin, these sayings, or modifications of sayings, presuppose a culture in which the restoration of the dead to life on earth could be envisaged as a possibility.   

1.4   Thesis: Structure and Analytical Framework

The empty tomb traditions and the gospel appearance stories will be examined in chapter 2. It will be argued (a) that in its origins the empty tomb tradition was independent of both the appearance stories and the kerygmatic tradition, and (b), that the empty tomb tradition may contain a nucleus of historicity. The appearance stories, on the other hand, appear to constitute a specific Gattung of indeterminate origin and uncertain purpose. It will be argued that despite their superficial variety, these stories are theologically sophisticated, being modelled on OT stories of anthropomorphic theophanies. The underlying implication is that it is God who is encountered in and through the human form of Jesus.

References to the resurrection of Jesus in the kerygmatic appearance tradition,  kerygmatic formulae and hymnic fragments, apparently antedating the Pauline texts in which they are embedded, are scrutinized in chapter 3. It will be argued on the basis of Paul's testimony that the cognitive content of his experience was Jesus transformed into a glorious heavenly being who was Lord, Son of God and Messiah. Paul further claimed that his experience ranked pari passu with that of the other witnesses listed in 1 Cor. 15.3-8. The cognitive content of Paul's revelatory experience is taken as the analytical framework for the remainder of this thesis, the intention being to avoid the danger of what Neusner in another context called parachuting down upon the data alien interpretive categories.
 

To assist analysis of complex processes and systems, physicists and engineers frequently have recourse to the concept of a 'black box'. A 'black box' is, in effect, a simplifying boundary drawn around a part of a system. Inputs and outputs to and from the 'black box' are identified and monitored, as are the ways in which changes in inputs affect outputs, and vice versa. But – and here is the point of the analogy – for analytical purposes the processes going on inside the 'black box' are temporarily set aside and ignored, either because they are well-known and require no detailed specification, or because, although unknown, they are for immediate purposes irrelevant. With a 'black box', all that matters is what goes in, what comes out, and how the two are functionally related. For the purposes of analysis, the 'Easter event'
 will be treated as just such a 'black box'. On the input side, the boundary of the Easter event will be taken as the death of Jesus. On the output side, the boundary may conveniently be defined as the time by which the cognitive content of emergent resurrection faith has by general agreement become embodied in the convictions articulated in Paul's testimony to his own experience, viz. that Jesus had been raised, exalted and transformed into a glorious angel or heavenly being set alongside God himself, and that that this exalted, heavenly Jesus was also the Messiah, Lord and Son of God. 
Chapters 4-8 are concerned with establishing the trajectories through this black box' of the four key components of Paul's experience, and, in particular, examining the ways in which they are in varying degrees refracted and transformed by the Easter event(s) and by the experience of the Spirit within the primitive community. This will involve an assessment of the significance of each concept (a) in late second-Temple Judaism, (b) for Jesus and his followers, and (c) as used of Jesus in the earliest Christian communities. It will be demonstrated in chapters 4 and 5 that the trajectories of the concepts of Jesus as Son of God and Lord show significant continuity allied to radical discontinuity, the latter taking the form of the attachment on the output side of a dimension of transcendent significance. In chapter 6 it will be shown that the concept of Jesus as the (crucified) Davidic Messiah, despite being virtually non-existent on the input side, has become (apparently inexplicably) dominant on the output side.  

The figure of the Son of Man is pivotal to this thesis, but it has to be assessed against the wider background of Jewish traditions of angelomorphic transformation and beliefs concerning an individual heavenly intervener who would come forward at the dawn of the eschaton to act as the eschatological enforcer of the coming kingdom of God. In chapter 7 these traditions are subjected to detailed examination: it is argued that the figure of a manlike heavenly redeemer was well-known in late second-Temple Judaism and that it must be understood in the context of a persistent, ongoing tradition in Jewish apocalyptic circles of quasi-divine intermediary beings and angelomorphic hypostases. The details vary according to authors' concerns and circumstances, but it will be maintained that in broad outline the figure – a heavenly adjutant of God exercising messianic functions and delegated divine powers at the dawning of the eschaton – is powerfully attested. There are at least ten instances in which this figure, who acts as eschatological judge and saviour of the righteous, is specifically described as having a human aspect. In most cases the detailed depictions of the figure appear to reflect, directly or indirectly, the influence of Dan. 7, with the interpretive tradition being flexibly adapted to reflect the concerns and circumstances of particular authors. 

Against this background, examination of trajectories is resumed in chapter 8.  The uses of the term 'Son of Man' in the synoptic and Johannine traditions are examined. It will be argued that Jesus spoke of the 'coming' Son of Man as another, and that the conceptual framework within which his sayings are to be understood is that of action proceeding in parallel in heaven and on earth. As indicated at the outset, it will be proposed that the Son of Man of whom Jesus spoke was, in Jesus' thinking, understood to be his own and Israel's heavenly alter ego or correspondent being, Michael-Melchizedek, the enforcer of the coming kingdom of God, of which Jesus was the final envoy and proleptic point of presence. It will be suggested that towards the end, under the pressure of intense eschatological anticipation and the imminent prospect of suffering and possible death, the distinction in Jesus' own thinking between himself and his parallel alter ego, the Son of Man began to blur and eventually collapsed. This, it will be argued, underlies Jesus' articulation of his expectation of eventual vindication in terms of motifs drawn from Dan. 7. It will tentatively be suggested that some of Jesus' disciples also may at this time have begun to identify Jesus with the figure Son of Man.

In terms of trajectories, on the input side there are seemingly two figures. The first is Jesus the eschatological prophet, and the second is the traditional figure of the (heavenly) Son of Man. On the output side the figures reappear, with Jesus now transformed and identified as and with the Son of Man. This transformed Jesus is a glorious being, now exalted to a place of supreme honour in heaven. By virtue of his transformation and fusion he can be seen to be - and always to have been - the messianic heavenly redeemer. This pivotal identification (a) led to the retrospective attribution to Jesus of messianic status during his lifetime, and (b) enabled the critically important binding together of the concepts of Jesus as Son of God and Lord, thus opening the way for ongoing christological development.  

Examples of the considerable explanatory power of the basic thesis, the associated hypothesis and the conceptual framework are given in chapter 9. Finally, by way of a postscript, a reconstruction of the 'Easter event(s)' is attempted in chapter 10. It will be argued that although questions such as 'Exactly who did what and when?' are unanswerable, some robust general conclusions are possible. In conclusion, it will be asserted that within the context of the pluriform Judaisms of the late Second-Temple period, the emergence of resurrection faith was a powerful rational
 and  interpretive response to the life and death of Jesus of Nazareth.

CHAPTER 2

THE EMPTY TOMB TRADITIONS AND THE APPEARANCE STORIES
2.1   Mark

Mark has no account of any appearance of the risen Christ. As matters stand, Mk. 16.1-8 functions as the conclusion of the preceding passion narrative. Its origins are disputed, and there are at least three possibilities. The first is that a common source lies behind Mk. 15 and 16. The second is that the discovery of the empty tomb and the passion narrative were originally separate traditions and that they circulated independently before they were united by Mark.
 The third is that the pre-Markan passion narrative ended with the death of Jesus and that 15.40-46 (whatever its origins) was placed there by Mark to prepare for 16.1-8, which is Mark’s own unified composition. 

The case for a pre-Markan passion narrative that included an empty tomb story rests essentially on a number of significant agreements and continuities between Mk. 15 and 16. These include the nature and location of the tomb; the place within the tomb where Jesus was laid; chronological details; the anointing; the names of the women, and their roles both as observers and actors. These agreements and continuities could be evidence of underlying unity, or they may reflect nothing more than competent Markan editing, with additional selective Markan composition where necessary. 

Those who argue that there was an independent pre-Markan empty tomb tradition, probably developed from the kerygma with apologetic intent,
 draw attention to the discontinuities and tensions between Mk. 15.40-47 and 16.1-6. The tomb and burial scenes are said not to 'match', the names of the women differ, the reason given for the women’s visit to the tomb is improbable (anointing for burial had in any case already taken place: see Mk. 14.3ff.), and there is an unnecessary overload or repetition of chronological detail in the introduction at 16.1-2.
 Furthermore, 16.7 is widely regarded as a secondary insertion. It breaks an otherwise smooth transition from 16.6 to 16.8 and refers back to 14.28, which is also a secondary insertion. The subsequent response of the women is also sharply at variance with the angel’s command. There is no need to interpret kaˆ oÙdenˆ oÙd‌en e�pan (16.8) as a reference to the angelic message; without 16.7 it refers very naturally back to the empty tomb. It also provides an explanation for  the story of the empty tomb having remained unkown for so long – if, indeed, this was the case.
 Mk. 16.7 taken in conjunction with 14.28 provides a 'theological seam'
 between the passion narrative and the separate, independent empty tomb tradition. (Note that 16.7 presupposes that the disciples had initially remained in Jerusalem after the crucifixion.
 Note also that 16.7 is the first evidence of a desire to bring the empty tomb tradition into alignment with the gospel appearance traditions.
)

The third possibility is that Mk. 16.1-8 is in its entirety a Markan composition. Collins seeks to refute each of the arguments based on discontinuities and tensions: she concludes that 'the hypothesis of a source is unnecessary to explain or resolve the tensions in the passage.'
 Mk. 16.1-8 is a Markan composition continuing Mk. 15 logically and appropriately and serving to interpret the significance of the empty tomb. Mark has interpreted the kerygmatic proclamation of the resurrection of Jesus by composing a narrative about an empty tomb, adding details in accordance with his own sense of what must have happened. Mark envisaged resurrection in physical terms, and probably supposed Jesus to have been translated directly to heaven because 'the narrative pattern according to which Jesus died, was buried and then was translated to heaven was a culturally defined way for an author living in the first century to narrate the resurrection of Christ.'
 Resurrection envisaged as translation implies that Mark must have regarded the appearances, which he does not attempt to narrate, as being of the heavenly rather than the physical type. 

The majority of the strains and tensions in the narrative are most easily explained on the assumption that 15.40-47, whatever their source, were placed in position by Mark in order to make a connection to the empty tomb story in 16.1-8, which is based on an independent pre-Markan tradition. Nevertheless, Collins has shown that a respectable case can be made for Markan composition. There are historical implications. The hypothesis that the story is a Markan fiction necessarily excludes the possibility that the discovery of the empty tomb was wholly or partly generative of resurrection faith. The hypothesis of a pre-Markan tradition, on the other hand, leaves open the questions of the tradition’s origin and its possible relationship to the emergence of resurrection faith.
2.2   Matthew

Matthew bases his account of the empty tomb on Mark, but he introduces significant editorial amendments. He inserts 28.9-10 and interweaves legendary and apologetic material at 27.62-66 and 28.11-15. The story of the guard presupposes the prior existence of the polemic which the story is designed to counter, and the linking of the story of the empty tomb with the post-Easter resurrection kerygma suggests that the merging of these concepts within the primitive community took place at an early stage.
  Matthew amends Mark in a number of particulars. He names only two of the women, omitting Salome and thereby glossing over a tension in Mark between the names of the women at the burial (Mk. 15.47) and those at the tomb (Mk. 16.2). Where Mark has the women visiting with the intention of anointing the body, Matthew (28.1) says simply that they went to see the tomb. Matthew probably assumed the burial rites to have been already completed by Joseph of Arimathea (Mk. 15.46). 

Matthew’s dramatic account of the descent of the angel and the rolling away of the stone (28.2-4) suggests to some
 that Matthew may be taking up features from the tradition that underlies Gospel of Peter 9.35ff, or that canonical gospels are all dependent on a hypothetical earlier ‘core’ version of the Gospel of Peter.
 The general view is that the Gospel of Peter is secondary to and later than the canonical gospels. The thesis that the canonical gospels are dependent on a ‘Cross Gospel’ is generally regarded as highly speculative. An alternative conjecture is that the angelophany originated as a christophany which became downgraded over time,
 possibly because it was regarded as inappropriate that women should be primary witnesses to the resurrection. This suggestion has not found general acceptance. 

The appearance to the women (28.9-10) may be Matthew’s own composition or, alternatively, an edited version of an independent tradition. The intention is to unite the traditions of the empty tomb with those of the appearances in preparation for the culminating announcement of the resurrection at 28.16-20. An issue is the relationship of this story to Jn. 20.14-18; Matthew could be reflecting a pre-Johannine form of the Magdalene story. Commentators note that the risen Jesus only repeats what the angel has already said. Fuller suggests that an earlier tradition of an angelophany has evolved into a christophany.
  Alsup considers it likely that Matthew constructed 28.9-10 using elements of other appearance story motifs and the Markan tomb story.
 Lüdemann suggests that Matthew may be making use of a tradition originally unconnected with the empty tomb. This tradition may have concerned a group of disciples rather than the women only. In adapting the piece to make the link between the tomb story and the concluding christophany, the women have necessarily become the recipients of the vision because they alone were present.

2.3   Luke
Lk. 24.1-10 follows Mk.16.1-8, but with significant variations, possibly indicating the parallel use of an independent tradition. The women have prepared the spices and ointments the evening before (c.f. Mk. 16.1), they evince no concern about who will roll away the stone (c.f. Mk. 16.3), they enter the tomb and fail to find the body and encounter two men (c.f. Mark 16.5) who announce the resurrection. The angels’ address to the women is extensively rewritten, the revision reflecting Luke’s intention to present a series of appearances in and around Jerusalem. The reference to Jesus going before his disciples into Galilee becomes a prediction of the passion delivered by Jesus in Galilee, apparently reflecting elements of Lk. 9.22 and 9.44. Whereas in Mark the women are fearful and silent, in Luke they exhibit no fear but return ‘to the eleven and to all the rest’ only to meet with unbelief (24.9,11). The names of the women are given not at the outset, as in Mark, but towards the end of the pericope at 24.10. Mary Magdalene and Mary the mother of James are given as in Mark, Salome is replaced by Joanna, and Luke appends the catch-all phrase 'and the other women with them'.

Peter’s visit to the tomb (Lk. 24.12), although attested by most of the major texts including p75, is missing from Bezae and some old Latin and Syriac texts. It is therefore held by many to be a post-Lukan interpolation based on Jn. 20.3-10. There are significant verbal similarities, including the running to the tomb, the stooping down, the linen cloths lying, and the return home. There are also significant omissions, notably the lack of any reference either to the beloved disciple or to the separate folded headcloth.
 The internal evidence is inconclusive. The cross-reference to the events of 24.1-12 embedded in the Emmaus story at 24.22-24 does not necessarily require 24.12 to have been part of Luke’s original text. Peter alone visits the tomb in 24.12, whereas 24.24 tells of a visit by a group of disciples. If 24.12 is taken to be a post-Lukan interpolation this discrepancy disappears, leaving 24.24 remaining as 'sufficient testimony to the existence of a [pre-Lukan] tradition of a visit of disciples to the sepulchre, a tradition which was known to Luke independently of John.'
  Alsup regards 24.22-24 as a Lukan summary, based on a source common to Luke and John, introduced into the tradition of the Emmaus appearance.
 This summary, he believes, breaks an otherwise smooth transition from 24.21a to 24.25 and reflects the stage at which the empty tomb, Emmaus and upper room stories were brought together. (There is a similar connecting link between the Emmaus story and the upper room appearance at 24.33-35.) On the other hand, regarding 24.12 as an interpolation, whilst neatly solving the problem of the discrepancy between Lk. 24.12 and 24.24, generates a tension between the rejection by the apostles of the women’s testimony as an ‘idle tale’ (24.11) and the visit of the group in response to the women’s report (24.24). More significantly, Lk. 24.11 (bereft of 24.12) flatly contradicts 24.34.  In many ways it is Lk. 24.10 (the Lukan parenthesis specifying the names of the women) rather than Lk. 24.12 which is the problem, intruding as it does into an otherwise coherent narrative sequence comprising Lk. 24.9, 11-12, a sequence of which Luke 24.12 is an integral part. 

Those who accept 24.12 as Lukan fall into three groups. First, there are those who postulate the dependence of Luke and John on a common tradition or source, assuming in so doing that Luke is independent of John and vice versa.
 Secondly, there is the argument advanced by Cribbs that Luke knew some form of the developing Johannine tradition or even had access to an early draft of the gospel.
 Thirdly, there is Shellard’s hypothesis that Luke is later than commonly supposed and that he knew and used John and Matthew in addition to Mark.
 Unlike Cribbs, Shellard argues for a full literary relationship between Luke and John. She identifies verbal and thematic connections which she describes as 'many and striking' and concludes that 'If we accept the weight of manuscript evidence and uphold the authenticity of Lk. 24.12, we may regard the matter as more or less settled, Luke used John and not vice versa.'
 If Shellard’s hypothesis is accepted, Lk. 24.12 becomes a Lukan summary of Jn. 20.3-10: the headcloth would have been omitted by Luke as irrelevant to his purposes and the role of the beloved disciple would have been passed over to avoid downgrading Peter. Morgan comments that, 'The evidence is not decisive and certainty is impossible, but is sufficient to require that [Shellard’s] hypothesis be seriously entertained.'

To summarise: Luke has two different empty tomb traditions, viz. the Markan tradition underlying 24.1-11 and a second, Peter/disciple oriented tradition underlying Lk. 24.12, in all probability the same tradition underlying Jn. 20.3-10. Alternatively, Lk. 24.12 may be Luke’s own summary of Jn. 20.3-10. There is no appearance account linking the two empty tomb traditions prior to the Emmaus story, and Luke makes no attempt to weave the two tomb traditions together in a unified narrative. The two tomb traditions and the Emmaus appearance stand side by side linked only by the retrospective summary of 24.22-24.

2.4   John

In Jn. 20.1 Mary Magdalene visits the tomb alone for no stated reason, and finds the stone rolled back. She runs (20.2) to Peter and 'the other disciple' to tell them that the body of Jesus has been taken away and that 'we (sic) do not know where they have laid him.'
 Immediately Peter and the other disciple run to the tomb (20.3). The other disciple outruns Peter, bends down, sees the linen burial wrappings, but does not enter. Peter comes from behind, enters the tomb and observes the significant placement of the wrappings. He is followed by the other disciple, who now both sees and believes (implying that Peter had seen, but not yet believed). The 'race story' concludes with the return of 'the disciples' - i.e. Peter and 'the other disciple' - to their own homes (20.10). Mary now suddenly reappears, weeping outside the tomb (20.11) just as if the events of 20.3-10 had not happened. The angelophany follows. Mary replies to the angel’s question with virtually the same words as those used in 20.2 for the announcement to the disciples, only the singular 'I do not know where they have laid him' contrasting with the plural in 20.2. This, Fuller suggests
, confirms the impression that the Magdalene tradition has skipped from 20.1 to 20.11. Having replied to the angels’ question, Mary turns (20.14a) and (commencement of the christophany) sees Jesus, but fails to recognise him (20.14b). The scene is now set for the ensuing christophany (20.14b-18).

Analysis of Jn. 20.1-18 reveals three separate, interwoven traditions. The first, which underlies 20.1 and 20.11-13, comprises a women-oriented tradition similar to the synoptics, but sufficiently different to imply either an earlier form or an alternate source. This tradition, Alsup suggests, included the women’s visit to the tomb, implied remorse at not finding the body, an encounter with the angels, and the return to the disciples with the news.
 The second, disciple-oriented tradition, the discovery of the empty tomb by Peter and the 'the other disciple' (20.3-10 cf. Lk. 24.12), is distinct from the first, and probably chronologically later. It appears to reflect secondary redactional interests, particularly Peter’s having now become a primary witness to the resurrection, and the promotion of the idea that the empty tomb rather than the appearances is the basis for resurrection faith. The two alternative tomb traditions may, but need not necessarily, have been combined prior to being taken over and further refined by John.
 By contrast, the third tradition, Mary’s christophany or protophany (20.14b-18), is a strongly Johannine, freestanding appearance story or recognition narrative, only redactionally linked to the first tradition and having no connection whatsoever with the second. Evans comments that the general impression of a Johannine narrative sequence conceals a fundamental lack of logical connection between the individual stories or episodes, each of which deals with one particular aspect of the resurrection and each of which should be regarded as a unit complete in itself.
 

2.5   The Empty Tomb Traditions: Historical Origins

The empty tomb and appearance traditions have independent origins and were initially handed down without any explicit connection with one another.
 There is clear evidence of a tendency to unify the two traditions; for example in Mark by the angel’s prediction of an appearance in Galilee (16.7), in Matthew by the insertion of the appearance to the women at the tomb (28.9f), in Luke by cross-references to the visit to the tomb inserted in the Emmaus story at 24.22-24, and in John by the introduction of the Mary Magdalene pericope (20.14-18).
 The question that now arises is whether it is possible to discern, behind the various empty tomb traditions shorn of their links with the appearances, the earliest traditional form or matrix of the tomb story and the historical nucleus on which it is based. The problem is that the original setting and function of the empty tomb story are unclear. Bultmann is emphatic that there is no historical nucleus and that the story of the empty tomb is 'completely secondary'. He categorises it as an 'apologetic legend' the purpose of which is 'without doubt to prove the reality of the resurrection of Jesus by the empty tomb.'
 Connecting the proclamation of the resurrection to a story of an empty tomb serves both to buttress the proclamation of the resurrection and to answer in advance questions which inevitably arise concerning the present whereabouts of Jesus’ body.  Grass and Lüdemann also regard the story as having developed out of the kerygma with apologetic intent,
 the women featuring as the recipients of the proclamation of the resurrection (despite their inferior status as witnesses) because the men had fled and/or because the women had also been part of the passion narrative.  An alternative  categorisation of the empty tomb pericope, set forward by Schenke, is that it is an aetiological legend connected with the cultic veneration of the tomb by the primitive Jerusalem community.
 This theory is generally regarded as speculative and lacking in supporting evidence. 

Von Campenhausen and others suggest that there is at least a nucleus of historicity  underlying the empty tomb tradition.
 Quoting Albertz with approval, von Campenhausen argues that the immediate flight of the disciples to Galilee is no more than a 'legend of the critics'.  Initially the disciples remained in hiding, but in Jerusalem or its environs. The women discovered the empty tomb and imparted the news to the disciples and Peter. Under the leadership of Peter, the disciples then returned to Galilee pondering the significance of the empty tomb, already half-inclined to believe in the resurrection. In Galilee there followed confirmatory resurrection appearances to Peter, the twelve and others. Finally, everyone reconvened back in Jerusalem. Wilckens offers a variant hypothesis, viz. that there was a more or less orderly return of the disciples to Galilee, where appearances of the risen Christ inspired belief in the resurrection and led to the founding of the primitive community. Returning to Jerusalem, the community encountered the women’s story, which was then taken as confirmation of the belief in resurrection which they had brought back with them from Galilee.
 
Perkins suggests that at the earliest stage of the tradition, the nucleus of the empty tomb story probably excluded the angelophany, and comprised simply the discovery of the empty tomb by the women, who then left perplexed.
 Evans, on the other hand, is unconvinced. He emphasises that Mark’s story is not a simple, naturalistic account but rather a proclamation of divine power. When the non-naturalistic elements are stripped away it is, he says, difficult to see what historical nucleus would be left. Nevertheless, he concedes that 'the introduction of the women rather than the disciples as the first to receive any intimation of the resurrection comes as a surprise, and may point to old tradition.'

One of the problems with the tradition of the women’s visit to the tomb is the apparent implausibility of the motive attributed to them by Mark. The stated purpose, that they intended to anoint the body, is seemingly at variance with Mk. 15.46 which implies that the burial rites had already been completed. Although Bultmann regards Mk. 15.42-47 as 'an historical account which creates no impression of being a legend,'
 others suggest that the story of the burial of Jesus by Joseph of Arimathea is a fabrication intended to mitigate the shame of Jesus’ actual burial, possibly alongside common criminals in an unknown grave. The motive of the tradition, according to Crossan, is 'to move from burial by enemies to burial by friends.' An intermediate stage in this development may perhaps be discerned in the alternative burial tradition of Acts 13.29 which has no mention of Joseph: Jesus is taken down and buried (in a tomb) by those who conspired to bring about his death. Crossan’s stark conclusion is that 'with regard to the body of Jesus, by Easter Sunday morning, those who cared did not know where it was, and those who knew did not care.'
 If the story of burial by Joseph is a fabrication, the historical nucleus underlying the empty tomb tradition would be modified but not necessarily undermined. For example, if the body of Jesus had been cast into a common grave without proper burial, the historical nucleus could have been a fruitless search by the women for the body of Jesus, with the intention of recovering the body and ensuring its respectful burial (actually a better correspondence with Mk. 16.1). 

Alsup also draws attention to the improbability of the women as witnesses and notes the motif of their consternation and dismay in the earliest tradition. He suggests that in both these matters there is a historical nucleus which had to be preserved precisely because it was factual. It could be modified but not displaced. Two key stages of modification followed. The first was the addition, at a very early stage, of the angel motif. The angel clarified the meaning of what had happened, at this early stage for believers rather than with apologetic intent. The second key development, which moved the tradition in a more apologetic direction, was the buttressing of the witness of the women through apostolic authority (Lk. 24.12, Jn. 20.2-10).
 

Two recent studies have thrown additional light on the role and status of eyewitness testimony. Byrskog argues that eyewitnesses played an important part in the development of the gospel traditions. Their status should be regarded as analogous to that of eyewitnesses in ancient Greek and Roman historiography; that is to say the testimony of an involved eyewitness is preferable to all other kinds of testimony whatsoever, even though eyewitnesses inevitably add their own interpretations to that which they experience and remember. Byrskog considers that the gospel narratives should be regarded as syntheses of the oral history of eyewitnesses and the interpretive and narrativizing procedures of the authors.
 

Bauckham seeks to test and develop Byrskog’s insights, focusing principally on the identification of eyewitnesses and eyewitness testimony in the tradition. He emphasises the key role of named eyewitnesses, not just for having told their stories in the first instance, but as people who remained accessible and authoritative sources and guarantors for these traditions as long as they lived. This implies a higher degree of stability in the transmission of oral tradition than has previously been supposed, particularly in cases where the eyewitnesses are named, and particularly in the early stages when these witnesses were still available within the community to serve as guarantors of their own testimony. The evangelists, says Bauckham, were careful to name precisely the women who were well known to them as witnesses to these crucial events in the origins of the Christian movement.
 If Bauckham is right, this would be additional evidence that the tradition of the women’s visit to the empty tomb contains at least a nucleus of historical fact.

2.6  The Empty Tomb Stories: Conclusions

The empty tomb traditions and appearance stories of the gospels appear to have independent origins. When the empty tomb stories are separated from the appearance narratives and purged of redactional links and insertions, the balance of probability tilts slightly in the direction of there being a factual core to some of the traditions.  That there was a search by the women for the body of Jesus, resulting in the discovery of an empty tomb where they had supposed, rightly or wrongly, the body to have been deposited, is doubtful. But if Jesus' corpse was initially consigned to a common pit or dump it is entirely credible that the women should have sought to locate and retrieve the body as soon as practicable, if only to afford it a respectful burial. That they failed to find the body, should occasion no surprise. The destruction of the body by scavenging animals and the scattering of its remains would have commenced almost immediately. The women's reported dismay is understandable and could be historical. 

There is no convincing evidence that the events which may have comprised the historical nucleus of the empty tomb tradition were generative of resurrection faith. The story of the visit to the empty tomb is probably secondary. It  developed out of the kerygma, first by the addition of an angelophany interpreting and explaining the significance of the empty tomb for believers, and subsequently by the inclusion of the apostolic witness which served to reinforce the tradition and tilt it in a more apologetic direction. An ongoing process of redactional development and assimilation of the empty tomb and appearance traditions to one another can be observed in all four gospels. Prior to incorporation in Mark, a women-oriented empty tomb story with an angelophany probably circulated as an independent unit of tradition. In Luke and John a second, and probably later, disciple-oriented tradition is interwoven with the basic Markan tradition. In John the position is further complicated by the introduction of the freestanding Magdalene appearance story. 

2.7 The Appearance Stories as a Specific Gattung.
Detailed examination of the appearance stories of the gospel tradition is unnecessary and accordingly will be by-passed in the interest of brevity. The ground has been well-trodden in the past by Bultmann, Dodd, Evans, Alsup, Fuller, Perkins, Lüdemann and many others. Stripped of their redactional accretions, the stories can be seen to be essentially confessional in nature, and lacking in any capacity for delivering significant historical data. As compared with the kerygmatic tradition, the stories contain only the one passing and probably redactional reference to an individual appearance to Peter, no reference to an appearance to James, and no mention of a large group appearance. There are accounts of appearances in Galilee and Jerusalem, but there are no obvious indications of the way in which they are related. Nor is there any uniform understanding of the nature of the risen Christ. The general consensus of scholars is that harmonisation is impossible. The premise that the various visible competing traditions are component parts of a greater but invisible whole gives rise to strained attempts to fill in the gaps, whereas, as Evans says, 'the gaps are not in fact such as could be filled in by additional facts' for the very good reason that 'what have to be combined are not a number of scattered pieces from an originally single matrix, but separate expressions of Easter faith.'
  

2.8   The Appearance Stories as Theological Statements
What is remarkable is that behind this superficial fluidity there is discernible a fixed or unified story form with more or less constant motifs and themes. This, Alsup argues, justifies regarding the appearance stories of the gospels as a specific Gattung or species, an independent stream of tradition paralleling the kerygma and empty tomb traditions.
 As to how and why the appearance stories first came into being, the outcome of a history of religions comparison is enlightening. It suggests that parallels drawn from Hellenistic literature are less important than the influence of the OT anthropomorphic theophany stories, especially the story of the appearance of the Lord to Abraham in Genesis 18. 

Even though they are not directly quoted, the OT anthropomorphic theophany stories are exceedingly close to the gospel appearance ones in both form and content. 'The points of contact,' says Alsup, 'are so evident that the conclusion [becomes] unavoidable that some kind of direct relationship [exists] between them in the formation of the gospel appearance story Gattung.'
 Moreover, the gospel appearance stories, like the OT anthropomorphic theophanies, are theological statements just as much as, or even more than, they are told and retold stories. By means of these stories the primitive community is (a) affirming that Jesus who died is alive again, and (b) implying that, just as it was God who revealed himself in OT anthropomorphic theophanies, so now it is God who is revealed through the human form of Jesus. Beyond this understanding it is scarcely possible to probe: the stories, being essentially confessional in character, are not primarily interested in, or capable of, delivering historical information. 'It would seem,' Alsup concludes, 'that the farthest point in the origins of the tradition that we may reach back to is the Gattung itself.'
 Nevertheless the Gattung of the appearance stories is itself an historical phenomenon which says something important about the primitive community's understanding of the supremely exalted status of the risen Christ. This understanding points the way forward. 

CHAPTER 3

PAUL AND THE KERYGMA

3.1   Kerygmatic Phrases and Formulae
The earliest evidence in the Pauline texts for belief in the resurrection of Jesus takes the form of short, embedded kerygmatic formulae or affirmations together with what appear to be fragments of early Christian hymns or hymnic pieces focusing on the resurrection as exaltation to cosmic rule. The kerygmatic formulae or affirmations  fall into two categories. The first involves the explicit opposition of death and resurrection; the second makes no mention of the death and refers only to the resurrection.
 Examples of the first type are: 1 Thess. 4.14; 1 Cor. 15.3f.; Rom. 4.25 Rom. 14.9; and Rom. 8.34. Examples of the second type include: I Thess. 1.10; 1 Cor. 15.12; 2 Cor. 4.14; Rom. 1.4; Rom. 4.24; Rom. 10.9; Rom. 6.4; Gal. 1.1; and Col. 2.12. Possibly pre-Pauline hymns or hymnic fragments may be identified by the use of a rhythmical style, a vocabulary at variance with the context and the presence of an exalted christology and/or liturgical language. Examples are Phil. 2.6-11 and Col.1.15-20. Both are discussed in detail in chapter 9.  
The original purpose of the kerygmatic phrases or formulae, which, like the hymnic fragments, in most cases antedate the texts in which they are embedded, is uncertain. One possibility is that they also originated in a liturgical setting. Lüdemann
 regards the two-part type as catechetical statements about the resurrection of Jesus paralleling similar catechetical statements about the appearance of the risen Jesus, as in 1 Cor. 15.5-8, Lk. 24.34 and the longer ending of Mk. 16.9-29. Perkins comments that the connection between all these formulae and the acclamation of Jesus as Lord is part of the wider issue of the relationship between the resurrection and the titles given to Jesus.
 Kramer, in his work on early Christological developments, identifies an underlying ‘pistis formula’ viz., Christ died/ was buried/ was raised from the dead. This formula, Kramer suggests, originated in the early Aramaic-speaking community and was transmitted thence to the Hellenistic Gentile Christian church via the Greek-speaking Jewish Christian church.

3.2   Resurrection and Exaltation

The relationship between resurrection and exaltation in Pauline texts is problematic. Evans comments, 'resurrection and exaltation have in common that they are God’s action and have their source in him,' and 'whereas the two are found apart…and in combination…the combination is not without a certain awkwardness.'
 Thus there are a number of kerygmatic formulae in which the lordship of Jesus is associated with his resurrection, other passages in which resurrection and exaltation are juxtaposed, and yet others which speak of resurrection without exaltation and vice versa. An example of the association of lordship and resurrection is Rom. 10.9. Resurrection and exaltation are juxtaposed in 1 Thess. 1.10. An instance of resurrection without reference to exaltation is Rom. 1.4. If pre-Pauline, the christological 'hymn' at Phil. 2.6-11 is an early (and possibly very early) instance of exaltation without resurrection. 

One of the reasons for the awkwardness is the definition of ‘exaltation’. The latter term, in Hahn’s view, should be reserved for instances of resurrection or ascent into heaven involving the immediate gift or bestowal of a special dignity by virtue of an act of enthronement and/or installation in a position of power. Exaltation, so understood, is to be distinguished from the temporary reception of Jesus into heaven pending his assumption of his proper powers and functions at the parousia.
 That the concept of exaltation implies resurrection and/or ascent is clear, even though, as in Phil. 2.9, it may not be explicitly stated. One of the hallmarks of exaltation is the citation of Ps. 110.1, 'The Lord says to my lord, Sit at my right hand until I make your enemies your footstool'.

Could exaltation then have been the earliest form of resurrection belief, the concept of exaltation subsequently being to some extent displaced by the concept of resurrection? Schweizer, taking as his starting point the Jewish concept of the exaltation of the suffering Righteous One whom God leads into suffering and humiliation, but whom he exalts after his death, argues that the Church from the very outset regarded the Easter event as signifying the exaltation of Jesus to God’s right hand.
  Evans likewise supports the primacy of exaltation over resurrection: 'It is thus possible that the concept of exaltation to the right hand of God and of the consequent share in God’s authority and rule was prior to the idea of resurrection in establishing belief in Jesus’ lordship and messiahship, for it leads directly to it, while resurrection from the dead, as such, does not.'
 Again he says, 'It may be too easily assumed that exaltation to share the authority of God in the last things was a corollary, or extension of resurrection, whereas what may have been prior … was ‘seeing Jesus our Lord’ as the exalted and coming One, and resurrection a corollary or extension of that.'

3.3   The Appearance Traditions of 1 Cor. 15.3-8

In 1 Cor. 15.3-8, Paul attaches a list of resurrection appearances to the kerygmatic affirmation 'that Christ died for our sins in accordance with the scriptures, and that he was buried, and that he was raised on the third day in accordance with the scriptures', apparently with the intention of providing historical proofs for the ‘facticity’ of the resurrection.
 The traditions in 1 Cor. 15.3b-8 are of pivotal importance. Verses. 15.5-8 are the earliest textual evidence for appearances of the risen Messiah, and 15.8 is the only first-hand testimony of an eyewitness to a resurrection appearance. The kerygmatic affirmation also contains the earliest reference to the burial of Jesus and the first mention of resurrection taking place 'on the third day'. Paul, writing in 56/7 ce, is quoting traditional kerygmatic and catechetical formulations which he himself had received. The kerygmatic tradition was probably in use before 50 ce in Antioch and possibly before 40ce in Damascus. It may go back, via the early missionary communities of the diaspora, to the primitive community itself.
 

The structure of 15.3b-8 is fourfold, the components being joined together by the repetitive use of Óti ... kaˆ Óti ... kaˆ Óti. Thus we have;

1)   Óti Christ died for our sins according to the scriptures

2)   kaˆ Óti he was buried

3)   kaˆ Óti he was raised on the third day in accordance with the                                                                                            scriptures

4)   kaˆ Óti he appeared to Cephas etc.

The reference to being raised 'on the third day' was evidently already part of the tradition when Paul himself first received it. It is attributed to Jesus as a prediction in the gospels
 where another tradition represents Jesus as promising to erect a temple 'in three days'.
 Nevertheless it is difficult to understand why it was thought important to introduce this specific detail into the kerygma. It may be a historical recollection insofar as it testifies to a short time interval between Jesus’ death and the first resurrection 'appearances', but Evans highlights two principal difficulties.
 First, it could only ever have applied to the Jerusalem-based appearance traditions. It would have been physically impossible for any of the disciples to have returned to Galilee (with a Sabbath day intervening) in time to have experienced an appearance which could have subsequently given rise to a ‘third day’ tradition. Secondly, it is at variance with the gospel narratives. These are concerned with the timing and dating of the discovery of the empty tomb rather than with the timing and dating of the resurrection itself. The key may be 'according to the scriptures' which should perhaps be read as applying to both the resurrection and 'on the third day'. The point of reference is generally agreed to be the LXX of Hos. 6.2 which reads, 'after two days he will heal us: in the third day we shall arise and live before him, and we shall know [him].'   There are Talmudic texts
 suggesting that the general resurrection will occur three days before the end of the world, which may be evidence for a longstanding apocalyptic expectation not otherwise attested.
 

The structure of the list of resurrection appearances is much debated. Harnack argued that it represented an amalgamation of what were originally two competing or alternative lists reflecting an underlying rivalry between Cephas and James and their respective supporters. Harnack assumed the core tradition to be vv. 3b-6, to which v.7, the appearance to James/all the apostles, subsequently became attached. Harnack’s assumption is vulnerable to the criticism that on this reading the parallelism is impaired because the second list (James/all the apostles) lacks a preceding statement about death/burial/resurrection. Fuller suggests that Bammel’s analysis is preferable.
 Bammel sees vv. 3b-5 as comprising three underlying formulae rather than Harnack’s two: the first being that Christ died, was buried and was raised; the second and third then being the Cephas/the twelve and the James/all the apostles formulae. This reading has the advantage of leaving the parallelism unimpaired. In either case the appearance to the five hundred is left in isolation and must be regarded either as an independent tradition or as a Pauline insertion.

The list of appearances concludes with Paul’s statement 'Last of all, as to someone untimely born, he appeared also to me.'
 The continual repetition of êfqh in 15.3-8 coupled with Paul's resolute defence of his own apostleship, 'Am I not an apostle? Have I not seen Jesus our Lord?' in 1 Cor. 9.1 makes it clear that he was admitting no distinction in form or content between his own experience and that of the other listed recipients of appearances. Given also that this traditional list and Paul's eye-witness testimony antedate the earliest evidence for the appearance and empty tomb traditions of the gospels and Acts by anything between ten and forty years
 and that Paul had access to first hand knowledge by virtue of his meeting with Peter in Jerusalem just three years after his christophany, 
 this is testimony of the utmost importance. It means, firstly, that the specific appearances listed in the tradition would in Paul's view have been authentic (having the imprimatur of the primitive Jerusalem community) and, possibly, that in Paul's view the list was also comprehensive and complete.
 Secondly, it follows that there is no historical warrant for regarding Paul's experience as being fundamentally different either in form or cognitive content from the other appearances listed in the tradition, unless, of course, strong evidence to the contrary can be adduced either generally or in a particular instance. Paul's account of his own experience therefore merits detailed scrutiny and critical evaluation.

3.4   'Appearing' and 'Seeing'
The logical starting point is Paul's claim that Christ 'appeared'. The verb Ðr£w has much the same meaning and is used in much the same way as 'to see' in English. That is to say, it can mean 'to see' in the absolute sense and it can used both transitively, i.e. 'to see' in the sense of 'to look at an object' and passively, both in the sense of 'being seen' and in the sense of 'appearing'. It may also be used metaphorically in the sense of discerning or understanding, e.g. 'Now I see what you mean'.  In 1 Cor. 15.3-8, êfqh, as the aorist passive of Ðr£w, can therefore be translated either as '[he] was seen [by/of]' or 

alternatively as '[he let himself] be seen / he appeared'.
 Marxsen suggests that the difference is material because in the first case the stress is on the act of perception initiated by the witnesses whereas in the second case it is on the act of revelation or disclosure initiated by the risen Christ.
 Given (a) that Paul in Gal. 1.12,16 describes his own experience as a God-given ¢pok£luyij, (b) that the terminology in Gal. 1.15-16 is strongly reminiscent of the divine initiative in prophetic callings, and (c) that êfqh in 1 Corinthians 15.3-8 probably reflects the LXX’s use of the term in connection with divine disclosure,
 it seems reasonable to assume that in 1 Cor. 15.3-8 êfqh implies an act of revelation rather than mere 'seeing'. 

Nevertheless, it would be unwise to attach too much importance to Marxsen's distinction: a revelatory 'appearance' necessarily implies a corresponding response of 'seeing' on the part of the witness because it is through seeing that that which appears is apprehended and recognized. Paul's oÙcˆ 'Ihsoàn ˜èraka in 1 Cor. 9.1 is therefore consistent with the use of êfqh in 1 Cor. 15.3-8 and with the concept of God-given ¢pok£luyij in Gal. 1.12, 15-16, and should occasion no surprise. What is of the utmost importance, however, is Paul's understanding of the modality of this 'seeing' and of the nature of the one who 'appeared' and was 'seen'. Does Paul intend to imply that his experience was what we would call 'a real seeing of a real person'? Alternatively, is he testifying to some form of visionary experience? How does Paul understand the resurrection body of Jesus (and that of believers), and what are the implications for the empty tomb tradition of the answers to these questions?

3.5   Paul's Experience: Testimony

The key passages bearing on Paul's experience of an appearance of the risen Christ are 1 Cor. 9.1, 15.3-8 and Gal. 1. 12-16; passages which need to be read in conjunction with Paul's anthropology as spelt out at length in 1 Cor. 15.12-55.  Many scholars also interpret 2 Cor. 4.4-6 as a reference to Paul's christophany;
 if this is correct other possible allusions can be identified as well, but these are contested and contribute little in comparison with Paul's direct testimony.
 The visionary experience described in 2 Cor. 12.1-7a is generally assumed to be Paul's own, but even if the form and content
 were not sharply different, the precision of the dating, 'fourteen years ago', would rule out any possibility of identification with the experience described in Gal. 1.12-16, which Paul describes as the last of the resurrection appearances (1 Cor. 15.8). Nevertheless, there is a significant parallel between the imagery of being 'caught up into Paradise' (2 Cor. 12.2,4) and that of being 'caught up … to meet the Lord in the air' (1 Thess. 4.17). There are also close similarities between 1 Thess. 4.17 and 1 Cor. 15.51. In both cases the trumpet sounds, the dead are raised, and the living are 'caught up' or 'changed'. Underlying all three passages are rapture/ascent and investiture motifs well-documented in Jewish and early Christian apocalypses. For example, when Enoch ascends to the seventh heaven, God commands Michael, 'Go, and extract Enoch from [his] earthly clothing, and anoint him … and put him into the clothes of my glory.
 The Pauline concepts of being 'changed' and/or putting on an 'imperishable body', either at the moment of resurrection (for the dead) or when 'caught up' in the process of heavenly ascent (for the living), reflect the same idea, viz. that there will be special, glorious garments for the righteous after death.
 These parallels suggest that the images used by Paul in 1 Cor. 15.50-55, 1 Thess. 4.15-17 and 2 Cor. 12.1-7a, need to be set in the context of an awareness of contemporary rapture and heavenly ascent motifs. 

Luke's three accounts of Paul's conversion, (Acts 9.1-22; Acts 22.3-21 and Acts 26.1-23) are problematic. They have to be assessed in the light of the Tendenz or scheme of Luke-Acts whereby 'genuine' resurrection appearances (as opposed to 'visions' like that of Stephen in Acts 7.55f.) are limited to the period prior to the Ascension, and only those who have been recipients of 'genuine' resurrection appearances and have kept company with Jesus from the beginning are qualified to be regarded as apostles.
 Since the Damascus event took place after the Ascension and Paul never kept company with Jesus, Luke is obliged to contradict the much earlier first-hand testimony of 1 Cor. 9.1 and 15.5-10, according to which Paul is a fully-fledged apostle and there is no difference at all between his own experience and that of the other recipients of resurrection appearances. Thus the resurrection appearances prior to the Ascension are presented by Luke as genuine, substantial appearances of the risen Christ, whereas the Damascus experience is no more than a vision, albeit a heavenly vision, oÙran…J Ñptas…v (Acts 26.19). Insofar as Luke's much later testimony conflicts with Paul's own account of his experience, it is of negligible historical value. Nevertheless, there is no logical reason to exclude from consideration those features of the Lukan accounts of Paul's experience which complement and supplement the Pauline information, providing, of course, they are immune from the influence of Luke's particular Tendenz.

3.6   Paul's Experience: Form and Content

The formal category of Paul’s christophany is debated. The classic definitions of 'conversion' are those of James and Nock
 who regard any sudden turning away from one particular belief-system, accompanied by the deliberate espousal of a quite different belief system in the consciousness that the old was wrong and the new is right, as the essence of 'conversion'.
 On this basis, Paul's experience was one of conversion. Stendahl per contra emphasises the continuity in Paul's religious experience arguing that Paul’s Damascus experience was first and foremost a ‘calling’ and not at all (in his view) a ‘conversion’.
 That Paul’s interprets his christophany as a call to apostleship as well as a revelation is indisputable. He writes that God ‘who had set me apart šk koil…aj mhtrÒj mou kaˆ kalšsaj  through his grace was pleased to reveal his Son to me so that I might proclaim him ™n to‹j œqnesin (Gal. 1.15-16 cf. Rom. 1.1, 1 Cor. 1.1). The parallel with the callings of Isaiah and Jeremiah is almost certainly intentional. Of his prophetic calling Isaiah says, ‘the Lord called me before I was born, while I was in my mother’s womb (LXX šk koil…aj mhtrÒj mou) he named me’ (Isa. 49.1) and that God declares his mission 'to be a light to the nations (LXX e„j fîj ™qnîn), that my salvation may reach to the end of the earth’ (Isa. 49.6).  Jeremiah’s prophetic calling is similarly predestined and universal, 'Before I formed you in the womb (LXX šn koil…v) I knew you and before you were born I consecrated you; I appointed you a prophet to the nations (LXX e„j œqnh – Jer. 1.5).' Kim draws together these elements of 'revelation' and 'call' and suggests that Paul was probably understanding his revelatory experience in terms of the call of Isaiah in the theophany of Isa. 6.1-9 and narrating it in the pattern of Isa. 49.6.

It follows, says Stendahl, that the simplistic depiction of Paul as a Jew who gave up his former faith and converted to Christianity is misleading. Paul’s christophany experience involved no fundamental change in underlying religious tradition or orientation and no wholesale repudiation of former values and achievements. Paul was, and remained, a believing Jew, albeit a Jew commissioned to be an apostle to the Gentiles. Segal agrees with Stendahl that there is little evidence that Paul thought of himself as leaving Judaism, and that his experience was essentially one of transition from one form of Judaism to another. He also accepts that Paul is articulating his revelatory experience in terms of ‘prophetic calling’. Nevertheless, in describing his experience Paul is also making extensive use of the language and imagery of transformation or metamorphosis from one state of being to another. If the basis of conversion is the revaluation of one’s past life on the basis of such transformation or metamorphosis, Paul must necessarily be a convert. 'The structure of Paul’s thought,' says Segal, 'contains the same structure of antinomies that characterize conversion to highly cohesive groups today. Paul does not forget his Jewish past: rather he bends his Pharisaic exegesis to new ends … Paul is no longer a Pharisee.'
 Paul is a convert from one Jewish party to another: his conversion brings about a radical revaluation of his Judaism, leading him in turn to a new understanding of Jesus’ mission.

Difficulties of categorization should not be allowed to distract attention from Paul’s own very clear testimony as to the cognitive content of his experience. In Gal. 1.11-16, 1 Cor. 9.1 and 15.8 he reports an overwhelming experience (of unspecified form and in unknown circumstances) the essence of which was (a) a revelation of Jesus transformed into a glorious heavenly being described as Son of God, Lord and Messiah and (b) that he, Paul, was called to proclaim Jesus among the Gentiles. On the transformed Jesus as Son of God, see Gal. 1.16. On Jesus as Lord, see 1 Cor. 9.1 cf. Rom. 14.9. The appearing of the transformed Jesus as Messiah turns on the fact that in 1 Cor. 15.3 and Rom. 14.9 CristÕj is titular. In the case of 1 Cor. 15.3 this is confirmed by the six-fold mantra-like repetition in 1 Cor. 15. 12-20 of the phrase about Messiah having been raised. Here also CristÕj is titular. Further confirmation may be found in 2 Cor. 4.4-6 where, in what is almost certainly a reference to his revelatory experience of conversion and calling, Paul refers to tÁj dÒxhj toà Cristoà, Ój ™stin e„kën toà Qeoà and tÁj dÒxhj toà Qeoà ™n prosèpJ ['Ihsoà] Cristoà. It follows that vv. 3-8 of 1 Cor. 15 mean what they say, viz. that (Jesus as) CristÕj (titular) appeared to Paul as he did to the others listed in 1 Cor. 15.5-7. Note also Rom. 14.9 where it is CristÕj who died and CristÕj who lived again: i.e. the risen Jesus is the Messiah (titular). (Nb. also Acts 2.36 where Jesus' Messiahship and Lordship are explicitly linked to his supreme exaltation.
) 
The form of Paul’s experience and, in particular, what Paul actually saw, remains an issue. There are those who question whether his Damascus revelation contained any visual element.
 Gal. 1.11-16 contains no resurrection language or imagery and makes no explicit reference to any 'seeing' or 'vision' of the risen Jesus. This is thought by some to be significant.
 Although commitment to resurrection faith must be implicit in Paul's reception of the gospel by revelation (Gal. 1.12), 'appearing' and 'seeing' feature only in 1 Cor. 15.8 (êfqh) and 1 Cor. 9.1 (˜èraka). It is therefore theoretically possible to interpret ¢pok£luyij in Gal. 1.1-16 as signifying primarily divine revelation mediated via an intellectual or mental process. The argument would be that Paul (in 1 Cor. 9.1) felt obliged to describe his God-given revelation of the glorified heavenly Jesus as Messiah, Lord and Son of God as a 'seeing', firstly because this was the most natural and appropriate way of describing his human response to an experience interpreted as direct, unmediated divine revelation,
 and secondly because he was concerned to assimilate his experience to the traditional êfqh formulation in 1 Cor. 15.3-8.
 

On the other hand, it can be argued that the articulation and interpretation of any revelatory experience such as Paul's must necessarily involve the use of pre-existing terminology, symbols and concepts. Furthermore, the perception that the revelatory event is external and objective necessitates the use of terminology, concepts and symbols that serve to protect and preserve the perception of externality and objectivity. In this context, the use of terminology associated with the processes of sense perception, especially the terminology of seeing and hearing, is unavoidable.
 It serves the essential purpose of maintaining the distinction between the experiencing subject and the perceived external objectivity of the revelation itself.  It follows that an experience such as that reported in Gal. 1.11-16, whatever our views on its status in reality, would almost certainly have been articulated by Paul to himself and to others in terms of visual and/or aural perception. The former, which does not exclude the latter, is consistent with the use of êfqh in 1Cor. 15.8 and ˜èraka in 1 Cor. 9.1. This leads to the conclusion that the lack of explicit reference to any 'seeing' or 'appearing' of the risen Jesus in Gal. 1.11-16 is without significance and that Paul probably means exactly what he plainly says in 1 Cor. 9.1, 15.8 and Gal. 1.16, viz. that Jesus appeared to him and that he, Paul, saw Jesus revealed as Lord, Messiah and Son of God.

3.7   Paul’s Testimony: the Glory of the Risen Christ.
Additional information on what Paul actually ‘saw’ may be found in other passages in which he speaks of the nature and status of the risen Christ. In 1 Cor. 15.20, Christ is declared to have been raised from the dead, the first fruits of those who have died. He is raised ™n dÒxV (1 Cor. 15.42) and is now a life-giving spirit (1 Cor. 15.45b), he is highly exalted (Phil. 2.10), and his location is at the right hand of God (Rom. 8.34). In 2 Cor. 3.7-4.6 Paul contrasts the ministries of the old and new covenants. The inferior ministry assigned to Moses was characterized by the fading away of the divine dÒxa reflected in Moses’ face. The dÒxa encountered in the face of Jesus Christ as e„kën toà Qeoà is likewise tÁj dÒxhj toà qeo‎u, divine dÒxa, the dÒxa associated with radiance and creation light (2 Cor. 4.4-6). The difference between Moses and Christ is that the dÒxa which was 

formerly ‘set aside’ (2 Cor. 3.7) is now permanently accessible. Christian ministry, Paul asserts, is characterized by the fact that God  œlamyen ™n ta‹j kard…aj ¹mîn prÕj fwtismÕn

tÁj gnèsewj tÁj dÒxhj toà qeo‎u ™n prosèpJ Cristoà.
 Many commentators, emboldened by the aorist œlamyen, interpret ™n ta‹j kard…aj ¹mîn as a reference to an objective revelatory event taking place at a specific time in the past, i.e. Paul’s Damascus experience.
 If this is correct, Paul is almost certainly claiming that his christophany involved the risen Christ appearing to him as a spiritual being clothed in glory made visible as radiance. Hurtado writes, 'Paul’s revelatory experience involved a vision of Christ in a glorious form that Paul perceived as the manifestation of divine glory resting upon (or reflected in) Christ.'
 It follows that phrases such as the ‘glory of Christ’ (2 Cor. 4.4, ‘the glory of the Lord’ (2 Cor. 3.18) and 'the Lord of Glory' (1 Cor. 2.8) may all be taken as allusions to Paul’s revelatory experience.
 Likewise, the glory characteristic of the believer’s sîma yucikÒn (1 Cor. 15.40,44) is entirely derivative: it arises as a consequence of the transformation and conformation by Christ of our bodies tù sèmati tÁj dÒxhj aÙtoà (Phil. 3.21). To summarise; the cognitive content of Paul’s experience as (a) involving a revelation of Jesus as Messiah, Lord and Son of God, and (b) constituting a call to proclaim the gospel to the Gentiles, must be set within the context of an overarching primary perception, which is that of Jesus as a exalted and radiantly glorious heavenly being located at the right hand of God. Moreover, this perception and these understandings are in Paul's estimation at the very least compatible with - and possibly typical of - all the other resurrection 'appearances' of the kerygmatic tradition. 

3.8  The Nature of the Resurrection Body: Continuity and Transformation
In 1 Cor. 15, Paul sets his summary of the resurrection traditions in the context of a wider argument about the fact of the resurrection of Jesus and the nature of the resurrection body of believers, an argument apparently prompted by the fact that some were saying Óti ¢n£stasij nekrîn oÙk œstin (1 Cor. 15.12b). Paul's argument is essentially simple: if there is no such thing as the resurrection of the dead,
 Messiah cannot have been raised from the dead, and if Messiah has not been raised from the dead, our proclamation of his resurrection is mistaken and our faith is devoid of content (1 Cor. 15.12-17). Paul then reverses the argument saying, in effect, 'However, we do believe and proclaim the tradition that we have received, viz. that Messiah was raised, and thereby we affirm our belief in resurrection, the resurrection of Messiah being the first instance of the general resurrection of the dead.' (1 Cor. 15.3f, 12, 20 and 23) The argument is saved from circularity by being grounded in the Christian experience of faith.
 

Paul then goes on to address explicitly the question 'How then, and in what form, are the dead raised?' His answer is in two parts. Firstly, every entity has its own kind of body. Plants, animals, birds and fish; the sun, the moon and the stars; each has its own kind of body.
 In the case of man there is in life a sîma yucikÒn and there will be in the resurrection a sîma pneumatikÒn.  That which is sown in death and burial, the sîma yucikÒn, will be raised hereafter as an imperishable sîma pneumatikÒn. (1 Cor 15.38-44) Secondly, in the resurrection those who are raised will bear the image of – that is, be like - the resurrected Messiah (1 Cor 15.49). The same concept of transformation is explicit in Phil. 3.21 where it is stated that the Lord Jesus Christ 'will transform the body of our humiliation (tÕ sîma tÁj tapeinèsewj ¹mîn) so that it may be conformed to the body of his glory (tù sèmati tÁj dÒxhj aÙtoà).' In 1 Cor. 15 it is explained that the believer's resurrection body, the sîma pneumatikÒn, will be as radically different from his sîma yucikÒn as the heavenly man (Messiah) is from the earthly man (Adam). Where the one body is perishable, the other will be imperishable. Where the one is dishonourable, the other will be glorious. Where the one is weak, the other will be powerful. Where the one is physical, the other will be spiritual.
 The emphasis is on the radical difference between the sîma yucikÒn and the sîma pneumatikÒn. 

The problem lies in relating these assertions to Paul's underlying anthropology, according to which a man is a body comprised of physical substance or flesh (s¦rx)
 and also, at the same time, is a body with a soul or self-awareness, literally a 'psychic body' (sîma yucikÒn).
 The relationship between s¦rx, sîma yucikÒn and sîma pneumatikÒn is pivotal. If the sîma yucikÒn includes the s¦rx, Paul is propounding a doctrine of the resurrection and transformation of the flesh. On the other hand, if Paul is understanding s¦rx and sîma yucikÒn to be separable on death, which is the plain and obvious interpretation of 'flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God, nor does the perishable inherit the imperishable' (1 Cor. 15.50),
 he is implying a doctrine of the resurrection and re-embodiment of the spirit or soul alone. In effect, he would be saying that what is sown in the grave is a dead man in his dual capacity as s¦rx and sîma yucikÒn, but (since 'flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God') that which is raised in the resurrection and transformed into sîma pneumatikÒn must be the sîma yucikÒn without the s¦rx, the latter remaining behind rotting in the grave.
 

There is a similar ambiguity in the metaphor of 'putting on' new clothing. In 1 Cor. 15.53f., Paul speaks of this perishable and mortal body 'putting on' immortality and imperishability without indicating whether or not the believer will be divested of his former clothing - i.e. the flesh - when immortality and imperishability are 'put on'.
 Similar imagery also appears in Qumran texts in connection with life after death; for example, the Community Rule assures the just that they will enjoy 'eternal joy in life without end, a crown of glory and a garment of majesty in unending light' (1QS iv, 7-8). Likewise the Similitudes speak of the righteous and elect rising from the earth and putting on garments of glory that will not wear out (1 En. 62.15-16). This use of divestiture-investiture imagery – that is, the 'putting off' of former clothing and the 'putting on' of new and glorious raiment - in Jewish and early Christian 'heavenly ascent' traditions has already been noted above.
 The same idea may also be reflected in Josephus’s admittedly opaque account of the Pharisees’ resurrection beliefs.
 
Pearson emphasizes that Paul’s doctrine of the nature of the resurrection body in 1 Cor. 15 was formulated with the intention of refuting the views of those Corinthian Christians who were claiming that there was no resurrection. He argues (as do others) that 1 Cor. 15 should be interpreted on the basis of the assumption that Paul’s opponents were espousing a doctrine of ‘a-somatic’ immortality’ rather than rejecting belief in afterlife per se.
 The pneumatikÒj-yucikÒj terminology, which Paul adopts in his refutation of these opponents, arises out of a widespread Hellenistic-Jewish interpretation of Gen. 2.27 according to which, by an act of divine, spiritual inbreathing, earthly man participates in the spiritual e„kwn tou Qeoà.
 In 1 Cor. 15.45 Paul ‘targumizes’ upon Gen. 2.7 in order to refute his opponents’ doctrine of immortality; Paul is emphatic that the pneumatikos element in man is not his in the present as a natural possession by virtue of any divine inbreathing: it is something only to be attained in the future by virtue of the resurrection. Man as body and soul – that is, sîma yucikÒn – belongs to the old Adam: man’s complete pneumatikos existence – that is, sîma pneumatikÒn – will be given only in the future, in the resurrection, by the œscatoj Adam who is a life-giving spirit. The Christian expectation of resurrection is therefore an eschatological hope. Paul’s dualism, which is a dualism of two ages (the ‘present age’ and ‘the age to come’) is therefore completely at variance with his opponents’ dualism, which is a heavenly-earthly, spiritual-psychic, incorruptible-corruptible, immortal-mortal dualism.

The sharp distinction which Pearson makes between the (presumed) views that Paul was combating and Paul’s own concept of resurrection as the eschatological transformation of man as sîma pneumatikÒn  into man as sîma yucikÒn is almost certainly correct, and his exegesis of 1 Cor. 15.45ff. is enlightening. Pearson suggests that the term sîma was introduced into the debate by Paul himself, to whom the concept of bodiless existence was anathema. Whether it was Paul who first brought about the marriage of sîma and the pneumatikÒj-yucikÒj language scarcely matters. Morgan comments that sîma in Paul is in any case multivalent; qualified by pneumatikÒj or yucikÒj it becomes freighted with additional significance and strangeness, thus enabling it to assert the continuation of personal identity both of the believer and of Jesus in the resurrection whilst preserving a necessary degree of ambiguity on the matter of ways and means.
 

This suggests that the conflict between the two dualisms, whilst real, is perhaps not quite as absolute as Pearson implies. For example, neither Philo nor Wis. Sol. suggest that the soul is immortal in its very nature (unthinkable for even a Hellenistic Jew). Likewise, in Paul’s metaphors (which are as ambiguous as his terminology) we find a stress on radical change and discontinuity running alongside the emphasis on essential continuity. Of course Paul envisages only future bodily resurrection, but the real point at issue remains the relationship in his anthropology between s¦rx and the sîma yucikÒn. When the time comes the sîma yucikÒn will be transformed into sîma pneumatikÒn, but will s¦rx be included in this transaction? Simply to say, as Pearson does, that s¦rx kaˆ aŒma in I Cor. 15.50 signifies 'untransformed man as he is now', i.e. sîma yucikÒn, is no solution. The question is not can 'man as he is now', that is man as sîma yucikÒn, enter the kingdom of heaven without transformation (all are agreed that he cannot), but will his s¦rx be included in this eventual transformation or will it, when the time comes, be shed like an old, unwanted garment? 

In view of this uncertainty it should occasion no surprise that Paul's understanding of the nature of the resurrection body should have been, and still is, the subject of heated debate and controversy. Tertullian denounced those who were arguing on the basis of 1 Cor. 15 that the soul or corpus animale (sîma yucikÒn) would be raised while the flesh, or corpse, would remain in the grave  - a view which Tertullian categorized as belief in animae resurrectionem, 'the resurrection of the soul'.
 That there were, at an even earlier stage, many Christians who rejected belief in physical resurrection can be inferred from references in Origen, Justin Martyr and Polycarp.
 The rejection of physical resurrection may also be implicit in 1 Pet. 3.18f. Riley speaks of 'a later Christian bias towards physical resurrection which was (all but) absent at the outset and took generations to develop in the church.'
 It follows that the assertion that resurrection always and everywhere meant bodily resurrection is incorrect. The historical testimony is clear: the very fact that Paul felt obliged to enter the lists against the proponents of a-somatic resurrection is evidence that resurrection could be and was, almost from the outset, interpreted in non-physical terms by at least some believers. The continuing debate is in itself indicative: Paul’s understanding of the nature of the resurrection body lacks clear definition and lends itself to more than one interpretation. 

This inconsistency and lack of definition may stem from the fact that the conflict of dualisms implicit in 1 Cor. 15 is to some extent carried over into Paul’s own thinking. Crossan argues with some justice that although Paul had worked out his own compromise between traditional Judaism and modern Hellenism on cosmic dualism, on the specific issue of physical and material continuity between the earthly Jesus and the heavenly Christ he is found to be wavering in his response. Here and there Paul’s traditional Judaism breaks through - for example, in the use of the seed metaphor, which Crossan interprets as signifying continuity rather than discontinuity- but elsewhere and taken as a whole Paul's explanation is generally a Hellenistic-Jewish one.
 

3.9   Paul and the Empty Tomb Tradition

The absence of any reference to the empty tomb tradition in Paul's writings is puzzling. That an early empty tomb tradition was known and preserved within the primitive Jerusalem community, without Paul, who had visited Jerusalem and met Peter circa 36 CE., being aware of it, is stretching credulity.
 Althaus, for example, argues that the resurrection kerygma, 'could not have been maintained for a single day, for a single hour, if the emptiness of the tomb had not been established as a fact for all concerned.'
 Pannenberg asks, 'How could Jesus' disciples in Jerusalem have proclaimed his resurrection if they could be constantly refuted merely by viewing the grave in which Jesus was still interred?'
 If Althaus and Pannenberg are right, the tradition must have been known to Paul and deliberately suppressed or passed over, presumably because Paul felt that the tradition in some way conflicted with his own understanding of the nature of the resurrection body. Quite apart from the intrinsic improbability of Paul engaging in suppressio veri, the inconsistencies and ambiguities latent in the metaphors and arguments he deploys in 1 Cor. 15 suggest that he had no such settled understanding.

There is no easy way of resolving the dilemma, but, if it is assumed (as is generally the case) that the primitive community's earliest understandings were formulated primarily in terms of visionary experiences of Jesus exalted and transformed, the position is marginally eased. At the time of the very first 'appearances', the body of Jesus could simply have been regarded as 'lost' or 'not yet having been found'. This position would, however, have quickly proved unsustainable because the natural inference, working backwards from the conviction of Jesus' exaltation and transformation, would have been that his missing body had been 'raised' or 'taken' by God. One would therefore expect 'resurrection' to have been imported into the 'exaltation-transformation' conviction at a very early stage indeed. The emergence of the tradition of the empty tomb, on the other hand, could have been a later (or even much later), secondary development. This accords reasonably well with the testimony of Paul, in which the kerygmatic assertion of resurrection is found alongside evidence (see chapter 9) that exaltation and transformation may have been the earliest christology of all. We likewise find that the core cognition underpinning all the other components in Paul's revelatory experience is Jesus transformed into a glorious heavenly being, the  e„kën toà Qeoà. The immediacy of this personal experience and the working out of its implications are of primary importance for Paul: relating it to confused stories about the failure of the women to find Jesus – who presently was risen, exalted and transformed – would have been a relatively marginal consideration. In other words, although Paul could have been more analytical and less nuanced in 1 Cor. 15, his attention was directed elsewhere.

3.10   Conclusions

Paul experienced what he regarded as a revelatory theophanic appearance or 'seeing' of Jesus. The cognitive content of this experience was (a) Jesus transformed into a radiantly glorious divine being understood to be Lord, Son of God and Messiah, and (b) a prophetic call to apostleship. Paul asserts that this experience and, by implication, its associated cognitive content, ranks pari passu with all the other 'appearances' listed in 1 Cor. 15.5-7. In the absence of evidence to the contrary, this must imply, at a minimum, that Paul believed the other 'appearances' listed had essentially the same cognitive content and, possibly, the same formal characteristics as his own. Nevertheless, the possibility remains open that within the primitive community there were, particularly at the outset and in the first few instances, a variety of revelatory and/or conversion or 'calling' experiences embodying an evolving cognitive content, and that in the telling and retelling of these experiences they became gradually conformed to experiences of the kind categorized by Paul as 'appearances'. This is considered further in chapter 10. 

Paul's exact understanding of the nature of Jesus' and the believer's resurrection body, and their relationship to the s¦rx, remains elusive. That for Paul resurrection involved both essential continuity and radical transformation, and that it involved both 'putting off' and investiture, is indisputable. But Paul's terminology is multivalent and his metaphors are open to more than one interpretation. We therefore conclude that to work backwards from Paul's anthropology and seek to determine with certainty what he must have believed about the empty tomb, or even whether the tradition was known to him, is impossible. The fact that the body of Jesus was never found (for whatever reason) would probably have had no significance for Paul other than to confirm what he would already have been taking for granted. The story of the tomb-burial and the discovery of empty tomb, on the other hand, could well be a post-Pauline development, possibly reflecting the influence of texts such as Isa. 53.9 and Ps. 16.10. 
Chapter 4
THE TERM 'SON OF GOD'
4.1   The Term 'Son of God' in the Greco-Roman World and  the

        Judaisms of the Late Second-Temple Period 

The term 'son of god' was generally available at the turn of the era. In the Hellenistic world it could be used of specific figures sired by Zeus, and of all men viewed as his offspring. Eminent persons, such as Alexander the Great, could be and sometimes were spoken of as ‘sons of god’. It was promoted in the Roman emperor cult and appeared in documents, inscriptions and on coins in daily circulation. Other than in inscriptions and on coins, the phrase ‘son of god’ may nevertheless have been less common in Greco-Roman paganism than is often supposed.
 Bousset, who regarded the Pauline term ‘Son of God’ as alien to the rigid monotheism of Old Testament, sought to locate its origins in pagan mythology and speculative metaphysics.
 Bousset’s views have been sharply criticized by Nock
, Hengel
 and others who argue that history-of-religions claims that Son of God christology reflects the influence of dying and rising sons of God, the Hellenistic mysteries, divine men and/or a Gnostic redeemer myth are simply not borne out by the evidence.
 On the other hand, ruler cult probably did exert an influence on the development of the primitive community’s Christ-cult and its concomitant vocabulary of praise. But, as Horbury has shown, this influence was mediated indirectly through Judaism as well as directly via contemporary life.

Divine sonship was a familiar concept in Judaism. In the scriptures it is used of the Davidic king, but only infrequently (2 Sam. 7.14;
 Ps. 2.7 and Ps. 89.26). It is also used of angels or heavenly beings (Gen. 6.2,4; Deut. 32.8; Job 1.6; Pss. 29.1; 89.6; Dan. 3.25)
 and of Israel regarded collectively (Ex. 4.22; Jer. 31.9, Hos. 11.1). These usages are continued and developed in inter-testamental Judaism.
 There are further references to Israel as ‘son’ or ‘sons/children’ of God in Wis. 9.7, 18.13; Jub. 1.24f. and Ps. Sol. 17.30. The application of the concept to especially righteous individuals such as the ‘righteous man’ of Wis. 2 & 5, the ‘righteous who is God’s beloved son’ (Ps. Sol. 13.8) and the Maccabean martyrs who are ‘children of heaven’ (2 Macc. 7.34) is a significant development. In 1 En. there are references to the ‘children of heaven’ and ‘children of the angels’.
 Philo speaks of God as the highest Father of both gods and humans.
 Infrequent references, possibly reflecting earlier tradition, also appear in the rabbinic literature.
 The Qumran texts will be considered in detail in chapter 7. 4Q246 depicts a possibly transcendent Son of God figure. 4Q174 contains a pre-Christian exegesis of 2 Sam. 7.11-13 confirming the interpretation of the Messiah to come at the end of the days as Son of God by virtue of 2 Sam. 7.14. This is important not just as indicating that 'Son of God' could be title for the messiah, but because it shows that Christians were not the first to read this oracle in this way. 1QSa (1Q28a), which speaks of God 'engendering' the Messiah,
 has been the subject of much discussion. 1QSa (1Q28a) and 4Q246 are important pre-Christian evidence for the use of the term 'Son of God' of an exalted being who is additionally either designated 'Messiah' or (apparently) possessed of messianic functions. The cumulative evidence of scriptural texts, intertestamental writings and the Qumran scrolls points to divine sonship as a familiar and but rather elastic concept within Judaism, as in the Hellenistic world. It denoted not divinity as such, but rather exceptional status and a relationship involving significant closeness to God.

4.2   The Term 'Son of God'  in Jesus' Teaching, Praxis & Self-understanding. 

Jesus' sense of having a filial relationship with God,
 which if not unique was nevertheless highly distinctive, finds expression in his mode of addressing God using the Aramaic term Abba.  The basic data are given by Jeremias.
 The usage appears in all five strata of the gospel tradition. The instances are not numerous and in some cases, notably in John, not necessarily historical. Nevertheless, all the strata testify that this form of address was used in all of Jesus' recorded prayers.
 That Jesus was consistent in addressing God in prayer as Abba,
 and that the practice was sufficiently distinctive and significant to have been carried over into the primitive community, is confirmed by Rom. 8.15, 'when we cry Abba, Father, it is that very Spirit bearing witness with our spirit that we are children of God'  and by Gal. 4.6, 'God has sent the Spirit of his Son into our hearts crying, Abba, Father.'  In synoptic references to God as Father other than in prayer (which are probably less frequent than they appear owing to Matthew's tendency to introduce additional references) the form is always 'my Father' or 'your Father' rather than 'our Father', a possible indication that Jesus was deliberately distancing his own sense of divine sonship from that of his disciples.

Jesus' use of the Aramaic Abba, with its intimate familial (though not childish) connotations, is unusual. Jeremias comments that 'We do not have a single example of God being addressed as Abba in Judaism, but Jesus always addressed God in this way in his prayers.'
 Nevertheless, Jeremias draws attention to the addressing of God as p£ter in the milieu of Hellenistic Judaism and also illustrates the use of abba as a form of address to a respected adult by reference to rabbinic literature, notably the story of Hanan the grandson of Honi the Circle-Drawer.
 Dunn cites a precedent for the use of p£ter in Ben Sira, and notes, against Conzelmann and Jeremias, that, although abba could be used respectfully to address older men, this was within the context of family intimacy.
 Vermes notes that the ancient Hasidim in their prayers 'directed their hearts towards their Father in heaven.'
 Jesus' use of Abba, even if not entirely unprecedented, remains highly distinctive, indicating that for Jesus sonship was neither a title nor an abstract concept, but rather a relationship involving filial obedience consciously experienced. 

What is remarkable is that although the evangelists explicitly present Jesus as both being known and knowing himself to be the 'Son of God' ( e.g. Mk. 1.1, Mk. 1.11 pars, Lk. 4.9 par, Mk. 9.7 pars, Matt. 27.40. Mk. 14.39 par), apart from Matt. 14.33 there is scant evidence of his disciples ever having used the title 'Son of God' of Jesus, or of Jesus having used the term of himself.
 Rejecting the triadic formula at Matt. 28.19 as a secondary tradition, three passages remain, Mk. 12.1-8, Mk. 13.32 par., and the 'Johannine thunderbolt' in Q (Lk. 10.22 par). The eschatological discourse is normally assigned to the period immediately prior to the first Jewish war. Bultmann regarded Mk. 13.32 as possibly the tail-end of an earlier Jewish apocalypse incorporated into the eschatological discourse and adapted to become a saying of Jesus by the addition of the phrase 'nor the Son, but only the Father'.
 On the other hand, there is no fundamental reason why Jesus could not have told the parable of the wicked tenants (c.f. G. Thom. 65). The son-prophet contrast may be interpreted in terms of the parable's own inner dynamic, but, as Keck suggests, the veiled passion prediction is couched in such general terms and the use of 'son' in this context is so entirely compatible with Jesus' distinctive Abba-experience and his associated tacit sense of confident trust and filial obedience, that it is possible that Jesus, anticipating opposition and rejection, may have intentionally cast himself as the pivotal figure in the story. By allowing himself to be shaped and driven by the impending reign of God, Jesus tacitly considered himself to be ‘the Son of God’, but without making this claim the burden of his message.
 
The question of whether Jesus explicitly claimed to be ‘the Son of God’ therefore turns on an evaluation of the 'Johannine thunderbolt' ( Matt. 11.27/Lk. 10.22), which attributes to Jesus the startling  assertion that 'All things have been handed over to me by my Father' coupled with the claim that he, Jesus,
 enjoyed a relationship of mutual knowledge with the Father conferring on him a unique and unparalleled status and the function of exercising discretionary control over access to knowledge of the Father. Dunn asks whether Jesus himself is here boldly elaborating his own consciousness of mission and his own sense of the distinctive and intimate relationship which lay at the heart of his Abba-experience, or whether this is the voice of the primitive community in reflective, inspired or dogmatic mode. 
 Many scholars follow Hahn in concluding that the absolute use of 'the Son' and 'the Father' (usually in conjunction) can be understood only as 'an altogether singular conception of the early church.' The Q logion Matt. 11.27/Lk 10.22 is a reflection of early Christian tradition not an authentic saying of Jesus. 
 The principal reason given for rejecting the saying is that the absolute nature and explicit consciousness of the relationship depicted between Jesus and God is thoroughly out of character with the rest of Jesus' sayings about himself in the synoptic tradition. 

There are however a number of significant parallels to the Q logion in the Wisdom literature, including references to the righteous man who calls God his father (Wis. 2.13, 16), the relationship between Wisdom and God (Bar.3.32, Wis. 7.25-6,  8.4, Prov. 8.22-31.), and Wisdom as the unique means whereby others have access to knowledge of the Father (Wis. 7.27b, Ben Sira 4.18b). It is not inconceivable that Jesus regarded himself as a recipient of divine revelation and a specially appointed channel of Wisdom, without necessarily identifing himself with divine Wisdom (which would be a later development within the post-Easter community). P£nta moi paredÒqh could simply be a reference to the knowledge and understanding alluded to in 11.25. Likewise the language of 11.27 may be derived from Jesus' Abba-experience, the absolute use of 'the Son' and 'the Father' reflecting what Jesus regarded as his highly distinctive relationship with God.

Nevertheless, the generally accepted view is that the Q logion and its characteristic ideology originated in the post-Easter community. The so-called 'claim to unrestricted authority' in 11.27a finds no obvious parallels in the Wisdom literature: it appears rather to reflect the influence of apocalyptic thought (cf. Dan. 7.14). Dunn suggests that the logion arose out of a merging of Wisdom and apocalyptic motifs, possibly at the time of Jesus' identification as Son of Man, and that it illustrates an early and significant stage of christological development. 
 It could perhaps legitimately be regarded as 'authentic' in the sense that it represents an unforced and natural 'unfolding' of what were perceived to be the christological implications of Jesus’ Abba-experience. The ideas which underlie the absolute use of the terms 'the Son' and 'the Father' probably represent an independent stream of Q tradition which, Hahn argues, could have fed into, rather than drawn upon, the nascent Johannine theology within which it became fused with the Johannine concept of Jesus as the Son of God. 

4.3   The Title 'Son of God'  in Earliest Christianity. 

There are only fifteen instances of the phrase ‘Son of God’ in the undoubtedly genuine epistles of Paul. Kramer suggests that Paul’s use of the title reflects 'a stage of development at which the original meaning of the title has already faded, and at which its contours have already been blurred as a result of the cross-influence of other titles.' He concludes that the title 'Son of God' and the ideas associated with it are of relatively minor importance.
 Hengel strongly disagrees. He stresses the particular importance of the title for Paul in connection with the bond between Jesus and God, the 'sending' of the Son and the 'giving up of the Son to death'. Whereas the current title in worship was 'Lord', the term 'Son of God', says Hengel, was reserved for exceptional usage at the climax of certain theological statements.
  A Jewish rather than pagan background is indicated by the fact that eleven of the fifteen instances are in Romans and Galatians, where Paul is presenting his case in categories derived from Judaism.
 In several instances, Jesus’ divine sonship primarily connotes his royal messianic status and role. For example, in Rom. 1.3-4, which is widely thought to reflect an early pre-Pauline confession, there are allusions to 2 Sam. 7.12  and Ps. 2.7 (LXX). In 1 Thess. 1.10, a passage with a strongly Jewish emphasis which is also thought by many to be a summary of early pre-Pauline preaching, Jesus’ eschatological role is conjoined with references to his divine sonship and resurrection. There are also significant allusions to Pss. 110.1 and 8.6 in 1 Cor. 15.24-28. Taken together, these considerations suggest (a) that the concept of Jesus’ divine sonship probably goes back to the earliest stages of the primitive community, and (b) that the background to both the Pauline and the pre-Pauline usage is biblical and Jewish, rather than pagan and Hellenistic. 'In all these Pauline passages,' says Hurtado, 'we have motifs, imagery and terms from Jewish royal messianic traditions adapted to express boldly beliefs about Jesus’ exalted place in God’s purposes.'
   

The core of the formula in Rom. 1.3-4, which may reflect an Aramaic original,
 comprises two separate but complementary christological assertions. The first, 'descended from David according to the flesh', concerns Jesus’ earthly origin and messianic credentials, whilst the second, 'declared to be Son of God with power according to the spirit of holiness', concerns Jesus’ present, exalted status as Yƒoà Qeoà ™n dun£mei and the manner of its attainment. The NRSV renders Ðrisqšntoj as 'declared', but Dunn follows Cranfield who argues on the basis of contemporary usage that the primary significance is ‘appointed’ or ‘installed’.
 If so, the second part of the formula is envisaging a quasi-legal, eschatological act of adoption, appointment, installation or even enthronement taking place ™x ¢nast£sewj nekrîn, i.e. from the moment of, and/or by virtue of, resurrection from the dead (which is also the moment of ascension). Kramer and many others suggest that the phrase ™n dun£mei, which breaks the symmetry of the two clauses, is a Pauline or pre-Pauline addition, possibly motivated by a desire to subtly change the emphasis of the formula and eliminate what is otherwise a clearly adoptionist christology. The addition of ™n dun£mei allows that there might have been sonship prior to the resurrection, albeit not yet sonship ™n dun£mei. It serves to eliminate the latent contradiction between the second half of the formula and the first part which includes Jesus earthly life within his divine sonship (perˆ toà Uƒoà etc.). Whether the phrase is a later addition or not, the second half of the formula asserting that Jesus’ divine sonship ™n dun£mei arises in consequence of, and by virtue of, his resurrection, almost certainly originates in Christian messianic exegesis of Ps. 2.7. The same very early christology is reflected in Acts 13.33 where Ps. 2.7 is deployed to make explicit the direct connection between resurrection and Jesus’ appointment as 'Son of God'.

Analysis of the individual occurrences of the term 'Son (of God)' in Paul’s letters shows that Jesus’ sonship is linked to a number of specific themes. One of the problems in establishing the significance of the term for Paul is that in a number of instances he is reusing and possibly adding to or modifying earlier material, with the result that the boundaries between what is pre-Pauline and Pauline are not always clear. The association of sonship with the parousia in 1 Thess. could be pre-Pauline, partly because of the formulaic structure and partly because the same association of ideas occurs in only one other context, viz. 1 Cor. 15.24-28, where it is stated that Christ must reign in the kingdom until the time, 'when all things are subjected to him; then the Son himself will be subjected to the one who put all things in subjection under him, so that God may be all in all.' 

Another probably pre-Pauline theme also of central significance for Paul, is that of God’s 'sending' of 'his Son'.
 Thus in Rom. 8.3 Paul writes, 'God sent his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh' and in Gal. 4.4, 'God sent his Son, born of woman, born under the law.' There are close parallels in the Johannine literature (Jn. 3.17, 1 Jn. 4.9, 10, 14). Although the wording differs, in four of the six Pauline instances the basic structure is 'God sends his Son †na + [statement of purpose]'. Thus in Rom. 8.4 the Son is sent, 'so that the just requirement of the law might be fulfilled in us'. In Gal. 4.4 God sent his Son 'in order to redeem those who were under the law'. In the two Johannine instances which do not conform to this pattern, God sends his Son + [statement of the Son’s redemptive function]. Whichever form the statement takes, the essential feature is that it is always God who 'sends', and the sending is always part of God’s redemptive purpose. In Kramer’s view, Rom. 8.3 and Gal. 4.4 are both based on modifications (by Paul or others) of earlier pre-Pauline formulae.
 The pre-Pauline/Pauline and Johannine statements may reflect a single, widely-used source formula. Dunn, however, suggests that the arguments for such a single source are less than compelling.

The question that now arises is whether the idea in Paul of Jesus being sent by God implies pre-existence, an issue vigorously disputed by Dunn. As noted above, the addition, if addition it be, of  ™n dun£mei to the second half of the formula in Rom. 1.3-4 modifies what would otherwise be a direct adoptionist assertion that Jesus only became son of God at the time of and by virtue of his resurrection, an implicit denial of any form of pre-existence. Rom. 1.3-4 would then have been at variance with both Rom. 8.3 and Gal. 4.4 where the implication is that Jesus was, at the very least, God’s Son at (or with effect from) the time of his having been 'sent', if not before. In these two instances 'sending' may be prophetic only, or, alternatively, there may be undertones of pre-existence. Paul’s choice of verbs may be significant. In Gal. 4.4 the verb is ™xapostšllw, which in the LXX and NT is used of God 'sending forth' heavenly beings, spirit, divine wisdom (see especially Wis. 9.1) and human prophetic agents. Given this usage, and taking into account Paul’s identification of Christ as the pre-existent Wisdom of God (1 Cor. 1.24),
 the use of ™xapostšllw for the 'sending' of the Son is compatible with if not indicative of pre-existence.
 The use in Rom. 8.3 of pšmpein rather than ™xapostšllw may be more significant, pšmpein being the verb of choice in the Johannine literature and also being used more frequently than ¢postšllw or ™xapostšllw in Wis. This usage in contexts where pre-existence is taken for granted, together with the stress on ‘his own Son’ in Rom. 8.3, suggests to Kramer and many others that the underlying idea in Paul’s use of pšmpein is that of Jesus as the incarnation of the pre-existent Son of God.
 

The arguments for and against Pauline authorship of Phil. 2.6-11 have been subjected to detailed assessment by Martin, who, while admitting that the arguments are finely balanced, eventually comes down against Pauline authorship.
 Some scholars question whether Phil. 2.6-11 really does testify to a belief in Jesus as a pre-existent heavenly being enjoying 'equality with God' prior to his voluntarily 'emptying' himself and becoming man.
 Dunn argues that Phil. 2.6-8 should be read as a comparison between Christ’s obedience and Adam’s disobedience: verse 6 being a refererence to Jesus on earth, not to a pre-existent being in heaven. Much depends on the contested meanings of morfÍ and oÙc ¡rp£gmon ¹g»sato. Was equality with God a prize that Jesus did not have and declined to 'grab' for himself, or was something that he already possessed (by virtue of pre-existence) but was prepared to relinquish?   Scholars remain divided. Kim argues that Paul’s Wisdom-christology originates in his Damascus perception of the exalted Jesus Christ as Son and e„kën toà Qeoà, that is, a transcendent, pre-existent being: it follows that Phil. 2.6-11, which he holds to be Paul’s own composition, testifies to the pre-existence of Christ conceived of in terms of the personified, hypostatized, wisdom of God.
 Hurtado has recently addressed the topic of pre-existence by way of a detailed point by point analysis of Dunn’s arguments. He concludes that, 'astonishing as it may be that the idea developed so early … Phil. 2.6-7 should be read as describing the action of the ‘pre-incarnate’ or 'pre-existent’ Christ.'
 To summarize: if Phil. 2.6-11 is a pre-Pauline hymnic fragment and if it is correctly interpreted as presenting Jesus as a pre-existent heavenly being enjoying 'equality with God' prior to 'emptying' himself and becoming human, then pre-existence is almost certainly also reflected in Rom. 8.3, Gal. 4.4 and a number of other shorter and more allusive Pauline texts.
  In chapter 9 it will be argued that Phil. 2.6-11 is pre-Pauline, that it probably reflects the very earliest christological response to the Easter events, and that the tension between pre-existence and the qualified adoptionist christology of Rom. 1.3-4 may be a reflection of confused understandings during Jesus' lifetime concerning the relationship between the Jesus and the Son of Man.

A further theme, probably Pauline, but possibly reflecting the influence of pre-Pauline formulae, is that of the 'giving up' or 'self-giving' of the Son. Thus Rom. 8.32 speaks of God 'who did not withhold his own Son, but gave him up (paršdwken aÙtÒn) for all of us' (cf. Jn. 3.16). The same formula appears in Gal. 2.20 with the difference that it is the Son of God 'who loved me and gave himself up for me.'
 Although it has been argued
 that this 'giving up' may be general in sense and related to the coming into the world of the pre-existent Son, most scholars would wish to set the theme in the context of Paul’s understanding of the intimate connection between Jesus as the 'Son' and the saving event of the cross, as in Rom. 5.10, 'we were reconciled to God by the death of his Son.' In Rom. 8.32 and Gal. 2.20, the 'giving up' for us/me and the (possible) allusion to the Akedah point to redemptive significance: the reference to the 'Son' serves further to underscore the supreme significance of the one who is 'given up'.
 These passages also testify to a belief in significant sonship prior to the event of Jesus being installed 'Son of God ™n dun£mei'  (Rom. 1.4).  

There seems, nevertheless, to be flexibility in Paul's use of 'Son' and 'Christ' in relation to the redemptive death (e.g. 'Son' in Rom. 5.10, cf. 'Christ' in 5.6 & 5.8). In the non-Pauline Ephesians we find a similar development. In Eph. 5.2 & 5.25 it is Christ who loved us/the church and 'gave himself up for us/her'. Both these latter statements are freighted with redemptive and sacrificial overtones. In Eph. 5.2, Christ is described in an allusion to Ex. 29.18, as 'a fragrant sacrifice and offering to God'. Likewise in Eph. 5.25, Christ 'gave himself up for her in order to make her holy by cleansing her with the washing of water by the word.' In Rom. 4.25 the statement that Jesus our Lord was 'given up for our trespasses', a probable allusion to Isa. 53.12, is combined with a reference to the resurrection, viz. 'and was raised for our justification'. These developments, some of which may even be pre-Pauline in their origins, indicate that the 'surrender formula' was very variable
 and that over time various christological formulae creatively interacted and combined one with another to such an extent that the original forms are scarcely recognizable.
 
Immediately prior to the reference to God’s 'giving up' the Son 'for all of us' in Rom. 8.32 there is another important reference to 'the Son' in which Paul speaks of God’s predestination of believers 'to be conformed to the image of his Son in order that he might be the firstborn within a large family' (Rom. 8.29). Given that the heart of Paul's christophany is the revelation of the Son of God as the content of the gospel (Gal. 1.12), it should occasion no surprise that Paul's stress on Jesus' divine sonship should find expression in contexts where the thought is that of the exalted Son's relationship with believers, as well as in those concerning the Son's relationship with the Father. The underlying thinking here is soteriological rather than speculative, implicitly reflecting Paul's Adam christology, a secondary aspect of which is that divine sonship extends beyond Jesus, and is a status into which all Christians may potentially be drawn. Jesus as 'Son' is the prototype, prwtÒtokon ™n pollo‹j ¢delfo‹j. Within this brotherhood Christians are called and predestined to be conformed to tÁj e„kÒnoj toà Uƒoà aÙtoà who is also ™„kën toà Qeoà, c.f. 2 Cor. 4.4, 2 Cor. 3.18 (and Phil. 2.6f., where morf», whilst retaining the sense of 'form', nevertheless signifies also ™„kën toà Qeoà).
 The implications of Adam christology and idea of Christians being conformed to the image of God's Son are taken a stage further in Gal. 4.4-6 where it is stated that God 'sent' his Son to share the lot of the fallen mankind, in order that Christians as well as Christ may now receive adoption as sons (and indeed heirs) of God, insofar as the Spirit of God's Son inspires them to call upon God as Abba Ð Pat»r (c.f the closely similar argument in Rom. 8.15-16). Although the development of the argument is clearly Pauline, the underlying concept may be a reflection of Jesus' own Abba-experience, and the idea that the disciples could in some measure of participate in his filial relationship with his Father (e.g. Lk. 11.2 par. Matt. 6.9, cf. Jn. 20.23). 

4.4   The Term 'Son of God': Trajectories.
There appear to be three distinct trajectories, two at least having separate origins. One trajectory originates in a pre-Christian messianic exegesis of 2 Sam. 7, Ps. 2.7 and (possibly) Ps. 110.1 which is carried forward into the post-Easter community where it facilitates the post-Easter identification of Jesus as the 'Son of God' by virtue of his status as the (crucified) royal Davidic Messiah.
  A second trajectory spans contemporary Jewish understandings of divine sonship in terms of exceptional righteousness, Jesus' own understanding of his Abba-experience, and the application to Jesus by his followers of the title 'Son of God' on the basis of his Abba-experience and teaching. Entwined with this Abba-based trajectory is a third (probably, but not necessarily, related) tradition characterized by the absolute use of the terms 'the Son' and 'the Father', which appears to reflect a merging of Jesus' Abba-experience with  Jewish Wisdom speculations and apocalyptic motifs. All three trajectories become fused in the immediately post-Easter period.

Hengel suggests that the roots of all post-Easter belief in Jesus as 'Son of God' lie in Jesus' filial relationship with God as Abba.
 The emergence of messianic 'Son of God' belief would almost certainly have been catalyzed by a general awareness of Jesus' filial relationship with his Father, but that an already explicitly-articulated, Abba-based belief in Jesus as 'the Son of God' and/or 'the Son' generated the emergence of messianic 'Son of God' belief based on messianic exegesis of 2 Sam. 7 and Ps. 2.7 is improbable. The influence could even have been in the reverse direction, viz. it may have been the emergence of 'Son of God' belief based on messianic exegesis that prompted reflection on, and the explicit articulation of, the implications of Jesus' Abba-experience. More probably, during what must have been a period of intense debate and questioning, an interactive process, which we cannot fully discern, led to the emergence in parallel (and more or less immediate fusion) of both messianic 'Son of God' belief and explicit 'Son of God'/'the Son' interpretations of the Abba-experience. The data permit no firm conclusion, but what is clear is that the fusion of the tradition of Jesus as crucified royal Messiah and Son of God with the two Abba-based traditions, was a major religious innovation, greatly enhancing the significance of the term 'Son of God'. These developments must have taken place at a very early stage indeed because by the time of Paul they were already well on the way to completion.
 

CHAPTER 5

THE TERM 'LORD'
5.1    Greek, Hebrew and Aramaic Usage. 
In the Greek of late antiquity the term kÚrioj could be used in various ways. The primary reference was to someone in a position of legitimate authority over, or rightful ownership of someone else, for example, a master of a slave. This idea of legitimacy differentiates kÚrioj from despÒthj. To call someone ‘lord’ was to acknowledge their superiority, accept their authority and concede their entitlement to one’s personal obedience. In the Hellenistic milieu the term kÚrioj had also acquired important religious connotations. In particular, it had a dominant role in the cultic veneration of rulers, including the emergent and increasingly popular Roman emperor cult. This use of kÚrioj in the cultic veneration of rulers in general, and the emperor in particular, has to be set in the wider context of the use of kÚrioj and kÚria as reverential references to local deities in the religions of Asia Minor, Egypt and Syria, and also in the context of use of the terms in mystery cults such as those of Serapis, Osiris and Isis. 

Bousset argued that it was within this overall Hellenistic religious environment that Christianity was shaped as a Christ-cult and the name kÚrioj appropriated for Jesus as the one who occupied the dominant position in worship. Bousset was careful not to suggest that Christ-cult was developed in conscious opposition to ruler-cult, or as a result of any particular individual initiative. He suggested instead a gradual evolutionary process or dawning of awareness. Nevertheless the outcome, said Bousset, was that 'The young Christian religion, with unprecedented one-sidedness and with daring obstinacy, opposed to the kÚrioi of the many Hellenistic cults the one Kyrios Jesus Christ.' Paul placed his seal under the whole context, said Bousset,
 when he wrote in 1 Cor. 8.5-6, 'Indeed, even though there may be so-called gods in heaven or on earth – as in fact there are many gods and many lords (kÚrioi polloˆ)– yet for us there is one God, the Father, from whom are all things and for whom we exist, and one Lord Jesus Christ (eŒj KÚrioj ’Ihsoàj CristÒj), through whom are all things and through whom we exist.' 

In this conclusion Bousset is hardly to be faulted, but the general 'history of religions' argument that the title KÚrioj for Jesus could only have developed under Hellenistic influence and in a Hellenistic environment has been sharply criticized. There are two principal objections. Firstly, the suggestion that the significance of the title KÚrioj for Jesus is derived from the mystery cults proves on examination to be based on very weak evidence. Secondly, the assertion that the application of KÚrioj to Jesus could never have taken place on Palestinian soil fails to take into account a considerable body of evidence suggesting that this is, in fact, exactly where it did take place.

Hengel describes the inclination to derive the title KÚrioj and the acclamation KÚrioj ’Ihsoàj, from the mystery cults as 'a quite senseless undertaking'. He challenges the assumption that KÚrioj was a general predicate of gods in Hellenistic cults and above all in the mysteries. Little is known about the mysteries at the time in question and there is hardly any evidence to support the idea that the mystery gods were regularly accorded the title KÚrioj or KÚria; in the few instances where they were, it was only as one title among many others. Moreover, the use of the title may even have been a conscious reaction against the prior use of the term by Jews. The absolute use of KÚrioj or KÚria as a divine title is, says Hengel, essentially un-Greek. The designation ‘Lord’ occurs much more frequently in connection with local deities in Syria and Palestine, but seldom in the Greek form KÚrioj before the 2nd century ce.
 Hengel agrees with Hahn’s conclusion that it was not until the 2nd century that that KÚrioj had, at least among some cultic deities, attained the status of a standard predicate for the divine. Nevertheless, it must be conceded that the probability is that in the NT epoch the KÚrioj title was rapidly gaining ground.

Another weakness in Bousset’s argument is that it ignores the significance of Paul’s transliterated quotation of the Aramaic devotional formula anrm at (Marana tha) in 1 Cor. 16.22. Rawlinson describes this failure as the Achilles' heel of Bousset's theory, and as evidence of Bousset's (erroneous) unwillingness to allow any element of cultic practice to the earliest Aramaic-speaking church. Rawlinson himself argues strongly that devotion towards Jesus 'must be credited in the first instance to the missionaries and not merely their converts, and … must be held to go back to the original Christianity of Palestine.'
 It is probably significant that Paul gives no translation or explanation of at anrm and clearly assumes the phrase to be familiar to his readers. Taken in conjunction with his transliteration of the Aramaic term aBa (Abba) in Rom. 8.15 and Gal. 4.6, it seems probable that Paul, far from innovating, was deliberately seeking to align and unify the christological insights and devotional practices of his own congregations with the already-existing understandings and practices of the Aramaic-speaking Jewish-Christian communities. This implies, in turn, that the practice of invoking Jesus using the phrase at anrm (our Lord, come) was a well-known and established feature in the worship practice of the Aramaic-speaking communities.
 

Bousset had brushed this issue aside. Whilst conceding that at anrm was a cultic formula of some antiquity, he suggested that it probably originated in a bilingual Hellenistic community, perhaps Antioch, as a translation back into Aramaic of what was originally a Greek formula. Bousset sought to buttress his position by making a sharp distinction between invocation and acclamation. The invocation of Jesus as Lord/Master to return as eschatological judge, or to come and be present in the eucharist, or both, he regarded as an early practice characteristic of the Aramaic-speaking Palestinian communities. In Bousset's view there were no necessary overtones of divinity associated with such invocation of Jesus as Lord. The acclamation of Jesus as Lord/divine being, on the other hand, was an act of worship directed towards the divine cult-hero KÚrioj ’Ihsoàj CristÒj who for the Hellenistic Christian community paralleled the qeoˆ polloˆ and kÚrioi polloˆ of the pagan cults. Acclamation was a later development, only possible in a pagan, Hellenistic environment. Whether or not this distinction can be maintained depends on the significance assigned to at anrm. 

There are a number of interlinked linguistic issues. The meaning of the Aramaic word arm or rm is closely similar to that of the Greek kÚrioj and not far removed from (but not, pace Dalman, identical to) that of the Aramaic br. Both rm and br signify a human lord, master or teacher to whom obedience and respect are due. The difference between rm and br is mainly one of degree; Vermes cites rabbinic evidence to show that a person addressed as yrm outranks one addressed as yBr.
 It is a reasonable assumption that Jesus during his lifetime might as a mark of courtesy and respect have been referred to as yrm as well as, or even in preference to, yBr. 

In liturgical settings and usage it was customary for reverential reasons not to utter the divine name hwhy, and for this reason in reading and prayer hwhy was customarily replaced with the Hebrew ynda (lord),
 usually inserted in manuscripts as a qere. The date from which this substitution became normal practice is unknown, but it almost certainly antedates the LXX. The assumption has been that the translators then followed suit, substituting Ð kÚrioj for hwhy throughout the LXX. This has been challenged on the basis that surviving Jewish manuscripts of the LXX (i.e. manuscripts transmitted by Jewish as opposed to Christian scribes) do not exhibit the substitution. Instead a variety of other practices are attested: hwhy is sometimes left unchanged, alternatively it may be rendered in square Hebrew characters or replaced by a visual near-equivalent in the form of the Greek uncials PIPI. This evidence is less than decisive: there are no more than a few fragments of LXX texts transmitted by Jewish rather than Christian scribes. To paraphrase Moule, readers must have said something when they came to the tetragram or its substitutions, and, if not Ð kÚrioj, then what?
 The Letter of Aristeas uses kÚrioj for God, as does Wis. throughout. A fragment of Aquila’s translation of the OT has the abbreviation ku (for kÚriou) as a qere adjacent to the tetragram. Philo affords further examples, and Josephus refers to Jews refusing to call the emperor kÚrioj. Taken as a whole, the evidence suggests that in the 1st century ce among Greek-speaking Jews the term  Ð kÚrioj was the normal term used to refer to God.

The question that now arises is whether there is any evidence that arm or rm also functioned in the absolute sense like the Hebrew /wda (ynda) and the Greek Ð kÚrioj as a substitute for hwhy. There are just two biblical instances of the use of rm as a divine title. Both are located in the Aramaic section of Daniel (2.47 & 5.23). In both cases the use is in combination and is descriptive rather than absolute or titular. The evidence from Qumran is rather more extensive and, cumulatively, conclusive. arm is used repeatedly in 1Q20 (XXII. 16, 21; XX.13; II.4; XX.15) in combinations some of which are nearly absolute. In 4QEnb 1.iii the usage is very nearly absolute and titular.
 Finally, in 4QEnb1iv the usage is unmistakably absolute. It reads, 'And the Lord (ayrm)
 said to Gabriel, Go to the bastards and fornicators …' Tuckett cites a further instance of absolute use of arm in one of the fragments of the Targum of Job (11Q10, 24.7).
  

To summarize: the Aramaic rm , the Hebrew /wda and the Greek Ð kÚrioj function as translation equivalents. All three words exhibit range of closely similar (albeit not quite identical) meanings. Within Judaism, each of the three can be observed functioning, as a bridge between the idea of a highly exalted human being and that of God himself. Finally, in all three cases the conventional secular and reverential religious usages coexist easily and flexibly alongside one another in the same sentence, or even in the same phrase.

5.2   The Term ‘Lord’ Used of, or in Address to, Jesus During His Lifetime.

The basic data are straightforward, and analysis, at least in broad outline, is not complicated. Jesus is addressed as both kÚrie, ·abb… and did£skale. In Mark, Jesus is addressed as did£skale ten times, as ·abb… (or ·abb… or ·abboun…))) four times (Mk. 9.5, 10.51, 11.21 and 14.45) and as kÚrie only once (Mk. 7.28). In John there are eight instances of ·abb… or ·abboun… (1.38, 1.49, 3.2, 4.31, 6.25, 9.2, 11.8 and 20.6), the first and last of which are translated as did£skale for the convenience of John’s readers. There are no instances of ·abb… or ·abboun… in Q or in Luke. Luke uses did£skale on occasion, but much prefers kÚrie (see below). Matthew adds a number of instances of the vocative kÚrie, but whereas in Mark ·abb…, did£skale and kÚrie are used by outsiders, opponents and disciples alike, in Matthew the terms did£skale and ·abb… are reserved for outsiders or opponents, whilst only the disciples may address Jesus as kÚrie. Thus in the account of the last supper the disciples address Jesus as kÚrie, but the traitor says ·abb…. Evidently, says Tuckett, only true followers of Jesus are allowed by Matthew to address Jesus as Kyrios.
 
The use of the absolute terms, Ð did£skaloj and Ð kÚrioj, in reference to Jesus follows a similar pattern. In the case of Ð did£skaloj, there are normally no connotations beyond the respect due from a disciple to his master, but just occasionally there are additional christological overtones (as in Matt. 23.8 and Jn. 3.2) or there is an explicitly titular significance (as in Mk. 14.14 and Jn. 11.28). Examination of kÚrioj reveals a corresponding usage. It serves as a term of respectful address out of which there evolves a titular usage. Thus in Mark the term Ð kÚrioj occurs infrequently (Mk. 5.19, 11.3 and 12.35-7), and in Luke, although used much more frequently and flexibly both as a conventional reference and in an absolute sense, the term does not necessarily imply any claim to divinity for Jesus during his lifetime.
 It serves rather to emphasize the authority and status of the earthly Jesus. Taken as a whole, the evidence does not suggest that Jesus either understood himself to be, or referred to himself as, Ð kÚrioj – at least, certainly not in the later sense of Ð kÚrioj as an exalted divine figure.
 Further, it appears that the basic titular use of Ð kÚrioj as a respectful reference to the earthly Jesus and an acknowledgement of his inherent authority developed within a bilingual Palestinian tradition out of the conventional secular modes of address, viz. kÚrie, yBr and perhaps yrm (see below). 

This basic titular use of the term Ð kÚrioj as a respectful reference is very different from the primitive community’s concept of the exalted Lord as a heavenly being The two different usages can be observed continuing in parallel for some years (see 1 Cor. 7.10, 9.5, 9.14, Gal. 1.9). The same process of coexistence also operates in reverse: there are a number of instances in which the absolute significance of Ð kÚrioj as an exalted divine being appears to have been retrojected into sayings attributed to Jesus. In Mk 12.35-37 and Mk. 11.3 this may only be implicit, but in passages involving the doubled ‘Lord, Lord’ and/or in instances where the focus is primarily eschatological (Matt. 7.21 par. Lk. 6.46;  Matt. 7.22f. par. Lk. 13.25ff., Matt. 25.1-13 and Matt. 25, 37, 44) the idea of Jesus as a divine being appears to be firmly established. This is especially the case if the doubled ‘Lord, Lord’ is an echo of the primitive community’s cultic at anrm invocation of Jesus, the one who is to return as judge. If this is the case,  says Hahn, it would be an indication that the address yrm, with the full significance of a divine being, had already at an early date secured a firm foothold.
  

But was Jesus during his lifetime addressed as yrm?  Although the textual evidence is insufficient to support any definite conclusion, many scholars assume that the absolute titular use of rm is a later development based on the vocative yrm used in address to Jesus during his lifetime.  Thus Cullmann asserts that 'the Aramaic designation Mari … originally expressed … the relationship between Jesus and his disciples during his lifetime.' Likewise, Hahn affirms that, 'we must … suppose that Jesus was addressed not only as rabbi but as mari.' Vermes adduces additional evidence bearing on the philological background and the significance of rm and yrm, leading him to conclude that the application of the title rm to Jesus in the sense of ‘Lord’ is not only possible, but very likely.
 Likewise, Hurtado judges that in keeping with the respectful conventions of the time Jesus’ disciples probably addressed him as yrm. Hurtado also suggests that the early and widespread use of the absolute 'Lord' as a christological appellative in both Aramaic and Greek in the primitive community, and the rapid and marked escalation in its connotations, suggest that the practice originated in a bilingual milieu (Jerusalem being the obvious candidate) and that the driving force was the experience of the risen Christ exalted into glory.
 

5.3   The Term ‘Lord’ in Earliest Christianity

Hurtado sets out the basic data on Paul’s use of the word kÚrioj as follows: the word ‘Lord’ occurs in the undoubtedly Pauline epistles some 200 times, 180 of these being references to Jesus. Many of the other occurrences are citations of the OT in which Ð KÚrioj appears as the LXX equivalent to God. Example are Rom. 4.8 (Ps. 2.1f), Rom. 9.28f (Isa. 28.22, 1.9), Rom. 10.16 (Isa. 40.13), Rom. 15.11 (Ps. 117.1), 1Cor. 3.20 (Ps. 94.11) and 2 Cor. 6.17f (Isa. 52.11, 2 Sam. 7.14). Yet other occurrences are citations of the OT into which Paul has introduced a reference to God as Ð KÚrioj even though there is no direct equivalent in the OT passage being cited. Examples are Rom. 11.3 (1 Ki. 19.10), Rom. 12.19 (Deut. 32.35) and 1 Cor. 14.21 (Isa. 28.11).
 
Paul also cites or alludes to a number of LXX texts in such a way as to transform what were originally references to God as Ð KÚrioj into references to Jesus as Ð kÚrioj. Thereby Paul (or possibly, in some cases, his pre-Pauline source) has transferred to Jesus functions or attributes formerly assigned to God. Examples of such citations given by Bousset and others include: Rom. 10.13 (Joel 2.32), 1 Cor. 1.31 and 2 Cor.10.17 (Jer. 9.23), 1 Cor. 2.16 (Isa. 40.13) and 1 Cor. 10.26 (Ps. 24.1). There are also a number of instances in which Paul alludes to OT passages that refer to God as Ð KÚrioj and then makes Jesus the referent without specifically identifying him as Ð kÚrioj. The most striking of these is an allusion to Isa. 45.18 & 23, ‘Thus says the Lord … to me every knee shall bow, every tongue shall swear’, which in Phil. 2.10 has been transformed into an eschatological acclamation of the supremely exalted Lord Jesus Christ.

In some cases the transference of reference from God as Ð KÚrioj to Jesus as Ð kÚrioj is questionable. For example, 1 Cor. 2.16, which cites Isa. 40.13, does not explicitly identify Christ as Ð kÚrioj. It could be read as saying that although we can never know the mind of Ð KÚrioj (i.e. God), through the Spirit we can have access to the mind of Christ. In 1 Cor. 1.31 and 2 Cor. 10.17, Ð kÚrioj can arguably be read as referring to God, not Christ. In Rom. 10.9-14 the theme of belief connects the argument of 10.9-10 to the citations in 10.11-13. The 'same Lord who is Lord of all' in 10.12 could, despite the reference to 'all who call upon him', be taken as a reference to God. On this reading, there would be no transference, and 'the Lord' in the immediately following citation of Joel 2.32 would be God, not Jesus. What may have happened is that the implicit and explicit references to God as 'the Lord' in 10.11-13 have been brought into juxtaposition with the reference to Jesus 'the Lord' in verses 10.9-10 by the connecting link of belief.
 Even in the case of the flagship example, Isa. 45.18, 23/ Phil. 2.10-11, it is difficult to be certain to whom shall knees bend and to whom confession shall be made.

In at least some of these examples what we are observing may be not the transference of divine attributes and functions to Jesus as Lord, but rather instances of Paul’s remarkable ability to juxtapose in close proximity, without any apparent sense of discomfort or incongruity, references to both God as Lord and Christ as Lord. (We see exactly the same phenomenon in the LXX of Ps. 110.1.) The uncertainty is of little consequence. Even if Paul is not in every instance transferring references to, and attributes of, God to Jesus, there is still abundant evidence of his 'high' christology. For example, Jesus as Lord is set alongside God in the opening salutations of several epistles: 'Grace to you and peace from God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ' (1 Cor. 1.3, 2 Cor. 1.2, Gal. 1.3, Phil. 1.2); 'Paul an apostle sent … through Jesus Christ and God the Father' (Gal. 1.1); 'To the church of the Thessalonians in God the Father and the Lord Jesus Christ' (1 Thess. 1.1). Such instances could be multiplied. The underlying presupposition is the conviction that Jesus is, in all these matters, in some profound way, directly and uniquely associated with God, viz. the christology is high.
 

Paul’s high christology has a direct bearing on the question of the origins of the cultic worship of Christ. Attention has already been drawn to Bousset’s distinction between invocation and acclamation or confession. Invocation is normally taken to be early, to have originated in an Aramaic-speaking Palestinian milieu and to have been an imperative, eschatological petition for the coming of Jesus in the parousia. Invocation was explicitly addressed to Jesus as Lord, as in at anrm (1 Cor. 16.22, c.f. Rev. 22.20), and almost certainly took place in a liturgical or cultic setting (the liturgical setting of at anrm is explicit in Didache 10.6). Cullmann suggests that invocation has both a future and a present reference, in the sense that all worship anticipates in the present the future kingdom of God.
 The present, eucharistic-worship dimension may well be reflected in Rev. 3.20, 'I am standing at the door knocking, if you hear my voice and open the door, I will come in and eat with you, and you with me.' 

The acclamation or confession of Jesus as Lord (as e.g. in Phil. 2.11, Rom. 10.9f., 1 Cor. 12.3) is more problematic. Kramer’s view was that the practice developed in the pre-Pauline Hellenistic Gentile church and that it signified the confession, in a worship setting, of the present honour and status of Jesus as Lord vis à vis the church and the world. Unlike invocation, acclamation or confession was concerned with a present relationship, not with the past (saving events) or the future (parousia). Closely associated with acclamation or confession was the concept of ‘the Name’, that is, the royal name given to Jesus at his heavenly enthronement (Phil. 2.6-11). Christians are those who ‘call on the name of the Lord’. Baptism was ‘in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ’ (1 Cor. 6.11) and judgment on errant members of the community was likewise ‘in the name of the Lord Jesus’ (1 Cor. 5.4). 

In this respect, Hahn’s view was not dissimilar. He thought that the Hellenistic church had taken over from the Palestinian, Aramaic-speaking church 'a concept of Jesus as ‘the Lord’ which in some important respects was already moulded with firm features and which even later was not given up [e.g. the invocation of Jesus as Lord].' On the other hand, elements which later came to dominate in the Hellenistic conception of Jesus as Ð KÚrioj [e.g. the acclamation or confession of Jesus as Lord of the church, and Lord of the universe] were completely missing from the Palestinian concept.
 Also, in the Palestinian, Aramaic-speaking church the invocation of Jesus was (Hahn argued) clearly separated from prayer to God. In the Hellenistic churches, on the other hand, there was a blurring of boundaries. On account of the delay in the parousia, Jesus came in the Hellenistic milieu to be regarded as having been exalted to the rank of divinity. Ps. 110.1 was the point of penetration for this concept of exaltation. Immediately after Easter, Jesus’ messianic status had belonged to the anticipated events of the ultimate aeon, and his kÚrioj / rm title had carried no necessary implications of divine dignity.
 But now, on the basis of Ps. 110.1, Jesus was regarded as having been exalted, and this exaltation was now understood to be part and parcel of his messianic enthronement. It therefore became possible, indeed natural, to attach to Jesus Ð KÚrioj divine attributes and functions. In Phil. 2.9-11, which stands at the threshold of Jewish-Hellenistic Christianity, we see the transference to Jesus, even at this early stage, of explicit divinity, lordship over all powers, implicit enthronement and consummated sovereignty. The term Ð KÚrioj has been liberated to become a title normally applied to God in a Hellenistic environment. 

Nevertheless, Paul’s thinking remains firmly fixed within a monotheistic framework. However unique and exalted the status and functions attributed to Jesus, a clear distinction is always maintained between Jesus’ Lordship and God’s Fatherhood and sovereignty. Even in the case of Phil. 2.9-11, care has been taken to ensure that the supreme exaltation and accompanying honour accorded to Jesus are understood to be serving only to emphasize the ultimate glory of God the Father. Thus in the Hellenistic setting Jesus may be both invoked and acclaimed or confessed as 'the Lord', and his followers may 'call on his name' in liturgical contexts, whilst ordinary prayer is still normally addressed to God, as in Rom. 1.9-10 and Phil. 1.3-4.
 Likewise thanksgiving is to God through Jesus Christ (Rom. 1.8, ) or Jesus Christ our Lord (Rom. 7.25).
 

The origins of the cultic worship of Christ are still debated, but there is now general agreement that it antedates the influence of Hellenistic cults. Kramer had argued that arm or rm had no genetic connection to the Hellenistic church’s use of kÚrioj. It followed that the Palestinian Aramaic-speaking church and the Hellenistic Gentile church must have independently formulated separate complexes of ideas associated with the term ‘lord’. Nevertheless, Kramer accepted that Phil. 2.6-11, if pre-Pauline, must be an indication that at a very early stage the pre-Pauline Gentile church was already praising Jesus as both lord of the cult and lord of the universe.
  Cullmann went further. Whilst allowing that the acclamation or confession of Jesus as Lord reached its full significance in the Greek-speaking church, he suggested that there was in fact no sharp distinction between invocation and acclamation or confession; indeed every act of acclamation or confession was also a prayer.  Just as the prayer at anrm originated in the Aramaic-speaking Palestinian church, so also did the confession or acclamation of Jesus as Lord. Since the Aramaic arm or rm could function in the absolute sense like the Hebrew ynda and the Greek Ð kÚrioj as a substitute for the divine Name, at anrm could be taken as an expression of the cultic veneration of Christ by the original Aramaic-speaking church.
 

Reactions to Cullmann’s thesis were initially cautious. Hahn, for example, found it difficult to accept that there could have been cultic veneration of Jesus in early Palestinian Christianity because, in his view, the risen Jesus was not yet held to be exalted (see above).
 More recently opinion has moved in Cullmann’s direction. There are two significant weaknesses in Hahn’s position. The first is his implicit assumption that there is a linear, evolutionary pathway originating in Aramaic-speaking Palestinian Christianity and extending via Jewish-Hellenistic Christianity to an eventual destination in Hellenistic Gentile Christianity. This ignores the evidence that primitive Palestinian Aramaic-speaking and Greek-speaking Jewish Christian communities coexisted and (almost certainly) inter-communicated bilingually from the outset. This consideration immediately collapses the timescale and invalidates all arguments based on the premise that particular developments must necessarily be late, either because they presuppose a Hellenistic milieu or because they involve exegesis which is only meaningful on the basis of LXX texts. 

The second weakness in Hahn’s position is his claim that there was a period (of some unknown and unspecified duration) after the resurrection events during which Jesus was not held to be exalted because parousia-expectation was dominating his (Aramaic-speaking) followers’ thinking. The argument that Ps. 110.1 was the point of entry for the concept of exaltation is open to challenge, not least because it flies in the face of the evidence of Phil. 2.6-11 and Rom. 1.2-4, both of which speak of exaltation without reference to Ps. 110.1. 
  The resurrection, exaltation and transformation of Jesus into a supremely exalted heavenly power is not necessarily dependent on the messianic exegesis of Ps. 110.1. Furthermore, it now seems probable that pre-Christian messianic interpretations of Ps. 110.1 were available from the outset.
 Hay further undermines Hahn’s position by demonstrating that early Christian references to Ps. 110.1 do not in fact regularly express convictions about Christ reigning as royal Lord in the present era. On the contrary, Christ’s glory remains concealed in heaven until his return, and references to Ps. 110.1 serve principally to emphasize the supreme nature of his exaltation.
 Nevertheless, there is general, though not universal, agreement
 that, although the use of 'Lord' to speak of Jesus does not originate in messianic exegesis of Ps. 110.1, it undoubtedly offered strong support for the practice at a very early stage in the history of the tradition.

It follows that the argument that the cultic veneration of Jesus could not have taken place in the early church because Jesus was not yet considered to have been exalted is fundamentally flawed. Hurtado, for example, has recently described at anrm as 'a corporate cultic appeal to Jesus' and maintains that 'the religious meaning and functions of the application of kyrios to Jesus in Pauline circles were shaped by [the] earlier practice of appealing to the risen Jesus as ‘Lord’ as a feature of the devotional life of Aramaic-speaking circles. That is, there was a shared religiousness and not merely an inherited vocabulary. There was shared liturgical practice between Paul’s Gentile churches and their Aramaic-speaking, Jewish Christian coreligionists and predecessors in the faith.'
 (Hurtado’s italics)
Hurtado is, in effect, following Cullmann in locating the origins of the absolute use of Ð kÚrioj in the primitive community’s reference to Jesus in the cultic at anrm acclamation. Others would locate its origins even earlier in the concept of messiahship attached to Jesus. Hengel sets the scene with his comment that 'in early Christianity there was no Kyrios-theology that was not dependent on the messiahship of Jesus'.
 Horbury argues that Christ-cult had its antecedents in pre-Christian Jewish messianism, especially in the messianic exegesis of key scriptural texts associated with Nathan’s oracle, and in the tradition of praising a king or messiah using a contemporary vocabulary of royal praise which was influenced directly (by emulation) and indirectly (by influences mediated via Jewish tradition) by gentile ruler-cults. The concept of Ð KÚrioj as a title must therefore be seen against the background of the high and worshipful status accorded to the messianic king in contemporary Judaism and the well-attested application of Kyrios and its equivalent arm or rm to earthly rulers, including Herodian kings. It is in fact likely, says Horbury, that Ð KÚrioj was already a title applied to the messiah (as is suggested by the occurrence of cristÕj KÚrioj at Lam. 4.20 and Ps. Sol. 17.2) and that Christians applied arm / rm or Ð KÚrioj to Jesus from the outset as a royal title already associated with the messiah. Taken in this context Christ-cult would seem to be a natural extension of the exaltation accorded to both Israelite and gentile kings.
 

But is this a wholly satisfactory explanation for the extraordinarily high – and early – pre-existence christology of Phil. 2.6-11, which appears, at least superficially, to be sharply at variance with the adoptionist-exaltation christology apparently underlying Rom. 1.4? Here Horbury points to another possibility, which is for the messiah to be understood as the embodiment of a pre-existent angel-like spirit, i.e. a ‘spiritual messiah’. This is a tradition which receives heightened emphasis in the LXX. Horbury analyses the messianic and angelic implications of Isa. 9.6, Amos 4.12, Lam. 4.20, Num. 24.17, the use of ¢natol¾ in the prophets, and a ‘testimony’ cluster of psalms (probably including Ps. 110) witnessing to messianic pre-existence.  He also draws attention to the apparent pre-existence of the Davidic king in Ps. Sol. 17.42, to rabbinic themes of light and spirit ‘waiting to come forth’, and to 1QSa I.11 (see above) in which God ‘engenders’ the Messiah who, by implication is pre-existent. The picture which emerges is closely similar to that of the messianic heavenly redeemer figure (or figures) depicted, with traits taken from Dan. 7, in the Similitudes, 4 Ezra 13 and Sib. Or. 5.414ff. 'Paul’s two statements,' says Horbury, 'reflect the presence of antecedents for both in psalms and prophecies which were messianically interpreted by Jews. The texts were woven into narratives of messianic victory and judgment … and probably, therefore, they were not thought to be mutually incompatible.'
 These are matters for discussion in chapters 7-9 below.

5.4   Conclusion: Trajectory of the Term 'Lord'
The evidence suggests that Jesus was probably not referred to as 'the Lord' in a titular sense, even by his followers, until after his death. This seems to point to a straightforward trajectory. There would have been a general and widespread use during  Jesus’ lifetime of the vocative yBr, with Jesus' own disciples substituting yrm for yBr as a reflection of their awareness of his distinguished status. The evidence is insufficient to determine whether the title rm was applied to Jesus during his lifetime, but use of yrm by Jesus' disciples would have prompted the bilingual primitive community to apply the titles ayrm and Ð KÚrioj retrospectively to the earthly Jesus, intending thereby to signify not divine but highly exalted human status. Nevertheless, there are signs that at the very earliest observable post-Easter, pre-Pauline stage the title 'the Lord' had already become charged with an additional transcendent or quasi-divine significance. Thus Aramaic-speaking Christians are found to be engaging in the cultic invocation of Jesus as a heavenly 'Lord' (1 Cor. 16.22). Likewise, among Greek-speaking Jewish Christians at a similarly early stage, Jesus was being corporately acclaimed as a supremely exalted and powerful, pre-existent heavenly being, who was pre-eminently 'Lord' (Phil. 2.5-11). Furthermore, this concept of Jesus as a divine Lord possessed an inherent momentum, continuing to develop until it eventually reached its full fruition in the Gentile Hellenistic church in which Jesus came to be regarded as a divine being (Ð KÚrioj) outranking by far the kÚrioi polloˆ and qeoˆ polloˆ of the gentile cults and religions. 

CHAPTER 6

THE TERM 'MESSIAH'
6.1   Messianism in the Late Second-Temple Period

In the closing decades of second-Temple Judaism there was no such thing as a normative Jewish messianism, nor was the expectation of God’s final intervention necessarily a specifically 'messianic' expectation.
 Not every agent of divine deliverance was an anointed figure. There were a variety of ways in which it was thought that the new age would be established and there were various traditions about the eschatological role of an anointed figure.
  It would probably be untrue to say that every strong form of the messianic hope had died out in early Roman Judaea, or that messianic expectations in the first century ce were ill-defined and marginal.
 On the contrary, during this period different forms of messianic expectation were continuously vigorous, permeating and influencing, positively or negatively, all classes, groups and sects.

None of the 39 occurrences of the term jyvm in the Hebrew scriptures refers to an expected future figure whose coming will coincide with the inauguration of an era of blessing and salvation: the reference is always to a present king, priest or (occasionally) prophet appointed by God, even though the reference may later have been reinterpreted as a prophetic prediction of a coming messiah. Messianic expectations were initially centered on the restoration of the monarchy and the establishment of a new royal Davidic line rather than on any expectation of a new David who would rule for all time to come. An important by-product of the disillusionment consequent on the first return from exile was a weakening of the limitation of the future hope to simple restoration of the Davidic line, thus allowing freedom for prophetic speculation about a future golden age to expand, take on various forms and remain fluid. 

During the period after Alexander the Great, the messianic hope continued to be prevalent and broadly consistent. The LXX, says Horbury, attests Jewish interpretations current in the diaspora; it is important as testimony to prevalence, exegetical interconnections and as demonstrating the strength of a more exalted royal messianism capable of influencing the interpretation of the Five Books.
 From Maccabean times onwards, the idea of the jyvm (LXX CristÕj) began in some circles to acquire significant eschatological overtones. Alongside the restoration hope in its various forms, there emerged more utopian expectations. In Ps. Sol. 17, for example, there is a description of a divinely-assisted, but nevertheless human, royal Davidic warrior Messiah, who is to destroy the unrighteous rulers, gather in the Diaspora, purify Jerusalem and rule the nations. By the turn of the era, even more exalted variants of this eschatological messianic expectation are evident. In the Similitudes, the transcendent, heavenly redeemer figure, the Chosen One or Son of Man, who will exercise divine judgment, punish the wicked, save the righteous and inaugurate the end of all normal time and history, is clearly designated God's Messiah (1 En. 48.10; 52.4). Broadly similar functions and messianic status are assigned to the heavenly redeemer figures appearing in 4 Ezra 13, Sib. Or. 5, and 2 Bar.,
 all of which, like the Similitudes, probably reflect traditions ante-dating the dates of their actual composition. 

The Qumran texts also contain a variety of messianic references and motifs, many reflecting the priestly dominance of the community and the sectaries’ characteristic eschatology. Some messianic concepts are primarily restorative; others reflect utopian or apocalyptic messianism, anticipating a future state of affairs which has never yet existed. 4Q161 and 4Q285 envisage a single royal Davidic warrior-king messiah. CD XII.12.23 and 1QSa II.12-14 envisage two messiahs, the priestly messiah of Aaron and the lay king-messiah of Israel, the latter not necessarily Davidic. 1QS IX.11 refers to no less than three messianic figures (the priestly and royal messiahs and an associated eschatological messianic prophet). 11Q13 (11QMelch.) is especially important: Melchizedek, who is identified as a heavenly redeemer exercising messianic functions, has an associated messianic human herald or envoy. Although the identification of the figure in 4Q246 is contested, it appears that one who is designated ‘Son of God’ and called the 'Son of the Most High' is to be understood either as a transcendent heavenly redeemer or as a hoped-for royal Davidic Messiah: in latter case the title 'Son of God' has messianic overtones and in both cases the (implied) functions are messianic. Pre-Christian messianic understandings of 2 Sam. 7.10-14 and Ps. 2.7 are discussed in section 6.3.  11Q13 and 4Q246 are considered in more detail in chapter 7.

Also significant in this context is 1QM, purporting to describe the eschatological battle, or war of the Sons of Light against the Sons of Darkness. Action proceeds in parallel on earth and in heaven. The supreme agent of salvation is God. After God, next in importance in securing deliverance is the archangel Michael, the Prince of Light. The Prince of the Congregation, the Messiah, is by comparison virtually redundant. This is best regarded as a particular instance of a more general tension between the concepts of the kingdom of God and the kingdom of the Messiah (whether earthly or heavenly). If God himself redeems and saves his people either by his own direct action or through the agency of angels or other heavenly powers, there is apparently little or no need for an earthly messianic agent. On the other hand, as Horbury says, we need to beware of assuming that silence is necessarily non-messianic.
 A strong emphasis on God’s own decisive action does not exclude the possibility of corresponding parallel action on the part of either an intermediary heavenly redeemer or an earthly king or messiah. In the case of deliverance wrought by a heavenly redeemer, the action of the heavenly redeemer may also be coordinated with, or preceded by that of, an earthly envoy (11Q13), or may correspond to and proceed in parallel with the stated or unstated action of an earthly messianic ruler. Taken as a whole the importance of the Qumran texts is that they demonstrate the ongoing capacity of the messianic 'narrative' or myth to formulate and reformulate itself in changing circumstances and show that, even in the Hasmonaean period,  jyvmh was well on the way to becoming a technical term. 

Horsley emphasises the importance of contemporary popular prophetic and messianic movements as opposed to the free-floating messianic ideas and expectations supposedly prevailing in contemporary Judaism. First-century Palestine, though fairly simple in its social structure, featured a wide variety of popular movements engaged in resistance or rebellion against Herod’s savage oppression and, subsequently, against the Jerusalem government and continuing Roman domination. In sociological terms, the basic conflict was between rulers (domestic and foreign) and the ruled. Nevertheless, the distinctive forms taken by the widespread popular movements and uprisings are significant for understanding first-century Palestine and the origins of the Jesus movement. This significance may be obscured by simply brigading them under the undifferentiated heading, 'messianic': they merit individual assessment and analysis on a case by case basis.

The rebellions and insurrectionary movements having particular religious significance fall into three groups. First there are the insurrections led by popularly acclaimed 'kings' - that is, insurrections which assumed their particular forms because they were a revival of, or patterned on, historical movements led by popularly-acclaimed, anointed kings. On this account such insurrections may properly be termed 'messianic'.  Included under this heading are the numerous rebellions which erupted following Herod’s death in 4 bce,
 one of which (the insurrection led by Judas, son of the brigand Hezekiah) was centred on Sepphoris in Galilee.
 The most formidable of these 'messianic' rebellions was the major revolt and eventual full-scale military campaign against the Romans led by Simon bar Giora in 68-69 ce. The Romans clearly regarded Simon as holding an office of some consequence because, after his eventual defeat and theatrical surrender,
 he was taken to Rome and executed as 'the enemy's general' during the triumph of Vespasian and Titus.
 The Zealot leader Menahem, although a minor figure by comparison with Simon, also falls into the category of messianic pretender.
 
Secondly, there are the two mid-century popular insurrections headed by Theudas and 'the Egyptian', who led their numerous followers to believe, respectively, that the waters of Jordan would divide before them and that the walls of Jerusalem would miraculously disintegrate in order to facilitate their triumphal re-entry.
 Horsley's ironic comment is that both appear to have been oblivious to the concrete realities of political power. Nevertheless they were leaders, albeit in the prophetic rather than the messianic tradition, who patterned their actions in anticipation of expected divine deliverance based on biblical traditions of popular rebellion or liberation. 

Thirdly, there were what Horsley terms 'the Zealots proper'; that is, the coalition of fugitive Judaean peasant-fighters who sought refuge in Jerusalem during the winter of 67-68 ce. Temple worship was reformed by the Zealots in a way that inclined to Pharisaic rather than Sadducean views, and the high-priestly families were consequently deprived of their position of pre-eminence.
 Josephus heaps ridicule on the reforms, but the Zealots had serious religious objectives, viz. to restore validity to the legitimate Zadokite line that had been interrupted since the time of the Seleucids
 and to make a stand against the perceived avarice and corruption of the then hereditary and privileged ruling and priestly families and their imperial Roman sponsors.

The range and complexity of the messianic concepts - including human and heavenly messiahs, and restorative, utopian and apocalyptic messianism – potentially available in the closing decades of second-Temple Judaism is remarkable. Charlesworth speaks of messianism exploding into the history of ideas in the first century ce.
 The political significance of royal messiahship is undeniable. The more exotic ideas probably never circulated widely, and certainly never gained general acceptance, but it is unlikely that anyone in a position of responsibility would at any time during the first century have been insensitive to the ever-present danger of popular royal-Davidic messianic insurrection.
 There is no reason to suppose that Jesus, a man of the people and also a profoundly religious individual, would have been unaware of current messianic ideas and movements.

6.2   The Identification of Jesus as ‘Messiah’

Why was the title CristÕj thought suitable for Jesus in the first place? Nils Dahl writes, 'Rarely has it been made clear how strange it is that precisely the title "Messiah" was applied to Jesus and became his name.'
 Bultmann’s dictum that 'no saying of Jesus mentions the messiah-king who is to crush the enemies of the people' is well known.
 More recently, Charlesworth has commented that although Jesus' message was certainly apocalyptic and eschatological, it was never messianic.
 The decisive passage is Mk. 8.27-31, Peter's confession at Caesarea Philippi. Mark undoubtedly understands Jesus to be accepting messianic designation. Peter's confession represents the turning point of the gospel; the story of the transfiguration, immediately following, serves as divine confirmation. But the command to silence is generally agreed to be a redactional Marcan motif, whilst the prediction of the passion (8.31-2) is, at least in its present form, a post-Easter formulation. When these are set aside, it can be seen that 8.29 and 8.33 belong together and that in the underlying pericope Peter is attempting to persuade Jesus to accept the designation and role of royal Davidic messiah. Far from accepting this suggestion, Jesus is vehemently rejecting it (cf. Lk. 4.5-8 par.).
 The Johannine version of Peter's confession (Jn. 6.66ff.) contains the possibly significant additional detail that it was at this time that many of those who had been following Jesus, 'turned back and no longer went with him.' Also significant is Dinkler's suggestion that when, immediately afterwards, Jesus referred to one of the twelve being 'a devil', he was referring to a Satan-possessed Peter, not Judas. Marcus speaks of Peter having fallen from grace into demonic delusion, and draws an interesting parallel with 1QS III.20-24 where, in a time of eschatological testing, the blindness spread by the Angel of Darkness penetrates even into the elect community.
 Significantly, in Mk. 8.33 Jesus addresses Satan directly, not Peter, in what appears to be more an act of exorcism than a rebuke. There are parallels with the Markan exorcism stories involving dialogue (Mk. 1.25, 5.8, 9.25). That Mark is correct in representing Jesus as regarding himself as being under Satanic as much as if not more than human assault
 has significant implications which are discussed in chapter 9.

The Jesus of the gospels has therefore nothing in common with the figure of the royal Davidic warrior messiah. Nor, says Dahl, taking the argument a stage further, is there any evidence that the very earliest Christian messianic exegetes made use exclusively, or even principally, of the texts that were interpreted in this narrow sense in contemporary Judaism. 
 The crucifixion of Jesus as a messianic pretender need not imply any messianic claim by Jesus himself, but it does suggest that the term ‘Messiah’ had some significance during his lifetime.
 Dahl therefore follows Dinkler in concluding that, since the attribution of royal messiahship to Jesus cannot be derived from his preaching, it must have come about as a result of Jesus being crucified on the charge of being the Messiah. The expectations of his followers, or some of them, may have played a part, but it was his enemies who made the charge a matter of life and death. But Jesus would not, or could not, deny the charge without putting in question the eschatological validity of his whole message and ministry. By his silence he implicitly accepted its accuracy. 
 
Juel follows Dahl in maintaining that the events which link the earthly ministry of Jesus to the primitive community’s confession of Jesus as Christ are pivotal, and that the confession of Jesus as Messiah lies at the heart of both Christian tradition and christological development.
 This confession bridges the gap between the historical Jesus and the Christ of faith. It follows that christological interpretation and the quest for the historical Jesus must both take as their starting point the messianic death of Jesus of Nazareth. So far as history is concerned, in Dahl’s words, 'the death of Jesus is at the centre of the church’s proclamation and is precisely the point at which the historical quest for the life of Jesus must start.'
 Although, says Juel, the confession of Jesus as the (crucified) messiah was not the only and not the earliest appraisal of his ministry, the confession of Jesus the Messiah was nevertheless the presupposition of NT theology.
 It anchored christological interpretation in historical particularity: the messianic death of Jesus is the criterion for Christology.
But can it be demonstrated that Jesus was crucified as a royal messianic pretender or, assuming his silence before Pilate, that by this silence Jesus accepted the attribution of such messiahship?
 The synoptic passion narrative is far from being an organic unity. Although Mark represents Jesus at his trial before the Sanhedrin as accepting the charge of royal messiahship (Mk. 14.61-62), Bultmann’s analysis suggests that Mark is shaping his overall account on the basis of a collection of related stories and an existing primitive passion narrative which had already undergone development by the attachment of additional material, some of earlier and some of later origin. The earliest discernible stratum (only part of which is preserved) is a continuous narrative comprising a short historical account of the arrest, condemnation and execution of Jesus. Bultmann holds that Mk. 14.55-64, 15.2-5 and 15.26 (that is, the trial before the Sanhedrin, the messianic accusation before Pilate with Jesus’ assent by silence, and the inscription on the cross) are all later insertions reflecting the gradual enrichment of the tradition.
 The idea that Jesus died as Messiah is therefore a secondary dogmatic motif. Dahl counters with the observation that a motif may be dogmatic, but that does not mean that it is unhistorical; although its historicity is unproven, the crucified-royal Messiah motif belongs to the very substance of the passion story.

Bultmann is not alone in doubting that Jesus died as Messiah. Harvey finds the gospel accounts of Jesus’ trial and death inherently improbable if they are taken to suggest that Jesus accepted the designation 'Messiah'. Berger is similarly sceptical.
 The problem with taking the historicity of the confession of Jesus as Messiah as the criterion for christology - that is, as the one fixed point to which all prior and subsequent understandings must be related and against which all must be tested - is that it makes everything dependent on the historicity of Markan passion narrative and/or the historicity of the inscription of the charge,
 matters on which there is no agreement. The simplicity and elegance of the hypothesis are superficially attractive, but there are underlying ambiguities and there is a latent fragility. The criterion needs to be reinforced or supplemented. 

Like Dahl and De Jonge, Schillebeeckx argues strongly for the continuity of both history and theological content between the Jesus of Nazareth and the Christ of the kerygma. But for Schillebeeckx it is the historical person of Jesus of Nazareth in his totality, taken together with the ‘implicit christology’ or understandings of his significance which emerged gradually over the course of his lifetime, that constituted 'the norm and criterion of all [subsequent] confession, homology, catechesis, and paraenesis'.
  Because Jesus’ earthly career contradicted the idea of dynastic or royal-Davidic messianism, the latter, taken alone, could not have been adopted and re-shaped post-Easter into the notion of a suffering and exalted messiah. 'Without existing Jewish [interpretive] models [attaching to Jesus] it was out of the question,' says Schillebeeckx, 'for a triumphalist Jewish Messiah concept to be re-shaped … into the notion of a suffering Messiah.' Schillebeeckx deals with this problem by arguing for a 'prophetic messianism', the identification, already under way prior to Easter, of Jesus as a Spirit-inspired, suffering, eschatological prophet – the wise man being put to the test – which provided the ground and basis for the disciples experiencing Jesus, after his death, as the suffering and risen messiah.
 And it was, Schillebeeckx argues, the post-Easter fusion of prophetic messianism with dynastic-Davidic messianism which generated the conviction that Jesus was the suffering, risen and exalted messiah. Juel is less than fair to Schillebeeckx when he implicitly criticizes him for vagueness.
 By not committing himself like Dahl or M De Jonge to the absolutist view that Jesus’ messianic crucifixion constitutes the only criterion for christology, Schillebeeckx is able to set forward a more broadly-based alternative. Schillebeeckx’s criterion subsumes that of Dahl and De Jonge, whilst additionally giving weight to the impact of the [remembered] Jesus himself and the unique 'God-consciousness' reflected in his life and ministry.
 But, one has to ask, why there should have been a post-Easter fusion of the prophetic messiah with the Davidic messiah. What necessity or mechanism generated this hypothetical fusion? Schillebeeckx has no answer. 
One also has to ask whether there is any evidence that Jesus believed that he was in any sense an ‘anointed’ prophet, and if so, what he understood by this designation? M de Jonge follows Harvey, Berger and Schillebeeckx in taking a nuanced position on Jesus self-understanding and his messianic death. De Jonge's starting point is that the term 'Messiah' could not have become the central term used for Jesus in the primitive community if Jesus, whatever the reason or pretext for his execution, had himself entirely avoided it and advised his disciples to do likewise. De Jonge therefore advances the thesis that Jesus’ first followers must have regarded him - and Jesus probably regarded himself - as anointed, not in the sense of his being, or expecting to become, an eschatological Davidic warrior-king, but in the sense that his activities as Spirit-empowered prophet, teacher, healer and exorcist could all appropriately be subsumed under the title Messiah, Son of David.
 
De Jonge bases his argument not on the historicity of the Markan passion narrative, but on an examination of Mark’s use of CristÕj taken in the context of an analysis of the use of the term 'anointed' in contemporaneous Jewish sources. He emphasizes the point made above, viz. that the expectation of God’s final intervention takes many forms and that the appearance of a mediating figure, whether human, angelic or divine, is not a regular or an indispensable element in this expectation. Instead of categorizing a scheme as messianic or a figure as 'the Messiah', de Jonge prefers to focus on the actual terminology in the context of the document in which it appears and, in particular, on the functions ascribed to figures, regardless of whether they are described as 'anointed' or not. He argues that we should not speak of royal, priestly, or prophetic Messiahs, but of a future king, high priest or prophet who in a few places may be called anointed. The same interpretive principle can be applied to the Qumran texts, to none of whose various eschatological figures does the designation 'anointed one' exclusively belong: what matters is the calling and the function of the figures depicted. The same applies, mutatis mutandis, to the expectations of other Jewish groups. For example, it is specified that the expected Davidic king in Ps. Sol. 17 will achieve his objectives by means of political and military power, but (says De Jonge) the deliverance that the king will achieve is only a means to a greater goal: what matters is that God will make him strong with holy spirit and wise in counsel. That the king is anointed is something mentioned almost in passing. 

In contemporary thought, says de Jonge, David, the anointed of the Lord, was revered as a Spirit-empowered prophet and exorcist (Mk 12.36 cf. Acts 2.30; Acts 1.16, 4.25; Josephus Ant. 6.166-8; Pseudo Philo LAB 59, and 11QPsa). That these same functions should be attributed to the hoped-for future Davidic king, and that Jesus as prophet-preacher-teacher-healer-exorcist should be identified as this individual by his earliest followers, is understandable. Taken in this sense, the attribution to Jesus of the title CristÕj by others is entirely appropriate. Indeed, Jesus himself need not have rejected the attribution of the title CristÕj, provided, that is, he felt free to make his own creative interpretation of it along the lines suggested above.
 Catchpole’s exposition of Lk. 4.16-30, comes to very similar conclusions. Luke presents Jesus as the Lord’s anointed (Isaianic) prophetic agent of liberation effected through the gospel, in the healings and by the Spirit. Catchpole concludes that while the words of Lk. 4.16-30 are the words of Luke, the voice is that of Jesus: that is, there is continuity between Luke and the mission and self-understanding of Jesus of Nazareth.
 
Henk de Jonge takes issue with M de Jonge’s contention that Jesus probably regarded himself as the anointed son of David by virtue of his role as a prophet, teacher, healer and exorcist. H de Jonge argues that the political and royal elements in the term ‘son of David’ are so inalienable and so dominant that Jesus would have found the fact that he acted as prophet, teacher and exorcist insufficient grounds to apply the term to himself. And yet if Jesus did not, or could not, call himself son of David, the rationale for regarding himself as the anointed of the Lord is demolished. H de Jonge therefore concludes that it was not Jesus who applied the term CristÕj to himself, but his followers – or at least some of them.
 Both H de Jonge and Meeks argue that the ‘charismatic’ and ‘wisdom’ traits, which the post-biblical tradition undoubtedly attributes to David and/or his descendants, are always subsumed under the general umbrella of kingship. These virtues are displayed by David or David’s son precisely because he is the king. Meeks writes, 'The prophetic, wisdom and, we may add, priestly features of the Davidic (and Solomonic) traditions go back after all to courtly encomia that attribute to the king all the virtues of the institutions over which he presides. Thus I remain sceptical whether there was any distinct tradition of a 'prophetic son of David', and even more sceptical that Jesus identified himself with such a tradition.'

At this point the arguments are more or less exhausted and one has to make a judgment. Dahl’s contention that Jesus would never have been held to be the (crucified) royal Davidic Messiah if he had not been crucified as a messianic pretender is persuasive but not absolutely convincing. One weakness is the fact that Jesus alone was crucified. That the Roman authorities would have dealt with the threat of a popular messianic uprising by executing only its putative leader is, on the basis of known precedents, improbable. Anyone having shown the slightest support would almost certainly have suffered a similar fate. There are too many historical uncertainties attaching to the passion narratives for it to be possible to reach firm conclusions with regard to the convictions of Jesus, his opponents and his first followers.  He may have appropriated some ideas associated with Jewish messianism
 and he could have had regarded some aspects of messiahship as being not totally against his own understanding of his own role. 
  As God’s anointed, inspired and Spirit-empowered eschatological agent he may have regarded himself as the Son of David, at least in respect of his functions as prophet, teacher and exorcist. Nevertheless, the evidence for the attachment of the concept of messiahship in any form, let alone in the strong form of royal Davidic messiahship, is very weak. The problem is the signal lack of any credible alternative explanation.  Chapter 10 will address this deficiency by proposing an understanding concerning the origins of resurrection faith which convincingly explains how a non-messianic Jesus could have become the (crucified) royal messiah. 

6.3   The Title 'Messiah' in Earliest Christian Usage
In the earliest documents emerging from the primitive Christian community - pre-Pauline fragments embedded in Paul’s letters - Jesus is already identified as the Messiah/Christ. The statistics and analysis are well-known and are therefore presented in summary only. According to Hengel, the term CristÕj appears some 270 times (NT=531) in the undoubtedly authentic epistles of Paul. By contrast, kÚrioj appears 189 times (NT=719) and uƒÕj qeoà / uƒÕj 15 times (NT=105).
 What Hengel calls this 'strikingly frequent' use of CristÕj to denote Jesus in Paul requires explanation, particularly since its meaning (in terms of the various Jewish expectations of anointed figure having an eschatological role) seems to have largely evaporated.
 (Witness the fact that in the great majority of instances the term CristÕj can be replaced by the name 'Jesus' without any detriment to the sense of the passage.)
 The identification of Jesus as the Messiah seems to have already become routine, with the term CristÕj having lost most of its original significance and become, in effect, a mere cognomen.
 The stereotyped usage in 1 Thess. suggests that this development was pre-Pauline. 

Nevertheless, the original titular sense has not been entirely lost. Only contextual evidence can establish the degree to which the notion of messiahship is found in a particular passage, but in at least one instance (Rom. 9.5) the result is unambiguous.
 Here Ð CristÕj is clearly 'the Messiah' (because Christ belongs to the people of Israel in his capacity as the Messiah). Furthermore, the core of earliest tradition is 'that Christ (CristÕj) died for our sins in accordance with the scriptures, and that he was buried, and that he was raised on the third day' (1 Cor. 15.3). Here too, in Hengel's view, CristÕj has titular significance. Hengel further argues that the historical roots of this designation lie in the passion of Jesus.
 It has been argued above on the basis of 1 Cor. 15.3,8 and the six-fold mantra-like repetition of Messiah as having being raised in 1 Cor. 15.12-20 that CristÕj in the pistis formula is titular, and also that the cognitive core of Paul's revelatory experience was an experience of Jesus as an exalted heavenly being who was Son of God, Lord, and Messiah. There are also other signs that the term CristÕj is not in Paul entirely fixed as a cognomen. For example, it is never used as the subject of a sentence with another christological term as a predicate, nor (in Paul as opposed to Acts) is it ever itself a predicate. Thus Jesus is Lord (Rom. 10.9, 1 Cor. 12.3) is allowable, but Christ is Lord is never found.

The use at a very early stage of CristÕj in sentences referring to Jesus’ death and resurrection is significant. There are examples in Paul (some of which are thought to reflect early tradition) of a similar association between CristÕj and the interpretation of his death as something which happened 'for us' or 'in our favour (Rom. 5.6; 14.9, 15; 1 Cor. 8.11 and (by implication only) Gal. 2.21 and 3.13). In every case the christological designation is CristÕj. The implication is that it was in his capacity as CristÕj or Messiah that Jesus died 'for us'. This association of the term CristÕj, in the earliest pre-Pauline tradition with the death and resurrection of Jesus points, in Hengel's view, to a very early, probably Jerusalem-based
 origin for the messianic claim and the messianic interpretation of Jesus’ death.  In the view of some scholars this affords support for the historicity of Jesus’ crucifixion as a messianic pretender. 

Why was the significance of the title CristÕj eroded so quickly? The simplistic assertion that CristÕj as a title fell into desuetude because it had little significance in a largely Gentile environment is dismissed by Hengel. The evidence of the Pauline epistles is that Paul presupposed amongst those whom he addressed (as, at a later stage, did Mark and the other evangelists) a thorough knowledge of the scriptures and Jewish tradition.
 The communities to whom Paul wrote would have had no difficulty in understanding the meaning of the title Ð CristÕj and its reference to an anointed Jewish figure having an eschatological role. A more probable explanation is that the messianic claim became largely irrelevant once it had given initial impetus to what became an ongoing process of Christian messianic scriptural exegesis providing strong support for other key christological understandings, in particular Jesus as 'Lord' and 'Son of God'. These understandings, once validated by messianic scriptural exegesis, developed their own powerful, independent evolutionary momentum. Or, to use Moule’s preferred metaphor, they 'unfolded' in accordance with their own inherent potentiality.
  
Juel emphasizes the priority of the identification of Jesus as the Davidic Messiah. 'The confession of Jesus as Messiah is not a goal toward which scriptural interpretation moves, but the presupposition for the interpretive tradition.'
 In the earliest stages attention was focused on key scriptural texts already acknowledged to be messianic in pre-Christian Jewish tradition. (4Q174.7-13 had interpreted the promise concerning David’s seed in 2 Sam. 7.12-14 as a reference to the 'Branch of David' who is the Messiah (cf. Isa. 11.1). Thus it follows that Messiah is the 'Son of God'. The identity of the figure designated 'the Son of the Most High' in 4Q246 is disputed,
 but the functions implicitly associated with the figure are clearly messianic. Dunn describes them as 'an amalgam of expectations born of 2 Sam. 7.10-14' and suggests that the figure is that of the hoped-for royal Davidic Messiah.
  The reference to the 'engendering' of the Messiah in 1QSa. II. 11-12 is probably an indication that Ps. 2.7 was also being interpreted in messianic terms.) These understandings facilitated a number of important connections. The ideas of Jesus as 'seed' and 'Son of God' directed attention to other material bearing on the interpretation of Jesus’ death, the status of the Gentiles and the relation of the gospel to the Law. On the basis of 2 Sam. 7.14 and Ps. 89 (LXX), Abraham’s seed in Gen. 22.18 was construed as a reference to Jesus the Messiah (Gal. 3.13-16 cf. Acts 3.26), thus providing a basis for the identification of Jesus the Messiah with the previously separate figure of the 'prophet like Moses' (Acts 3.22 cf. Deut. 18.15-18), an identification with important implications for the authentication of apostolic preaching. It also enabled Paul in Gal. 3 to defend his ministry to the Gentiles, and to present Jesus the Messiah as the source of the blessing promised to Abraham at the Akedah.

Juel suggests that early Christian messianic interpretation of Ps. 89 was also important, (a) as providing a justification for regarding the ‘I’ of certain other Psalms as the Messiah, and (b) as establishing a link between the ideas of humiliation and messiahship and affording a way of speaking about Jesus’ vindication as testimony to God’s faithfulness to his word. 'From Psalm 89 Christians learned that one could speak of the scorn and humiliation endured by the Messiah in scriptural terms. They learned from the psalm that the Messiah, as well as David, could speak in Psalms.'
 Also on the basis of Psalm 89, the unspecified speaker in Pss. 22, 31 and 69 could be interpreted as being the Messiah. These psalms then became a source for much of the language and imagery of the passion narratives and further developed the kerygma 'in accordance with the scriptures'. 
Ps. 110.1 became an important part of the exegetical tradition at a very early stage.
 It was one of the major factors in the development of the idea of Messiah as Lord (cf. Mk. 12.35-37 and Acts 2.14-26)
 and the messianic interpretation may be of pre-Christian origin (see chapter 7 on 11Q13 cf. Ps. 110.3). Without compromising Jewish monotheism, it affirms the subjection of all enemies, including cosmic powers, and articulates the vindication, exaltation, supreme glory and divine transcendence of Jesus who is Lord and Messiah. The origins of the messianic interpretation are uncertain. As noted above, Phil. 2.6-11 and Rom. 1.3-4 speak about exaltation without reference to Ps. 110. This suggests that the origins of the concept of exaltation must be sought elsewhere. But (says Juel), if so, where? There is no suggestion that the idea of Jesus’ post-mortem vindication is derived from Ps. 110, but, once the idea of vindication is admitted, it necessarily finds expression in terms of resurrection and exaltation. And what better or more readily available basis could there be for articulating and affirming Jesus’ supreme glory and exaltation than Ps. 110.1?

6.4  Trajectories
In the cases of the concepts of Jesus as Son of God and Lord there is evidence pointing to significant continuity of development. Both have their embryonic origins in whole or part in contemporary thought and in responses to Jesus during his lifetime. Both emerge on the output side of the Easter event in recognizable form, albeit having acquired additional significance and impetus, and having now been brought into intimate association with each other and with the concept of Jesus as the (crucified) Messiah. The trajectory of the concept of Jesus as Messiah is very different. The identification of Jesus as the crucified royal Davidic Messiah is a significant religious innovation, apparently originating within the Easter event itself. (The attempt to locate its origins in the crucifixion of a non-messianic Jesus as a messianic pretender is unconvincing, as also is the suggestion that it originated in the (self-) perception of Jesus as a Spirit-empowered or 'anointed' prophet, teacher and healer and exorcist.)  On the output side of the Easter event the proclamation of Jesus as the crucified royal Davidic Messiah is found to be acting as an almost instantaneous ‘ignition point’,
 setting in train and validating the complex process of messianic scriptural exegesis referred to above. 'The earliest Christian community,' says Hengel, 'created with astonishing speed a christology in which he [Jesus] appeared as the fulfiller of the promises of the old covenant, the sole mediator of salvation, indeed as the one fulfiller of God’s revelation from the beginning.'
 

CHAPTER 7

Angelomorphic Transformations AND intermediary Figures
7.1   Introduction

The belief that Jesus had been transformed post-mortem into a supremely exalted and glorious heavenly being, the very e„kën toà Qeoà, a being who was also Son of God, Lord and Messiah, lies at the heart of Paul's revelatory experience. It focuses attention on other possibly related traditions which may have been circulating during the closing decades of the Second Temple era. Of particular interest are (a) traditions involving angelomorphic transformation and (b) contemporary apocalyptic beliefs concerning an individual, manlike, heavenly intervener who would come forward at the last judgment, pronounce justice and rule thereafter.  These traditions form the subject of the present chapter.  

One of the central issues is whether Jesus was identified with a specific heavenly redeemer figure of whom he had been speaking, or whether contemporary portrayals of heavenly redeemer figures, based on exegesis of Dan7.13 and other texts, simply provided his followers with a way of articulating their own radical convictions concerning his post-mortem vindication, exaltation and continuing/future action. The immediate objective is to register and if possible understand the significance of angelic and angelomorphic figures in Jewish tradition at a time at which the apocalypses and other texts of the period are testifying to considerable conceptual fluidity between the earthly and heavenly, and the divine and human spheres.
 This fluidity itself is probably a reflection of an anthropology which, being grounded in a belief in humankind's original angelomorphic identity,
 was comfortable, (a) with the idea of transformations between what are now seen as distinct and separate categories of being, and (b), with the idea that transformations could take place in either direction without exhausting their former identity.
 
7.2   The Angel of the Lord and Angelomorphic Hypostases: Questions of Identity
There appear to be two different conceptual backgrounds underlying the idea of angels in Jewish thought. The first is the idea of angels as divine messengers and the second is that of principal angels as members of the polytheistic heavenly council, which in second-Temple Judaism evolved into YHWH's heavenly court or royal household. Both concepts are, Chester suggests, in different ways potentially problematic for monotheism.
 In the first case problems arise because the same term, ialm, may be used of human and divine messengers (1 Sam. 11.4 cf. Ps. 103.20), because divine messengers can appear in human form, and may (or may not) be called men. Moreover, divine messengers taking on human form may at times be indistinguishable from an anthropomorphic or angelomorphic God. (Gen. 16.7-14, Gen. 18.1-19.1, Gen.32.24-30, Ex. 3.2-7, Hos.12.3-4 and Jud. 13.3-22) Gieschen emphasises the significance of the angelomorphic nature of God displayed in these traditions, arguing that these epiphanies of God as man or a manlike angel are fundamental to understanding the genesis of later apocalyptic and mystical conceptions of an enthroned manlike heavenly being.
 Also included in the first category are those early traditions in which the Angel of YHWH is in some degree autonomous; that is, a freestanding actor distinct from God whilst still sharing in God's personal authority and power. The locus classicus is Ex. 23.20-21 (cf. Apoc. Abraham 10.3-17) where God declares that Israel's guardian angel has God's 'Name' in him. Possession of the divine Name implies a sharing in the essential being and power of God.

The divine Name Angel tradition had significant implications. The concept of angels as officers of the heavenly court implied differentiation between angels according to their respective roles. Differentiation led to naming, especially the naming of the four (or seven) archangels
 and the designation of one of the four (or seven) archangels as 'the principal angel' or the 'angel of the Presence'.
 It also involved the attribution to these leading angels of varying degrees of exalted quasi-divine status and specific delegated divine functions. Over time there emerged, especially in apocalyptic texts, angelic hierarchies of bewildering and ever-increasing complexity.
  Since only one angel can possess the divine Name at any one time there was inevitably speculation about the identity of the Angel of the divine Name, who might or might not be explicitly identified with the 'principal angel'. Identifications of the divine Name Angel at different times and in different texts include Michael, Yahoel, Israel/Jacob, Metatron
 and others. There was never any consensus, but the later traditions tend to regard Michael as the supreme angel and, therefore, the bearer of the divine Name.
 In some circles the hypostatic Name was regarded as having a cosmogenic role.
 It was therefore only to be expected, says Gieschen, that the exalted angel bearing the Name should come to become regarded as the quasi-divine, pre-existent agent of creation.
 
Where the Angel of YHWH having God's Name in him is the form in which God himself appears in order to speak and act, this Angel is best regarded as the Divine Name hypostasised as an angel.
 The problem in the case of this and other divine hypostases is understanding the relationship between God and the divine hypostases, given that none of the key hypostases bearing on the nature and role of Jewish intermediary figures is purely abstract or conceptual, and that all of them exhibit some degree of dependence on earlier angelomorphic traditions.
 There is no straightforward answer applicable to every instance. We have a spectrum of possibilities which can be represented thus: 

[A] ↔ [B] ↔ [C] ↔ [D]

A =  Abstract hypostases unrelated to angelomorphic traditions.

B =  Hypostases slightly dependent on angelomorphic traditions.

C = Angel of YHWH traditions with overtones of hypostasis.

D = Angel of YHWH traditions lacking any hypostatic element.

Gieschen examines six hypostases, viz. Name, Glory, Wisdom, Word, Spirit and Power, all of which would fall somewhere along the scale between B and C. Name (and probably Glory) would fall somewhere in the middle between B and C. Wisdom, Word (and perhaps Spirit) would be closer to B, whilst Power might be closer to C. The precise positioning of individual hypostases or angel of YHWH traditions is immaterial. The point is that none is pure A or D; i.e. the relationship with God will never be one of full identity or complete separation, if only because, as Gieschen emphasises, the hypostases in question are not distinct and separate, but intimately interrelated.
 As with the Angel of YHWH traditions, the contribution of divine hypostases to the emergence of specific intermediary figures has to be assessed on a case by case basis.

Considerations of space preclude any comprehensive examination of the angelomorphic divine hypostases. Gieschen provides a convenient summary of the key data and an introduction to the relevant issues.
 For immediate purposes attention is focused on 'the Name' and 'the Glory', these being the angelomorphic hypostases having immediate relevance for understanding the origins and significance of the intermediary figures considered later in this chapter.
In a number of pentateuchal texts depicting theophanies, the hwhy dwbk (the Glory of YHWH) appears in, as, or associated with, cloud and/or fire (Ex. 16.10, Ex. 24.15-18, 40.34-38). It appears that 'the Glory of YHWH' is either to be identified with YHWH, or that it functions as a visible identifier or guarantor of his presence. In Ex.33.18- 33 full identification is all but explicit, 'I will make my Glory pass before you … while my Glory passes by I will put you in a cleft of the rock, and I will cover you with my hand until I have passed by…' It is just possible to argue that the 'Glory' is a separate entity immediately preceding YHWH, but the most natural explanation is that the 'Glory' is the visible aspect of YHWH, and that as a hypostatis it shares his divine identity.

Whereas the pentateuchal Glory lacks precise delineation, 'the likeness of the Glory of YHWH' on the Merkabah-throne in Ezek. 1.26-28 has what seems to be a manlike form.
 Vivid additional details, including the overarching sapphire dome (the sky), the figure's loins, gleaming amber, fire and brightness like a rainbow emphasise his supremely exalted status. Obvious questions arise. Where is YHWH in this depiction? Is the Glory YHWH himself? Is YHWH on the throne, but concealed behind or within the Glory? Or is the enthroned Glory an autonomous or semi-autonomous angel of YHWH, with YHWH located altogether elsewhere? The text is fraught with difficulties.
 In Ezek. 3.22-27 Ezekiel has a second encounter with the Glory of YHWH, the Glory being now separated from the throne, and standing rather than sitting. In Ezek. 8.1-4 Ezekiel has a third encounter, this time with an unnamed manlike being indistinguishable from the figure of the Glory of YHWH in Ezek. 1.26-28. And yet (apparently) this figure is not the Glory, because in Ezek. 8.1-4 the figure takes Ezekiel by the hair, and the spirit lifts him up to the heavenly Jerusalem, enabling him to see the Glory of YHWH who is already resident in the heavenly Temple. Finally, in Ezek. 10.1-22 the Glory of YHWH appears in the Temple (seated?) above the mobile Merkabah-throne. One possibility is that there may be a second angel involved in the action at Ezek. 3.22-27 and Ezek. 8.1-4. What has become reduced over time to a rather formulaic introduction to both passages, 'The hand of the Lord took me', may originally have been a reference to an angel called 'the Hand of the Lord'. (An angel with this name is attested in 1QM III.8). Many of the difficulties in Ezek. 8.1-4 are resolved if it assumed that 'the Hand of the Lord' is the name of the spirit who lifted Enoch up to heaven to see the Glory of the YHWH in the temple.  The multiple discrepancies in these texts suggest that more than one layer of tradition and probably more than one type of figure may be involved. There could, for example, be a tradition concerning an unenthroned, standing manlike figure (an anthropomorphic angelophany, the angel in question being 'the Glory of YHWH') merged with a tradition concerning the enthroned 'Glory of YHWH' (an angelomorphic hypostasis serving as the visible aspect of YHWH).
 
The figure of the enthroned 'Glory of YHWH' in Ezek. 1.26-28, apparently combining Angel of YHWH and divine hypostasis traditions, was influential. In particular, the imagery and theology of the theophanies of Ezek. 1.26-28 and 10.1-22, taken together with those of Isa. 6.1-9 and Ex. 24.9-11, contributed significantly to the powerful theophany in 1 En. 14, and, thereby, also influenced the theophany of Dan.7.9-10.
 In addition to the theophanies, the freestanding angelomorphic figure of Ezek. 3.22-27 and 8.14 was (as Rowland has argued) similarly influential. Gieschen, for example, regards it as having clearly influenced the exalted description of the important unnamed angelomorphic figure in Dan. 10.5-20, providing a possible justification for identifying the unnamed figure, more commonly regarded as Gabriel, as 'the Glory of YHWH'.
 The relationship of this figure to the 'one like a son of man' in Dan.7.13-14, who also has connotations of divine Glory ('clouds of heaven'), is disputed. Gieschen can hardly be faulted when he says that 'One can easily see how the angelomorphic figures in Daniel added further complexities to the identity and appearance of the Glory.'
 

7.3   One Like a Son of Man – Daniel 7

It is widely held that the vna rbk in Dan. 7.13 is a collective reference to the 'holy ones of the Most High'. The interpretation of the vision in Dan. 7.16-27, especially vv 18, 21f, 25 and 27, is taken as indicative of this identification. In its sharpest version the proposition is that the vna rbk is 'pure symbol' It was 'the appropriate symbol for Israel in contrast to Israel’s savage enemies'.
 The figure of the vna rbk represents (or personifies)
 those Jews who remained faithful under Antiochene persecution, whilst the coming of the figure on the clouds of heaven symbolizes the eschatological triumph of these same faithful Israelites. The figure has no existence other than as symbol: no reference is intended to any reality or any individual being external to the vision.
  One of the weaknesses of this interpretation is that it depends on the assumption that the apocalypses are accounts of actual visionary experiences, with their own autonomous internal logic and 'stand-alone' coherence. This assumption has been strongly challenged by Himmelfarb who argues that the ancient apocalypses were primarily literary compositions governed by convention. 'There is,' she says, 'little to suggest that the authors of the apocalypses were themselves visionaries.'

A less radical version of the collective interpretation allows that the figure of the rbk vna functions as a symbolic representation of the faithful people of Israel, but regards it as having been significantly chosen. While accepting that the figure of the 'one like a man' in Dan. 7.13f has corporate significance in its present context, Hahn, for example, asserts that it also possesses 'unequivocal significance' as 'the stereotyped description of a quite specific heavenly being'.
 This heavenly being has been variously identified. Proposed identifications include: an exalted human (Daniel, Moses, Judas Maccabeus); the pre-existent Messiah; personified pre-existent Wisdom; an angel; the angel Gabriel; Michael the prince-angel of Israel; a divine being reflecting the characteristics of the Urmensch; or even a second, younger deity enthroned beside the Ancient of Days.

The theory that the vna rbk is a mighty angel (or some other form of divine being or deity in human likeness) having a special relationship to the people of Israel finds many supporters. Elsewhere in Daniel expressions of a similar form to vna rbk are used to designate or describe the angel Gabriel.
 In Dan. 12.1 the angel Michael is described to Daniel as 'the great prince, the protector of your people'.
 Divine nature and status are explicit in the destiny of the vna rbk, which is to be enthroned beside Ancient of Days (nb the plural ‘thrones’ in Dan. 7.9).
 It is also implicit in the imagery of his coming with the clouds of heaven, clouds regularly signifying theophany in the Old Testament.
 Rowland and others have argued that the heavenly figure vna rbk in Dan. 7 reflects the influence of Ezekiel’s vision of the hwhy dwbk appearing enthroned as 'one seeming to have a human form (Ezek. 1.26), and unenthroned as 'a figure that looked like a human being' (Ezek. 8.2). Rowland attributes significance to the separation in Ezek. 8 of this divine figure from the chariot throne, holding that it indicates the figure’s freedom to act independently as the quasi-angelic (or angelomorphic) mediator and agent of God’s purpose.
 However he resists any suggestion that there are two separate divine beings: the figure in Ezekiel (says Rowland) is to be regarded as the deity in human form.
 Nevertheless, the visualization of the one God as two separate divine figures, which is evident both in the treatment of the 'Glory of the Lord' in Ezekiel and in the pentateuchal Angel of the Lord traditions, leads Horbury to speak of incipient binitarianism.
  Gieschen traces the influence of the angelomorphic Glory in texts after Ezek. 1, finding evidence of its influence in Dan. 7 (possibly) and Dan. 10 (certainly), 1 En. 14, the Similitudes and Sib. 5.414-427.
  Kim, who holds the figure of the vna rbk in Dan. 7.13 to be a hypostatization of the hwhy dwbk in Ezek. 1.26-28, conjectures that the binitarianism arising in consequence of this hypostatization subsequently developed in parallel with the concept (also derived from Ezek. 1) of Wisdom and Logos as the bearers of theophany. The two separate streams of tradition, one apocalyptic and the other Wisdom, eventually converge again in the figure of Metatron.
 Fletcher-Louis has no doubt that the figure  vna rbk is divine or angelic, but he argues that the figure is also 'like a human being' and cannot therefore simply be equated to a heavenly being without taking due account of the human dimension. 'Insinuations of messianic identity,' says Fletcher-Louis, 'well discerned by later interpretation, count strongly against equation with an angel without remainder.'

A number of scholars who support the identification of the vna rbk with a mighty angel or divine being follow Procksch
 and Noth
 in understanding the 'holy ones' who appear in the interpretation of the vision to be angelic holy beings rather than faithful human Israelites. Most (though not Coppens) would, however, concede that the final redactor is assuming 'the holy ones' to be the faithful Israelites. The arguments for and against the angelic identification have been discussed in detail by Collins. Collins concludes that, even without attempting to reinterpret 'the people of the holy ones of the Most High' in Dan. 7.27 as the 'host of the angels of the Most High' (as argued by Noth on the basis of 1QH XI.21), Dan. 7.21-22, 25 and 27 are not incompatible with understanding the 'holy ones' to be angels, and the vna rbk as being either a symbol for, or the leader of, this angelic host. This being the case, it is likely that the vna rbk in 7.13 represents the archangel Michael who receives the kingdom on behalf of his host of holy ones, but also on behalf of his people Israel. 
  Following through the logic of his earlier observations concerning the remainder of humanity in the otherwise angelic figure of vna rbk, Fletcher-Louis observes that the 'holy ones', although angelic, are by no means to be seen as rigidly separated from or without reference to the earthly community of Israel.

Few would dispute that Dan. 7, as it now stands, reflects the views of a single author or redactor. Nevertheless, there is also a general recognition that Dan. 7 contains roughnesses and discrepancies, that traditional imagery is utilized, and that the ultimate source of this imagery is Canaanite mythology mediated via the pre-exilic royal cult.
 This suggests to some scholars that there may be one or more written sources and a corresponding redaction history. Noth and others (most recently  Kearns) have argued that Dan. 7.9-10, 13-14 originated in a separate, specifically ‘Son of Man’ stratum of tradition.
 The reasons advanced include content, internal inconsistencies, syntax, metrical structure and the lack of specific reference to any other part of Dan. 7 in the Similitudes. Casey examines the arguments put forward by Hölscher, Duquerker, Noth and Perrin, concluding that attempts to find an older literary source or sources behind Dan. 7 and/or to detach 7.9-10, 13-14 from the rest of the chapter are not successful. 
 Collins agrees, noting that the switch from poetry to prose does not necessitate a change of authorship, that the poetic character of 7.13-14 is uncertain, that the whole chapter has a rhythmic style, and, most importantly, that the contrast between the beasts from the sea and the vna rbk is an intrinsic part of the vision.
 

Nevertheless, separation yields two distinctly different but internally consistent and intelligible narratives, viz;

An Angelic War Narrative
· Beasts arise

· The ‘horn’ of the fourth beast makes war on the holy ones

· The holy ones are losing the war until

· The Ancient of Days intervenes and passes judgment on the beast, and

· Possession of the kingdom is awarded to the holy ones [angels] who possess it for ever, but [in parallel],

· Kingship and dominion under heaven are given to the people of the holy ones.

A Narrative of the Heavenly Court:

· A multitude of angels stands waiting [in heaven]/[on earth]

· Two [or more] chariot-thrones are wheeled into place

· The Ancient of Days takes his place on his throne

· The heavenly court is seated [perhaps on more chariot-thrones]

· The books are opened ready for judgment

· A divine being with manlike form comes from elsewhere in heaven [or comes from heaven to the heavenly court on earth], and

· this divine being is presented to the Ancient of Days and

· [is perhaps enthroned beside the Ancient of Days, and] 

· the divine being is given everlasting dominion and glory and kingship.

The 'Angelic War Narrative' forms a coherent whole. The emphasis is on the war, the divine intervention and judgment and the consequent reversal of fortunes. There is no mention of the vna rbk, nor is there any role for him: kingship and dominion are to be given directly to the 'holy ones', and by them directly to the 'people of the holy ones', that is the faithful Israelites. There is a clear separation between events on earth and corresponding events in heaven. The 'Angelic War Narrative' is a visionary account of a war in heaven immediately preceding and paralleling war on earth. The underlying conceptual framework (the fundamental unity and structural parallelism of the heavenly and earthly realms) is a central feature of apocalyptic thinking
 and is of ancient origin. Corresponding to kings and peoples on earth are their patron angels in heaven (T. Levi 5.6). Thus in Deut. 32.8 God makes the boundaries of the nations to correspond with the numbers of the sons of God in heaven.  Earthly and heavenly battles are considered to be two different aspects of one and the same conflict. In Dan. 10.13f, 20, Michael assists Gabriel in his war against the angelic prince of Persia, and then goes on to fight with the prince of Greece: in both cases we are to understand parallel wars on earth. In Isa. 24, God punishes the [enemy] angels in heaven and the [corresponding] kings on earth. The idea is so familiar that at times reference to one or another of the protagonists may be omitted. Thus in Judges 5.19f. (cf. Deut. 33.26) when the kings of Israel fight the kings of Canaan, the angels (‘stars of heaven’) fight alongside them in heaven (‘in their courses’) but ‘against Sisera’.
 This process reaches its logical conclusion when the distinction between war in heaven and parallel war on earth collapses altogether, as in 1QM 12.7f. 

The King of glory is with us together with the holy ones. Valiant warriors of the angelic host are among our numbered men … the host of his spirits is with our foot-soldiers and horsemen... 

Cf. Deut. 33.2f.

The Lord came down from Sinai … with him were myriads of holy ones; at his right a host of his own. Indeed, O favourite among peoples, all his holy ones were in your charge.
The 'Narrative of the Heavenly Court' is altogether different. The context is eschatological judgment and the controlling image is that of the heavenly council (cf. Ps. 82.1-7, Job 1.6ff./2.1ff.) where God presides over a cabinet of lesser deities. There is no mention of the Israelites suffering persecution on earth for their faith, or, indeed, of any events other than those taking place in the court. It is even unclear whether the judgment is taking place on earth or in heaven. Although the vna rbk is given everlasting dominion and kingship, his role, if any, in the eschatological judgment is not stated, but both judgment and salvation (as the obverse of judgment) are implicit in his exercise of kingship and dominion over all people and nations on earth.
 

To summarize: the author or final redactor of Daniel 7 takes the figure of the vna rbk to be a symbol for the suffering faithful Israelites. The term is descriptive rather than titular, but there are strong indications that it had significance prior to the composition of Daniel 7 as the stereotypical description of a transcendent heavenly or angelic being exalted high above the ordinary angels.
 In Tödt’s words, 'The vision in Dan. 7.13f furnishes us with the somewhat hazy picture of a heavenly figure with an appearance like that of a human being. After the Judgment by the Ancient of Days this figure assumes the office of a ruler over the eschatological Kingdom of God. Free from all restrictions concerning the earth, he moves in a marvellous manner amongst the heavenly setting.'
 The fact that all subsequent depictions of this figure are framed in individual rather than collective terms tends to confirm Tödt’s conclusion.

7.4   Melchizedek the Heavenly Redeemer - 11Q13
In 11Q13 (first century bce) Melchizedek, usually assumed to be identical with Michael,
 is identified as a second or lesser quasi-divine power, iyhwla (Elohim), located alongside la (God/El) in heaven. Melchizedek is heavenly redeemer or deliverer, eschatological judge and instrument of God's vengeance.
 Closely associated with Melchizedek is the (apparently) separate human figure of a spirit-anointed prophet and herald whose role (cf. Lk. 4.18-19) is to bring good news, to proclaim salvation, to say to Zion, 'your Elohim reigns' (Isa. 52.7) and to comfort those who mourn (Isa. 61.2-3). 

There is a citation of Dan. 9.25, but no direct reference to Dan. 7. The 'anointed prince' of Dan. 9.25 may refer either to Melchizedek or to the prophetic figure. Horbury suggests that the appeal to Dan. 9.25 and seeming echoes of Dan.7 indicate that even at this early stage the book of Daniel was being drawn into the complex of messianic interpretation.
 A number of commentators have drawn attention to the potential relevance of Ps. 110 and the ambiguity of Ps. 110.4 which, Collins suggests, can be translated, 'The Lord has sworn … you are a priest for ever by my order, O Melchizedek.'
 This accords with the fragment 4Q401 ('Melchizedek, priest in the [divine] Council of God') and makes it probable that 'my Lord' in Ps. 110.1, who is seated at the right hand of God, is the divine /angelic being Melchizedek appointed by God to execute judgment on the nations. Such an understanding of Melchizedek based on Ps. 110 would correspond closely with that in 11Q13. Collins notes that the LXX of Ps. 110.3b can be read as 'from the womb … I have begotten you'.
 If  Ps. 110. 3 is interpreted as specifying the begetting of Melchizedek by God, given that Melchizedek exercises messianic functions and has an associated messianic human herald or envoy, it becomes a psalm freighted with messianic implications. This lends additional support to those who, like Hay, maintain that the earliest Christian interpreters were building on and extending pre-Christian messianic and transcendental interpretations of Ps. 110 already established in Judaism as viable options.

7.5   The Qumran ‘Son of God’ Fragment - 4Q246 

4Q246, probably dating from the last third of the first century bce,
 may contain the earliest interpretation of Dan. 7, and, if so, it could be the earliest extant evidence for the identification or fusion of the figure of the vna rbk with that of the Messiah. 
 The text refers forwards to an apocalyptic figure who is designated 'Son of God' and is to be called 'Son of the Most High'. The two titles exactly match those accorded by the archangel Gabriel to the infant Jesus in Lk. 1.32,35.
 Dunn argues that the figure of the 'Son of God' is entirely human and that it reflects the hoped-for royal Messiah, a human messianic expectation born of 2 Sam. 7.10-14.
  The exalted language about the 'everlasting kingdom' and the decisive nature of the eschatological victory to be achieved on Israel's behalf, nevertheless suggest that the 'Son of God' is, in the seer's mind and interpretation, a transcendent or super-human being. On the reference to a time of tribulation 'until the people of God arises', cf. Dan. 12.1 and 4 Ezra 13. The reference to the 'shooting stars which you saw' (Collins)/ 'sparks of the vision' (Dunn) suggest that the text may be the interpretation of a vision; the stars could be hostile angels of the warring nations whose destiny is to wage war against the people and to be defeated by the 'Son of God'. Chester suggests that this may be an instance of the figure of the 'Son of God' being set in parallel to the people of God, with action proceeding in parallel in heaven and on earth, as in Dan. 7.
 

Numerous interpretations of this fragmentary text have been proposed and the identification of the 'Son of God' figure remains a matter of dispute. The correspondence with 4 Ezra 13 had been noted. Collins has drawn attention to additional parallels with Dan. and with the 'son of man' figure in the Similitudes. Although the 'Son of God' figure in 4Q246 is not called Messiah, his name, functions and titles have clearly messianic overtones.  Specific allusions to Dan. 7.13-14 are lacking, but Collins finds it difficult to avoid the impression that the author was aware of the Danielic vna rbk. If this is the case, 4Q246 becomes the earliest extant interpretation of Dan. 7 and a significant indication that the fusion of the figures of the Davidic Messiah and the Danielic heavenly vna rbk was of pre-Christian rather than Christian origin.
 It would also provide indirect support for the theory that behind the individual Son of Man figures in Mk./Q, 4 Ezra and 1 En. there lies a shared apocalyptic tradition in which the original collective sense of the Danielic vna rbk had already been transformed in the tradition into an individual figure who is both Son of Man and Messiah. 

7.6   The Transcendent Individual in the Similitudes.
Whereas Dan. 7 can be dated with precision to 166-165 bce, the date of the Similitudes (1 En. 37-71) is uncertain, as also is significance of their absence from Qumran. The Similitudes are by no means the only important document apparently missing from Qumran: the absence may simply be a consequence of their having been composed at a relatively late date and not having had time to find their way into the Qumran corpus before the 68 ce deadline. Alternatively, they may have been deliberately excluded on ideological grounds. Attention has recently been drawn to internal evidence potentially bearing on the date of composition. 1 En. 56.5-8 may be an allusion to the Parthian invasion in 40 bce. 1 Enoch 67.4ff may reflect Herod’s visit to the thermal springs at Callirrhoe.
 Many specialists now favour a Herodian date, i.e. sometime between 37 bce and 4 bce, or slightly later.
 Charlesworth, who supports this conclusion, finds additional confirmation in the Similitudes’ singling out for anticipated punishment those powerful and strong landowners who possess the ‘dry ground’ (i.e. the cultivatable land). This condemnation, it is suggested, reflects the widespread social distress and resentment caused by penal taxation leading to the impoverishment of farmers and the widespread forfeiture of ancestral lands to Herod and his henchmen.
   

The Similitudes are introduced as Enoch’s second vision. They are divided into three sections described in the text as ‘parables’, the first ending at 44.1, the second at 57.3 and the third at 69.29. Chapters 70-71 describe Enoch’s ascent into the heaven of heavens, and (apparently) his eventual identification as the Son of Man. The second and third parables and chapters 70-71 contain many references to a pre-existent, transcendent eschatological figure, (who will be) seated on a throne of glory (cf. Ps. 110) executing judgment and saving or strengthening the righteous. This figure is variously named the Chosen One, the Son of Man, the Righteous One and the Anointed One (messiah). In the view of the implied author or final redactor these terms are almost certainly interchangeable. The Righteous One
 and the Chosen One
 are explicitly identified.
 Likewise the Son of Man and the Chosen One are identified; the Son of Man is the pre-existent Chosen One, having been named, chosen and hidden by God prior to creation and forever.
 Only in the case of the Anointed One is identification with the other figures sometimes questioned, usually on the basis that there is a possible distinction between his only specific function, which is to have authority and 'be powerful and on the earth' (1 En. 52.4, NT
), and the role of the Chosen One, which is to be the universal judge and the saviour of the righteous who are his own 'chosen ones' (1 En. 45.3f., NT).
  The Chosen One is thus the heavenly representative of the earthly 'chosen ones', and 'on that day' when heaven and earth have been transformed, the Chosen One will dwell among his chosen ones (1En. 45.4f., NT).  

More problematic is the angelomorphic transformation
 of Enoch and his apparent identification with the figure of the Son of Man in chapters 70 and 71. Opinions are divided. In 70.1, the elevation of Enoch’s 'name' into the presence of the Son of Man and the Lord of the Spirits appears to presuppose a clear distinction between Enoch and the Son of Man, as is the case throughout the Similitudes, with the exception of 71.14 alone. There is a further major distinction in that the Son of Man is a pre-existent figure whereas Enoch is clearly a human being.
 The apparent contradiction between 71.14, in which Enoch is identified as the Son of Man, and 70.1 is variously explained. Charles solved the problem by amending the text, but his solution has received little support. Others assume that chapters 70 and 71 are secondary additions lacking any significance for the meaning of chapters 37-69. Kvanvig holds that chapters 70 and 71 are additions, but he emphasizes that the identification of Enoch with the Son of Man is nevertheless intentional. The intended effect is to require a demanding reading of the book as a complex literary structure, with the ending taken as the key to the whole.
 Others, including Isaac and Nickelsburg, question the English translation of 71.14, suggesting that the Ethiopic of 71.14 refers to Enoch as a ‘son of man’, that is a human being. There is therefore no identification of Enoch with the Son of Man – the apparent identification is simply a misunderstanding arising in translation. These explanations are not mutually exclusive and are advanced in various combinations.
 Collins emphasises that in the body of the Similitudes there is no suggestion that the Son of Man ever had a earthly career. He therefore aligns himself with those who hold that 70.3-71 are an epilogue in which identification is intentional, possibly reflecting Christian influence.
 
This raises the question of motive. Collins notes Schreiber's suggestion that the identification of Enoch with the Son of Man may have been prompted by the Christian appropriation of the title 'Son of Man' for Jesus. There are certainly remarkable parallels between the stories of Enoch and those of the resurrection, exaltation and transformation of Jesus and his consequent identification as the Son of Man. There are however no signs of Christian influence in the Similitudes, and the 'Herodian' date, if accepted, means that any direct influence must have been in the reverse direction. There is a possibly direct dependence of Matt. 19.28 and 25.31 on 1 En. 62.8 and 69.29. (Two other passages exhibit some similarities, viz. 1 En. 45.3 cf. Jn. 14.23 and 1 En. 48.4 cf. Lk. 2.32, but in these cases there is probably nothing more than mutual dependence on a stock of ideas in general circulation.)
Those who argue that 1 En. 70 and 71, taken as a whole, are deliberately crafted to form the climax and key to the Similitudes have to address the objection that Enoch would be seeing himself as the Son of Man in the visions without apparently recognizing himself. VanderKam suggests that that the Son of Man should be understood as Enoch’s heavenly counterpart, double or correspondent being, or, alternatively, that Enoch may be seeing visions of what he will become, not what he presently is.
 Fletcher-Louis builds on VanderKam's first suggestion, saying that 'VanderKam rightly sees the relationship between human and heavenly counterpart as the appropriate conceptual framework within which the two poles of identity and distinction can be held together. In other words, although Enoch the human does not know this is the case until his transformation in chapter 71, he was always himself the Son of Man. Throughout the Parables he was encountering his heavenly self/counterpart – the Son of Man – as one might encounter one's alter ego in the visionary or dream state.'

A further interpretive problem is the apparent distinction between Enoch and the Son of Man in 70.1. Whether this distinction is real depends on the manuscripts and translations used. Gieschen, who stresses the importance of contemporary Divine name angel traditions and argues that in the Similitudes both the Son of Man and the Lord of the Spirits possess the same divine 'Name' (1 En. 48.2-6), adopts Olsen’s translation of 70.1f:

Afterwards it came to pass that the immortal Name of the Son of Man was exalted in the presence of the Lord of Spirits above all those who live on earth. He was raised aloft on a chariot of wind…
This has the effect of resolving the conflict between 70.1 and 71.14 by identifying the divine 'name' of the Son of Man with Enoch, thus paving the way for the further confirmatory identification in 71.14.
 

The figure of the Chosen One/Son of Man in the Similitudes represents a significant reinterpretation and development of the vna rbk of Dan. 7.13. The similarities are evident. 1 En. 46.1-3 probably reflects literary dependence on Dan. 7.9-10, 13-14. The divine name in 1 En. 46.1 is literally 'Head of Days', a variant form of the term 'Ancient of Days' in Dan. 7.9. The descriptions of the deity, especially the details of the white wool-like hair, are identical. The vna rbk, who is seen 'coming to [be with]' the Ancient of Days in Dan. 7.13, appears 'with' the Head of Days in 1 En. 46.1-3. The figure in the Similitudes has a 'face like the appearance of a human person' (c.f. vna rbk in Dan. 7.13) but he is a specific individual, 'the Son of Man', rather than a mere human being. The description of the Son of Man in 1 En. is, however, considerably enhanced in that:

1. He is righteous and pre-eminent before God. 
2. He has been chosen by God.

3. He has been given a 'Name', and is pre-existent (but v. supra).

4. He is explicitly the Anointed One or Messiah.

5. He reveals the treasures of what is hidden to the righteous ones.

6. He has been placed on a throne of glory. 

The first two and the last of these characteristics can be regarded as implicit in Dan. 7.13-14, but the other three characteristics - and the associated functions assigned to the figure in Enoch, viz. to be victorious over all opposition and to be the heavenly judge – are nowhere implied in Daniel. Indeed, in Dan. 7 as it stands judgment has already been carried out before the vna rbk appears, and his function is to rule, not to judge.

Although the influence of Dan. 7.9-10, 13-4 on the Similitudes is indisputable, Casey has shown that it cannot be demonstrated that the author has made any use of the Danielic interpretation of the vision (Dan. 7.15-28), the vision of the beasts (Dan. 7.1-8) or Dan. 7.11-12. Casey suggests that this lends support to the hypothesis that the tradition of Dan. 7.9-10, 13-14 was always capable of reinterpretation in the light of current belief and that there is no need to presuppose the existence of an ongoing or independent ‘Son of Man’ concept.
 This is true, but distracting. The evidence is equally compatible with the existence of such an ongoing concept. More importantly, the use in the Similitudes of Dan. 7.9-10, 13-14 alone provides additional support for the suggestion that the 'Narrative of the Heavenly Court' was circulating as a semi-independent unit of tradition both before and after its incorporation in the final text of Dan. 7.

7.7   ‘That Man’ in 4 Ezra 13
4 Ezra is a Jewish document, probably composed in Hebrew prior to translation into Greek and thence into various other languages. The best surviving texts are the Latin translations. On the basis of an apparent reference to the destruction of the Temple (4 Ezra 3.1f and other allusions) the date of composition or final redaction is assumed to be late 1st century CE, although the text may be reflect earlier traditions. There are questions about the unity of the book, different sections containing quite different eschatological teachings. There are parallels between 4 Ezra and 1 En., including the Similitudes, and there is literary dependence on Dan. 7 in 4 Ezra 11-13.

4 Ezra comprises seven visions, the sixth of which, 4 Ezra 13, depicts a figure, ipse homo, clearly based on the vna rbk in Dan. 7.13. As in the case of the Similitudes, there are, however, significant differences. Whereas in Dan. 7.13 the vna rbk comes with the clouds of heaven to the Ancient of Days, in 4 Ezra 13.3, ipse homo makes his entrance by rising from the wind-troubled sea. Daniel’s four beasts are downgraded to multitudo hominum quorum non erat numerus gathered together to make war against hominem qui ascenderat de mari. In Daniel the vna rbk takes no part in the destruction of the beasts, but in 4 Ezra 13.3, ipse homo, who, like the Danielic figure, convolabat cum nubibus caeli, is the one who destroys his enemies. This he achieves by the power of the divine law which issues like fire from his mouth (cf. Isa. 11.4). When this work is completed, he draws to himself multitudinem aliam pacificam (13.13). Unlike the vna rbk in Daniel, but like the Son of Man in the Similitudes, ipse homo in 4 Ezra is an individual human
 though transcendent and pre-existent, being.
 He is identified as the Son of God
 and as the (Davidic) messiah. 
 There are a number of further references to Dan. 7 elsewhere in 4 Ezra, which, taken together, suggest to Casey that the author of 4 Ezra, like the writer of the Similitudes, is creatively adapting and recycling Danielic material for his own purposes.

Two questions arise. Firstly, we have to ask whether there is there a ‘Son of Man’ title or concept in 4 Ezra 13. Secondly, if there is (or if there is a possibility that there is), is 4 Ezra 13 evidence for an already-existing messianic ‘Son of Man’ interpretation of Dan. 7 and/or an already-established messianic ‘Son of Man’ tradition within Judaism. Whilst admitting that certainty is impossible, what one can say is that 4 Ezra 13 represents a creative reinterpretation of Dan. 7. The Ancient of Days is relegated to the background, and ipse homo is unambiguously an individual who is identified as the Messiah, with the transcendental features of the vna rbk preserved and enhanced. His dominion, glory and kingship are no longer bestowed by the Ancient of Days, but are inherent in him from the beginning. His role is active rather than passive. He is possessed of cosmic powers; commanding fire and wind, and carving out a mountain not made with hands, that is Zion, miraculously prepared and built for his people.
 The most important departure from Dan. 7, says Collins, is the assimilation of the 'son of man' figure to the traditional Davidic Messiah (cf. 4Q246). Since both the Similitudes and 4 Ezra depend on Dan.7, and since they exhibit literary independence, one has to assume the existence of a tradition earlier than both 4 Ezra and the Similitudes in which the figure of Dan. 7 was interpreted in messianic terms.
 Horbury has undertaken a detailed examination of, (a) the evidence bearing on the messianic exegesis of Dan. 7, and (b), the significance attaching to messianic interpretations of the term 'man' in passages other than Dan. 7. This leads him to the conclusion that 'the messianic exegesis of Dan. 7 probably arose not later than the early first century A.D., and probably much earlier.'

7.8   The Sibylline Oracles 5.414-427
Sib. 5 has its origins in Egyptian Judaism, and is more or less contemporaneous with 4 Ezra. The only evidence of Christian influence is in 5.256-259 where the original text has been rather clumsily modified by the addition of a reference to the crucifixion.
 Of particular interest are verses 5.414-427, which are free of Christian influence and which refer to an eschatological messianic saviour figure; 

414 A blessed man who comes from the expanses of heaven 

   with a sceptre in his hands which God gave him.

He establishes justice, burns the nations of the evildoers, razes their cities to the ground and restores Jerusalem, making it more brilliant that the stars, the sun and the moon. He rebuilds the Temple, equipping it with a tower that reaches up to the clouds so that;

427 all faithful people and all righteous people could see

   the Glory of the eternal God, a form desired. 
Many scholars regard 5.414 as dependent on Dan. 7.13.
 The actions of the (apparently pre-existent, but hidden) heavenly redeemer/saviour closely parallel those of ipse homo in 4 Ezra 13, viz. coming, annihilating enemies with fire, defending and gathering in the faithful, restoring and making Zion manifest to all people. The functions are messianic and the identification of the 'blessed man' with the Messiah seems probable. The relationship between the 'blessed man' and 'the glory of God' in 5.425 is obscure. Gieschen suggests that the 'blessed man from the expanses of heaven' (5.414) is 'more than a subtle allusion to the Glory in Ezek. 1.26' (cf. the 'Great Glory' in 1 En. 14.20). This would explain the supreme exaltation and therefore universal visibility of 'the Glory of the eternal God, a form desired' in Sib. 5.427, but it is at variance with the clear distinction between God and the 'blessed man' in 5.414. Gieschen suggests that the Glory, being an angelomorphic figure having a manlike aspect, can be understood as a transcendent being at times distinct from God and yet also enthroned beside God (cf. Dan. 7.9) or sharing/occupying his throne (cf. 1 En. 45.3).
 As noted above, Gieschen considers that the angelomorphic Glory of Ezek. 1.26 may be the origin of the Danielic vna rbk. 
7.9   2 Baruch: the Victorious Eschatological Warrior
2 Baruch, dated like 4 Ezra in the closing decade of the first century, comprises 87 chapters, of which chapters 1-77 constitute the actual apocalypse of Baruch. There are significant parallels with 4 Ezra. 2 Baruch may be dependent on 4 Ezra, but given 2 Baruch's markedly different theological outlook,
 there is probably mutual dependence on an earlier common source.
 The apocalypse of Baruch contains descriptions of three visions, apparently based on traditions ante-dating the destruction of the second Temple. Collectively, the visions announce the revelation or coming of the Anointed One/Messiah, whose role is that of victorious eschatological warrior. He will deliver the righteous of Israel from the hosts of their enemies, execute judgment on the persecuting nations, and inaugurate and then preside over the messianic kingdom, a new era of peace and joy in a world liberated from the fear of illness and adversity. There are indications that the Anointed One is a transcendent, heavenly being, in addition to being a human figure. He is to be 'revealed' when 'all that should come to pass … has been accomplished' (2 Bar. 29.3). For someone to be revealed they must necessarily previously have been hidden; cf. 1 En. 48.6. The Anointed One 'returns' (implicitly to earth from heaven where he has been waiting, either as a pre-existent being, or as pre-existent in the mind of God) 'with glory' (2 Bar. 30.1).
 He is invincible, and his dominion will last until the end of the age and the resurrection of the dead (2 Bar. 30.1-5, 40.3).  The implication is that the Anointed One in the apocalypse of Baruch is a transcendent, heavenly human figure, probably pre-existent, whose role it is to be revealed, to return or to come to earth and act as eschatological enforcer and messianic king.

7.10 Was there a Pre-Christian Son of Man Tradition?
Having reviewed the evidence, we now have to ask whether the term 'Son of Man' was a recognized title for a heavenly redeemer figure in pre-Christian Judaism.
 Or, perhaps less tendentiously, whether there is any need to postulate a pre-Christian 'son of man' redeemer figure with whom Jesus was later identified.
 The basic data are summarised in Tables 1-3 on the following pages. The salient features of sixteen different traditions are set out under twelve separate headings. Some preliminary observations are necessary. Firstly, the relevant Christian texts are assumed to be an integral part of the raft of contemporary Jewish traditions comprising the overall background against which 

TABLE 1 - INTERMEDIARY BEINGS AND ANGELOMORPHIC HYPOSTASES: SUMMARY ANALYSI S IN TABULAR FORM
	
	Divine Identity
	Appearance
	Identity
	Functions

	
	Divine or quasi-divine
	An exalted heavenly being
	A pre-existent being
	Involved in creation
	Glorious
	Enthroned or to be enthroned
	Son of Man, or manlike or man
	Michael / Melchized-ek
	Messiah / messianic figure
	Rules over a kingdom
	Exercises function of judgment
	Saviour/ agent of salvation

	The OT Angel of YHWH traditions1
	○2
	●
	
	
	●
	
	●
	
	
	
	○3
	●4

	The Name YHWH as a hypostatic figure5
	●
	● 
	●
	●
	○
	
	
	●6
	
	
	□
	□ 

	The Glory as hypo- stasis, esp. in Ezekiel.7
	●
	●
	□ 
	□ 
	●
	●
	●
	
	
	○
	●
	●

	Dan.7. The heavenly court vision
	
	●
	□ 
	
	●
	○
	●
	○
	□8
	●
	○
	○

	Melchizedek in 11Q13
	
	●
	□9
	
	□
	●
	
	●
	●10
	○11
	●
	●

	Son of God figure in 4Q246
	
	●
	□
	
	
	
	●
	
	●
	●
	●
	

	Logos/Word as an hypostasis12
	●
	●
	●
	●
	○
	●
	○
	
	
	
	
	

	Wisdom as a hypostasis13
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	□
	
	
	
	
	

	The Similitudes 
	
	●
	●
	
	●
	●
	●
	●14
	●
	
	●
	●

	Paul's glorious heavenly Christ
	
	●
	●15
	●16
	●
	○17
	●
	□18
	●
	●
	●
	●

	Gattung of the gospel appearance stories
	○
	
	
	
	
	
	●
	
	
	
	
	

	'Coming' SM sayings attributed to Jesus
	
	●
	●19
	
	●
	●
	●
	
	
	○20
	●
	●

	The Man from the sea in 4 Ezra 13
	
	●
	●
	
	●
	
	●
	
	●
	□
	●
	●

	The man from heaven in Sib. Or. 5.414-427
	●
	●
	□
	
	●
	○
	●
	
	○ 
	●
	○
	●

	The warrior Messiah in 2 Baruch
	
	○
	○
	
	●
	□
	●
	
	●
	●
	●
	●

	Metatron the lesser YHWH
	
	●21
	
	
	●
	●22
	●23
	
	
	●24
	●
	


Symbols:     ●  =  Explicit   ●  =  Probable (or 'applying in some, but not all, instances')   ○ =  Implicit   □ =  Possibly implicit
INTERMEDIARY BEINGS AND ANGELOMORPHIC HYPOSTASES:
TABLE 2  -  SUMMARY ANALYSI S IN SIMPLIFIED TABULAR FORM

For the purposes of discussion (see text) the table below has been simplified by the removal the 'outlying' data, viz. that relating to the Genesis and Exodus-based figures and the hypostases having little or no dependence on angelomorphic traditions.
	
	Divine Identity
	Appearance
	Identity
	Functions

	
	Divine or quasi-divine
	An exalted heavenly being
	A pre-existent being
	Involved in creation
	Glorious
	Enthroned or to be enthroned
	Son of Man, or manlike or man
	Michael / Melchized-ek
	Messiah / messianic figure
	Rules over a kingdom
	Exercises function of judgment
	Saviour/ agent of salvation

	The Glory as hypo- stasis, esp. in Ezekiel.7
	●
	
	□ 
	□ 
	●
	●
	●
	
	
	○
	●
	●

	Dan.7. The heavenly court vision
	
	●
	□ 
	
	●
	○
	●
	○
	□
	●
	○
	○

	Melchizedek in 11Q13
	
	●
	□
	
	□
	●
	
	●
	●
	○
	●
	●

	Son of God figure in 4Q246
	
	●
	□
	
	
	
	●
	
	●
	●
	●
	

	The Similitudes 
	
	●
	●
	
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	
	●
	●

	Paul's glorious heavenly Christ
	
	●
	●
	●
	●
	○
	●
	□
	●
	●
	●
	●

	'Coming' SM sayings attributed to Jesus
	
	●
	●
	
	●
	●
	●
	
	
	○
	●
	●

	The Man from the sea in 4 Ezra 13
	
	●
	●
	
	●
	
	●
	
	●
	□
	●
	●

	The man from heaven in Sib. Or. 5.414-427
	●
	●
	□
	
	●
	○
	●
	
	○ 
	●
	○
	●

	The warrior Messiah in 2 Baruch
	
	○
	○
	
	●
	□
	●
	
	●
	●
	●
	●

	Metatron the lesser YHWH
	
	●
	
	
	●
	●
	●
	
	
	●
	●
	


Symbols:     ●  =  Explicit   ●  =  Probable (or 'applying in some, but not all, instances')   ○ =  Implicit   □ =  Possibly implicit
INTERMEDIARY BEINGS AND ANGELOMORPHIC HYPOSTASES:
TABLE 3  -  SUMMARY ANALYSI S IN SIMPLIFIED TABULAR FORM

The table below has been further simplified as compared with the two foregoing tables by (a) the combining of the first and second columns under the new heading 'transcendent being', (b) the combining of the formerly separate categories 'enthroned' and 'ruler of a kingdom', and (c) combining the formerly separate categories of eschatological judge and 'saviour’. 
	
	Transcen-dent being
	Pre-existent being
	Glorious
	Ruler  of a kingdom / enthroned
	Manlike
	Messiah / messianic figure
	Eschat.  judge / saviour

	The Glory as hypo- stasis, esp. in Ezekiel.7
	●
	□ 
	●
	●
	●
	
	●

	Dan.7. The heavenly court vision
	●
	□ 
	●
	●
	●
	□
	○

	Melchizedek in 11Q13
	●
	□
	□
	●
	
	●
	●

	Son of God figure in 4Q246
	●
	□
	
	●
	●
	●
	●

	The Similitudes 
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●

	Paul's glorious heavenly Christ
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●

	'Coming' SM sayings attributed to Jesus
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	
	●

	The Man from the sea in 4 Ezra 13
	●
	●
	●
	□
	●
	●
	●

	The man from heaven in Sib. Or. 5.414-427
	●
	□
	●
	●
	●
	○ 
	●

	The warrior Messiah in 2 Baruch
	○
	○
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●

	Metatron the lesser YHWH
	●
	
	●
	●
	●
	
	●


Symbols:     ●  =  Explicit   ●  =  Probable (or 'applying in some, but not all, instances')   ○ =  Implicit   □ =  Possibly implicit
INTERMEDIARY BEINGS AND ANGELOMORPHIC HYPOSTASES

SUMMARY ANALYSIS IN TABULAR FORM

NOTES
1. Various OT traditions concerning 'the Angel of the Lord' are conflated in this row. (See 116ff.)

2. But 'implicit' only in those instances where the Angel of the Lord is also the bearer of the divine Name. 

3. E.g., Ex. 23.20-23.

4. Do.

5. Ex. 23.20-24 provides a basis for interpreting an aspect of YHWH, viz. his Name, as a divine hypostasis which could at times assume the form of an angel. See 118 above and Gieschen 1998, 76-77.

6. See 116-118 above and 197-8 below (on 1 En. 69.13-25 and Michael as the bearer of the Name).

7. In addition to the figure in Ez.1,3,8 &10 there are anthropomorphic elements in the theophanies of Ex. 33.17-34.8 and Isa. 6.1-6.

8. Some scholars see Dan. 7 as a transformation of Davidic messianism (Collins and Collins 2008, 79). Horbury (Horbury 2003, 151) notes that Messianic interpretation of Dan. 7 certainly began at an early and probably pre-Christian stage.

9. By virtue of membership of the Divine Council.

10. See main text. Melchizedek exercises messianic functions alongside his human correspondent messenger who is 'anointed of the Spirit'.

11. Implicit in 11Q13.22, 'Your elohim reigns …'

12. The hypostatic Word is closely associated with OT theophanies and call narratives where it has a visual and anthropomorphic aspect (Gen. 15.1-4, 1 Sam 3.1ff., Jer. 1.4ff.). The Word is God's agent in creation (Wis. Sol. 9.1-2), enthroned and God's agent in judgment (Ex. 12.21-29), in which respect the Word is identified with the Angel of YHWH, and in creation (Wis. 9.1-2). It must therefore be pre-existent.

13. There is an extensive literature. Wisdom is a divine hypostasis (Wis. Sol. 7.25-26, Prov. 8.22-31) and is a heavenly being (1 En. 42.1-2). She existed prior to creation (Prov. 8.23 and esp. Wis. LXX 8.27) and was God's companion or assistant (Prov. 8.30 cf. Philo Ebr. 30-31) or agent (2 En. 30.8) in creation. Wisdom is glorious (Wis. 9.25-26) and sits on God's throne (Wis. Sol. 9.10). Humanlike characteristics may be implicit in session on the throne (cf. 1 Ezek., Dan 7) and in 1 En. Wisdom may have been assimilated into the figure of the Elect One/Son of Man (1 En. 49.1.

14. See above on 1 En. 69.15-29.

15. Conventionally asserted on the basis of Phil. 2.6-11 and 2 Cor.8.9. There are complex issues involving the origins of Paul's 'Adam' and 'Wisdom' christologies. The Christological hymn Col. 1.15-17, if accepted as evidence of Paul's thinking, appears to be decisive. 

16. See note 12 above. The issues are linked.

17. Paul's conversion experience involves the vision of Jesus, gloriously transformed and exalted. He may have seen the enthroned, exalted Jesus. See Kim 1981, 225. To assert positively that this is the case goes beyond the evidence. See Chester 2007, 394.
18. In 1 Thess. 4.16 Jesus is here apparently paired with, or equated to an archangel. 

19. The possibility cannot be excluded that that the pre-existence of the SM reflected in Jn. 3.13, 6.62 and (perhaps also in Phil. 2.6-11) accurately reflects what had always been believed about the Son of Man by Jesus and his entourage. It would be congruous with the extremely exalted status and functions assigned to the 'coming' SM in the synoptic tradition. 

20. Matt. 13.41 cannot be prayed in aid, but session at the RH, as in Mk. 14.62 pars. cf. Dan. 7, implies some form of participation in God's kingdom, whether active or passive.

21. Numerous references, but most especially 3 En. 12.1-5 and the designation of Metatron as the lesser YHWH.

22. For Metatron's enthronement, see 3 En. 10.1-2.

23. Metatron has a human aspect by virtue of identification with Enoch (3 En. 4.2), but he is completely transformed into fire, although retaining, by implication, a human form comprising various types of fire.

24. Metatron rules over the heavenly powers: see 3 En. 2.8.

25. Enoch judges the angels: see 3 En. 16.2 

particular texts, non-Christian or Christian, come to be examined. This is important because the inclusion of Christian texts has the effect of increasing the number of traditions analysed in the first and second stages of the summary analysis (Tables 1 & 2) from thirteen to sixteen and in the third stage (Table 3) from nine to eleven. Secondly, the logic underlying the disaggregation of the Christian traditions is no different from that involved in discriminating between different non-Christian texts and traditions. Thirdly, the justification for reducing the number of texts under examination from 16 to 11 in Table 2 is the removal of 'outliers' from either end of the A-B-C-D spectrum, i.e. Logos, Wisdom and divine Name Angel are removed from one end of the spectrum on the grounds that they are close to 'pure' hypostases. The Angel of YHWH and the gospel appearance stories are similarly removed from the other end of the spectrum on the grounds that they are essentially anthropomorphic theophanies. 

The removal of the outliers is intended to facilitate analysis of the core heavenly redeemer traditions. That angel of the Lord and divine Name angel beliefs have contributed significantly to the development of the heavenly redeemer traditions is not disputed. Whether the evidence points beyond this to a single, more or less continuous line of development having its origins in the figure of YHWH as one of the divine sons of El (Elyon/Elohim), as argued e.g. by Margaret Barker (1992), is much less certain.     

The Dan. 7 entry is based on 'The Narrative of the Heavenly Court' rather than on Dan. 7 itself. This reflects the fact that all the heavenly redeemer figures based on Dan. 7 are individual, like the figure in the Narrative of the Heavenly Court, rather than collective/symbolic, as in the final redaction of Dan. 7. The entry for the 'coming' Son of Man is based on the NT texts in redacted versions. Notes on individual issues are annexed to the Tables.
The columns have been grouped in such a way as to bring together related attributes and functions, but in many cases the match between the analytical categories and the data is imperfect, and the boundaries are blurred. This is true of all the data entries, but particularly so in the case of traditions involving an enthroned figure, figures ruling over a kingdom and figures acting as judge and saviour. The categorisation in the analysis must be checked against the relevant text. Finally it should be noted that in the case of two of the three Christian entries (the appearance story theophanies and Paul's glorious Christ) the relevant summary data are being 'drawn down' from more detailed analyses in chapters 2 and 3 respectively. 

Taking Table 1, it is immediately apparent that the analysis embraces a wide variety of apparently disparate traditions many of which are based largely on creative exegesis of Dan. 7 and other related texts, the exegesis being in each case adapted to address the needs and circumstances of the particular exegete. Segal speaks aptly of 'a whole constellation of traditions which speculated about the identity and character of the heavenly human figure [in Dan.7]'.
 In Table 3 the analytical categories have been compressed into seven basic motifs. Interestingly, the data now paint a rather different picture. A group of consistently linked motifs can be observed regularly appearing and reappearing over a period of some three hundred years. The details of their application are variable, but the broad outline – a heavenly adjutant of God exercising messianic functions and delegated divine powers at the dawning of the eschaton – is powerfully attested. 

Against this background we now address Dunn's argument. Dunn starts by examining the evidence on a case by case basis, concluding that: (a) in Daniel the ‘one like a son of man’ is simply the appropriate symbol for Israel; (b) in the Similitudes the figure, although now individual, is the author’s own interpretation of Dan. 7, and anyway the Similitudes cannot be dated prior to 70ce; (c) there is no indication that the title ‘the Man’ in 4 Ezra was an already established title for God’s anointed redeemer pre-70ce, or that ‘Son of Man’ was an already recognized title for the messiah. This means that 4 Ezra must be regarded as an independent example of the application of Daniel’s vision, in this case reflecting the specific circumstances consequent on the catastrophe of 70ce.
 Dunn does not discuss Sib. 5.414ff., but Casey does, concluding that, because the term ‘son of man’ does not occur, the figure of ‘the blessed man’ and his activities should be regarded as belonging to the general category of Jewish messianic belief and cannot be used as evidence of a ‘son of man' belief in Judaism.
 The date objection also applies. The Qumran fragment 4Q246 may be an early messianic interpretation of Dan. 7, and the ‘Son of God’ figure therein could be an interpretation of the ‘one like a son of man’ in Dan. 7, but the fact remains that the term ‘son of man’ does not appear. There is nothing to indicate (assuming dependence on Dan. 7 is accepted) that 4Q246 is anything other than an individual 'one-off' interpretation of Dan. 7, or, for that matter, that it is significantly earlier than the destruction of the Qumran settlement in 68ce.

Subject to the usual rider about the relative dating of traditions and texts, these conclusions command the assent of many scholars. However, this by no means concludes the matter. The fact is that we have one almost certainly pre-Danielic judgment story
 plus up to ten more instances of a manlike heavenly being exercising delegated divine functions,
 five of which are apparently reflect independent interpretations of Dan. 7,
 and all of which reflect the majority, if not all, of the seven key motifs referred to above. 

One of the problems is that Dunn’s question, 'Was the "Son of Man" a recognized title for a heavenly redeemer figure in pre-Christian Judaism?' is unhelpfully formulated and potentially misleading. A better approach is to ask, 'Setting aside any consideration of the term or possible title, "Son of Man", are there in the Judaisms of the late second Temple period repeated references to an individual, eschatological, heavenly redeemer figure who will exercise judgment, punish the wicked, save the righteous and rule thereafter?' Then, since the answer is clearly in the affirmative, supplementary questions arise, viz., What are the origins of this figure? Is there an ongoing tradition and, if so, how is it transmitted? What is its relationship to Dan. 7? How and why does it vary in particular applications? And, finally, did this figure in any way contribute to Jesus’ and/or the primitive community’s concept of the ‘Son of Man’?

Opinions remain divided. In favour of the idea of an ongoing tradition, we have the centrality of the manlike heavenly redeemer figure and the consistent way in which it reflects many of the key motifs. Against the concept of an ongoing tradition, there is the variety in matters of detail and the flexible way in which the key motifs are deployed and adapted to reflect specific interests and particular circumstances. Many would argue that these are scarcely the hallmarks of traditioned material and that what we have is not so much a tradition per se, but rather a tradition of repeatedly resorting to Dan. 7 and interpreting it afresh as and when necessary to meet the challenge of changed circumstances. Segal goes a little further when he speaks of 'some sort of "son of man" traditions' representing 'a variety of conflicting exegeses of Dan. 7.13; all describing an unnamed figure, possibly God's human hypostasis or a principal angel who carries the name of God.'
 Collins suggests that the correspondences in the descriptions of this figure point not to a fixed ongoing tradition but to shared 'common assumptions' about the interpretation of Daniel 7.
 Similarly Tuckett, addressing the same issue, makes reference to a 'developing exegetical tradition'.
 

Segal, Collins and Tuckett appear to be sharply at variance with those who argue the case for an ongoing tradition of an individual heavenly redeemer figure on the basis of the extreme improbability of the later witnesses all having independently come up with the idea of converting the originally symbolic-collective figure of Dan. 7 into an individual heavenly redeemer, albeit variously depicted. This improbability was one of the principal considerations which led H de Jonge to conclude that 'there was a pre-Christian Jewish tradition, expressed in Aramaic, in which the Son of Man was spoken of as an individual, eschatological heavenly intervener who will come forward at the last judgment, pronounce justice and rule thereafter.'
 

The difference between the two positions is not, however, as great as it seems. Provided that it is not suggested that the term 'son of man' is a title (which it is not) and provided that we add to H de Jonge's argument the rider that the heavenly redeemer tradition, although pervasive and of ancient origin, was lacking in clear definition (thus allowing scope for individual exegetes to flesh it out with details drawn from Daniel 7 and other texts), one arrives at a position virtually indistinguishable from that of Segal ('some sort of "son of man" traditions preceded the gospels'), Collins and Tuckett. When one adds in the Christian evidence, as logically one must, because this also is part of the total package of apocalyptic Judaism, it seems reasonable to conclude that there was an ongoing, albeit loosely-articulated tradition of a heavenly messianic adjutant to God interwoven with ongoing 'shared common assumptions about the interpretation of Dan. 7' which found expression in a 'developing exegetical tradition'.  That the heavenly redeemer tradition developed in different ways to reflect the circumstances and needs of different exegetes is not, of course, disputed.

CHAPTER  8

JESUS THE HEAVENLY MESSIAH AND ESCHATOLOGICAL INTERVENER

8.1  The Term 'Son of Man' in the NT

C K Barrett once described the concept of the Son of Man as the connecting thread that holds together Jesus' work in the present and in the future, even if Jesus did not explicitly assert his own personal identity with the Son of Man of the future.
 In this chapter we examine the Son of Man sayings attributed to Jesus, focusing primarily on those in the synoptic tradition.
 The basic data can be summarised briefly. The term Ð uƒÕj toà ¢nqrèpou, described by some but by no means all scholars as 'unusual', 'very unusual' or 'barbaric' Greek,
 is reflected in all strands of the synoptic tradition. It occurs more than 60 times in the synoptics. There are another 13 instances in John. But it appears explicitly nowhere else in the NT, with the exception of Acts 7.56 (Stephen's martyrdom).
  Apart from Acts 7.56 and Jn. 12.34, the term is never represented as being used by anyone other than Jesus.
 Whether Jesus was speaking of himself or of some other figure is disputed, but there is general agreement that the evangelists understood the term Ð uƒÕj toà ¢nqrèpou to have been used (other than in Jn. 12.34) only by Jesus and only with reference to himself. Yet nowhere is Jesus explicitly identified as Ð uƒÕj toà ¢nqrèpou, either by himself or by others. There are no instances of statements of the form 'I am/you are/Jesus is Ð uƒÕj toà ¢nqrèpou'.
 The identification is simply taken for granted by the evangelists. Furthermore, so far as the evangelists were concerned, the term Ð uƒÕj toà ¢nqrèpou was evidently self-explanatory: no comment or explanation is offered or, apparently, was felt necessary. This is significant: it suggests that Jesus was referring to a tradition not of his own construction and already well-known to his disciples. 

The term was not titular, but the relationship between Jesus and the Son of Man is one of identity. Even though it may remain unsaid, Jesus is the Son of Man, and the Son of Man is Jesus. But because the term was already in descriptive use in more or less contemporaneous texts to denote an individual heavenly redeemer having eschatological and/or apocalyptic significance and functions, it serves, by virtue of its identification with Jesus, for all practical purposes exactly as if it were a title. This does not mean that it was necessarily regarded as a title in Jesus' own estimation, or in contemporary apocalyptic tradition. 

8.2  Semantic Issues

There is general agreement that Ð uƒÕj toà ¢nqrèpou is a rather literal translation of the Aramaic phrases vn rb / vna rb (bar (e)nash, son of man) or avn rb / avna rb (bar (e)nashsa, the son of man).
 The significance may be 'man' in the generic sense of 'mankind in general', or indefinite in the sense of 'a man', 'a human being', or 'someone'. Vermes adduces examples which lead him to conclude that the term may be used as a circumlocutory reference by the speaker to himself in contexts where humiliation or death are involved and/or modesty or reserve dictate the avoidance of the first person.

Vermes' conclusion has been criticized, especially by Fitzmyer, who adduces Qumran texts which attest the indefinite sense  ('someone') and the generic sense ('a human being'). Nevertheless, Fitzmyer concludes that as it stands in the gospels, Ð uƒÕj toà ¢nqrèpou must have been understood as a (possibly deliberately crafted) title for Jesus. Owen and Shepherd have been able to use additional Qumran texts to demonstrate a philological flaw in the work of Vermes, Lindars and Casey, further undermining the argument that the Son of Man sayings could be explained by Jesus' use of the phrase Son of Man in the emphatic state as a means of making generic statements about himself in the third person.
 None of the foregoing precludes the obvious possibility that the term could in principle operate (and in certain contexts may have operated) as a stereotypical reference to a very specific conception, for example, an intermediary figure of the type examined in chapter 8, and may thereby have acquired technical or even quasi-titular significance. 
 

8.3 The Use of the Term ‘Son of Man’ in the Synoptic and Johannine Traditions
Following Bultmann, for analytical purposes the ‘Son of Man’ sayings are often subdivided into three groups, viz:

1. Sayings regarding the 'coming' Son of Man

2. Sayings concerning the suffering and rising of the Son of Man.

3. Sayings concerning the Son of Man’s activity on earth 

The sayings in the first group are summarized in tabular form overleaf. Those showing the clearest influence of Dan.7 are marked (D). Allusions to Danielic motifs are present in a number of other sayings, including Mk. 8.38c, Matt. 24.44, Lk. 12.40, Matt. 10.23, Matt. 16.28, Matt. 25.31 and Lk. 18.8.   In Mark the Son of Man is a highly-exalted, quasi-divine figure whose coming is associated with clouds of glory. In these respects he reflects the vna rbk in Dan. 7. But the Son of Man comes not to the Ancient of Days, but to earth (Mk. 13.26; 14.62). He comes with angels, who act on his command (Mk. 13.26; 8.38). The purpose of his coming is to gather the elect and, implicitly, to judge
 men on the basis of whether they have acknowledged or denied him (Mk. 13.26f); this will involve his being ashamed of those who have been ashamed of him and his denial of those who have denied him. None of these details appear in Dan. 7. In Q the Son of Man also comes to earth, rather than to the Ancient of Days (Q 12.40). His coming, which will be sudden and unexpected (Q 12.40, 17.30), will be with angels before whom judgment will take place (Q 12.8f). As in Mark, judgment involves the acknowledgement of some and the denial of others; some will be accepted and 'taken', others will be rejected or 'left' (Q 17.36). Lukan sayings not in Mark or Q add little beyond the image of 'standing before' the Son of Man (Lk. 21.36), but the sayings unique to Matthew further enhance the role of Jesus the Son of Man,  adding a number 

of significant details, viz. that the Son of Man’s coming is imminent, that he possesses his own kingdom, that the angels (which are now his angels) will have an active role in the judgment process and that there will be a glorious transformation for the vindicated elect.

References to the Son of Man in John differ significantly from those in the synoptics in the use made of Dan. 7. The only obvious similarity in the use of Dan. 7 is the reference to the authority conferred on the Son of God 'who is Son of Man' (anarthrous)
 to exercise judgment (John 5.27). Ashton sees other external influences at work here besides the synoptic tradition. He notes the texts in 1 En., 4 Ezra and 2 Bar. in which in which the figures of the messianic redeemer and the manlike one have begun to coalesce; likewise in Jn. 5.27 the Son (=the Messiah) and the Son of Man are merged, becoming, in the process, mutually enriched.  We are, says Ashton, here at the conceptual origins of two of the most pervasive features of the Fourth Gospel, viz. the 'otherness' of John's hero, and the literary form of the two-level drama in which action is taking place in parallel in heaven and on earth.
 Jn. 5.27 is therefore important. The statement that Jesus has authority to execute judgment Óti UƒÕj ¢nqrèpou ™st…n probably indicates an awareness within the Johannine community of an independent, pre-Christian Son of Man / heavenly redeemer tradition. This tradition finds further expression and confirmation in the Johannine depiction of the Son of Man as the one who was a pre-existent heavenly being who descended, ascended and acts as a bridge or mediator between heaven and earth.
 

Parallels to other key features of the early Christian 'coming' Son of Man sayings not deriving from Daniel are located either in the Similitudes (the Son of Man appointed to be eschatological judge; his session on the throne of glory; his role as judge; his pre-existence; the selection and protection of the elect; the angels assisting in the gathering in of the elect; the shaming of the unrighteous) and/or in 4 Ezra 13 (the hidden pre-existence of ipse homo; his coming to earth; his universal revelation; his role as eschatological judge and saviour; his flaming fiery breath; the gathering in of the elect). Direct dependence of the 'coming' Son of Man sayings on either the Similitudes or 4 Ezra is generally considered to be improbable (except, possibly, in the case of Matt. 19.28 and 25.31f. cf. 1 En. 45.3 etc). Nevertheless, the profusion of these parallels suggests that, in addition to their dependence on Dan. 7, the sayings are reflecting other contemporary Jewish apocalyptic ideas, either (a) enshrined in the form of a specific tradition of an individual heavenly redeemer figure who would come to exercise judgment, save the righteous and rule thereafter or, (b) based on exegesis of Dan. 7 guided and informed by 'shared common assumptions' (see chapter 7 above).  

8.4  Other NT References and Allusions
In addition to the Son of Man sayings attributed to Jesus in the gospels, the term appears once in Acts (7.56) and twice in Rev. (1.13 and 14.14). Additionally, the concept may have exercised an influence on the development of Paul's Adam christology, and it may well be reflected in the possibly pre-Pauline Phil. 2.5-11 (see chapter 9). In the Acts 7 account of Stephen seeing the glory of God, Gieschen sees a possible reference to the Glory, an angelic power.
 On the identification of Jesus with the Son of Man, cf. the apparent identification of Enoch and the Son of Man in 1 En. 71. The detail of Jesus standing at the right hand of God seems to be an atypical variant form of the Christian messianic exegesis of Ps. 110.1 (cf. Mk. 12.36, Acts 2.34). The setting of this passage in the context of Stephen's martyrdom, coupled with the fact that the term 'Son of Man' appears nowhere else in Acts, suggests that Luke may have been aware that the significance of the Son of Man concept was restricted to the very earliest stages of christological development,
 a conclusion indirectly supported by the detail of stasis (as opposed to session).  

The omission from the Pauline and deutero-Pauline corpus of any explicit reference to Jesus as the Son of Man, and the apparent lack of any trace of Dan. 7.13, is prima facie surprising. There are keenly contested issues here. Some scholars argue that it is improbable that Paul would have been unaware of the primitive community's designation of Jesus as Son of Man, and that Paul’s Adam-Christ typology must therefore derive from the very early Christian identification of Jesus as the Son of Man. The influence of Dan. 7.13 has been traced in 1 Cor. 6.2 and 15.47. 1 Cor. 15.23-28 is thought by some to presuppose the identification of Jesus as the Son of Man. Casey, who contests any such suggestion, asserts that, 'The numerous attempts to find Dan. 7.13 and the Son of Man behind some Pauline passages have been due to the erroneous belief in a Jewish Son of Man concept and to the failure of New Testament scholars to solve the Son of Man problem in the Gospels.'
  Whilst remaining agnostic on the question of the significance of Paul's apparent lack of reference to the Son of Man, it is possible to take a different line in the specific instance of Phil. 2.5-11, especially if one accepts it is an embedded pre-Pauline fragment. Lohmeyer and others see allusions to the Danielic Son of Man and/or an early Christian reflection of a pre-Christian heavenly redeemer concept in the phrases ™n Ðmoièmati ¢nqpèpwn [P45 = ¢nqrèpou] genÒmenoj and sc¹mati eØreqeˆj æj ¥nqrwpoj.
 

Kim maintains that the criterion for Paul’s Adam-christology is his vision of the exalted Christ as the e„kën toà qeoà, and that when Jesus appeared to Paul in glory on the Damascus road, Paul perceived him as having the e„kèna toà qeoà and being ‘like a son of God’. This, Kim maintains, would have led Paul directly to Dan. 7.13, because he, Paul, was seeing a heavenly figure ‘like a son of man’, just as Daniel did. Kim's conclusions concerning the origins of Paul's Adam-christology are contested, but he is on more certain ground when he endorses the view that in the context of the Gentile mission Paul would have found the title 'the Son of God' more congenial and less misleading than 'the Son of Man', both in referring to his own experience and in apocalyptic settings. This is why Jesus’ apocalyptic sayings about the coming Son of Man are found in Paul to have mutated into sayings about the coming of the Son of God or the Lord Jesus from heaven.
 Regardless of the outcome of the ongoing debate on the origins of Adam-christology, 1 Thess. 4.16-17, 2 Thess. 1.5-10 and 2 Thess. 2.8 are important not because they may possibly reflect Dan. 7, but because they provide the earliest extant evidence for the appropriation by Christians of several of the key non-Danielic motifs appearing in the Similitudes and 4 Ezra. These include the coming/descending of heavenly redeemer from heaven, the accompanying angels which are his angels, the elect being ‘taken’ or ‘caught up’, the heavenly redeemer executing judgment on the enemies of God and persecutors of the elect, and annihilation being by fire and by the breath of the redeemer. This appropriation suggests that there was (as we have argued) an ongoing tradition – either of a figure or of shared common exegetical assumptions – to which Paul had access. 

8.5  Jesus and the Son of Man 

The question of Jesus’ use and understanding of the term can now be addressed in context. Essentially there are three basic approaches. The first is to follow Bultmann and his successors who hold that only some of the sayings concerning the coming Son of Man might reflect ancient and authentic tradition, and that all the group 2 and group 3 sayings are to be rejected as inauthentic (on the grounds that they are all either circumlocutions or creations of the primitive community). The second approach is to categorize sayings according to the degree of connection with Dan. 7.13, viz. whether they are unconnected with, apparently alluding to, or (like Mk. 13.26, 14.62 pars.) directly quoting Dan 7.13. Those who take this route argue that sayings explicitly connected to Dan. 7 can be discarded without more ado. Thus Tödt, for example, declares that, 'no authentic saying of Jesus refers to a scriptural saying concerning the Son of Man, whether it be Dan. 7.13f. or any other apocalyptic passage of the scriptures.'
 Casey argues that all the Son of Man sayings in which the influence of Dan. 7 is detectable derive from the exegetical activity of the early church.
 In Vermes' view the formal association of the term 'the Son of Man' in the synoptics with Dan. 7.13f is derivative and can scarcely be ascribed to Jesus himself.
  Only sayings making no reference to Dan. 7.13f are possibly authentic, and then only in the sense that they may have originated as circumlocutory references by Jesus to himself. This is questionable to say the least. Whatever he said or intended, Jesus must at the very least have used the term 'Son of Man' in a way that was sufficiently significant to direct the earliest Christian exegetes back to Daniel. Other influential scholars, including Barrett, Hooker, Moule and Stanton, repudiate the dismissal of groups of sayings simply on the grounds that they apparently cite or allude to Dan. 7. They argue that Jesus could have been using the term ‘Son of Man’ as a cryptic self-reference understood (by Jesus himself and by insiders) to be pointing to the vna rbk of Dan. 7.13.
 M de Jonge suggests that as such the term Son of Man implied 'obscurity, homelessness and rejection, humility, service, suffering, and untimely death. It also denoted authority (disputed, however, until the disclosure of Jesus’ true identity) and, of course, final vindication at the full realization of God’s sovereign rule on earth.'
  

The third approach, exemplified by Perrin and Vielhauer, is to deny the authenticity of all the Son of Man sayings. One of the problems is that the figure of the Son of Man and the sayings about his 'coming' in the gospels are apparently divorced from Jesus' teaching concerning the kingdom of God. In his influential essay Gottesreich und Menschensohn
 Vielhauer comments that, 

Schon jetzt ist aber die auffällige Tatsache festzustellen, dass in keinem der einzelnen synoptischen Menschensohnworte eine Aussage über die Gottesherrschaft gemacht wird; auch dort nicht, wo vom kommenden Menschensohn die Rede ist. Die Worte vom Menschensohn und die von der Gottesherrschaft gehören offenbar zwei verschiedenen Überlieferungssträngen der Herrenworte an.
 

Nor are these two strands of tradition brought together in the Jewish background literature. Vielhauer argues that the 'coming' Son of Man sayings taken as a whole are inauthentic, as are all the other Son of Man sayings. His conclusion is that the 'coming' Son of Man' sayings derive not from an apocalyptic Jesus, not from an eschatological Jesus (for whom the proclamation of the kingdom of God was central), but from an apocalyptic primitive Christian community in Jerusalem.

Among the earliest and most substantial responses to Vielhauer are those of Tödt and Hahn. Tödt undertakes a meticulous point by point analysis of what he describes as Vielhauer's 'weighty investigation'. Concluding that 'we cannot concur with Vielhauer's objection to the authenticity of the synoptic sayings in question', Tödt identifies six Son of Man sayings (excluding parallels) which he regards as authentic.
 On the question of the separation of the two motifs in the synoptic tradition, he argues that this is only apparent; both concepts are connected by the motif of crisis, in both there is a similar paring down and excision of lurid details as compared with contemporary apocalyptic literature, and both are closely parallel in content and structure. In a sense Tödt's reply represents overkill because, as Stanton says, 'once it is accepted that some Son of Man sayings are authentic, the Kingdom and Son of Man must have been understood by Jesus and the early church not to be mutually exclusive.'
 Stanton is following Hahn who argued that once it is accepted that the 'coming' Son of Man sayings stand at the beginning of the developmental process, 'the origin of some of these words on the lips of Jesus cannot be disputed.' For similar reasons Hahn concluded that, 'Neither the relative lack of connection [of the sayings concerning the 'coming' Son of Man'] with the sayings of Jesus about the Kingdom of God nor the peculiar features of the teaching of Jesus furnish essential arguments against authenticity.'

Stanton doubts whether there was any particularly acute tension between the juxtaposed concepts of the Son of Man and the Kingdom of God. Although differing in many ways, on all essential matters the two concepts effectively ran parallel.
 Barrett suggests that this parallelism is indicative of the authenticity of both traditions: if either had been the work of the primitive community there would surely be instances of the two terms appearing together.
 More recently Collins and Collins have argued that although the concepts of the Kingdom of God and the Son of Man are indeed separate elements in the history of the synoptic tradition, they nevertheless 'belong to the same complex of ideas in roughly contemporary Jewish texts [and] the claim that they are totally separate in the tradition related to Jesus seems tendentious'.
 One obvious example is Dan.7.13f where the Son of Man is given dominion and kingship: kingship and dominion necessarily imply a kingdom (cf. Dan. 7.27b). Likewise 4 Ez. 13.26b where the Son of Man delivers his creation and 'directs those who are left'. Such examples could be multiplied. Sib. Or. 5.414-434 is particularly significant because the oracle explicitly ascribes eschatological deliverance to God's own direct action (5.434) and simultaneously also ascribes the same deliverance to the independent action of 'the blessed man' who, having been given a sceptre by God, then proceeds by his own action to 'gain sway over all things well' (416f). This highlights the central issue, which has been addressed and documented by Horbury in connection with messianic deliverance, but which is equally applicable to any instance of deliverance by an intermediary figure, viz. that a heavy emphasis on God's own direct, saving action is perfectly compatible with belief that within God's purpose there is a role for an intermediary being who will in practice be the (apparently) independent agent of deliverance.
 

The Son of Man sayings regarded by Tödt as probably authentic are; (a) Matt. 24.27 // Lk. 17.24; (b) Matt. 24.37,39 // Lk. 17.26f, 28ff; (c) Lk. 11.30; (d) Matt. 24.44, and (e) Luke 12.8f // Matt. 10.32. To this list he adds Mk. 8.38 // Matt. 16.27f and Lk. 9.26f, which he regards as a variant form of the Lk. 12.8f Q saying. Hahn is slightly more conservative in that he omits Matt. 24.44 and relegates Lk. 11.30 to the category of possibly rather than probably authentic. Tödt concludes that the basic elements of the these primary Son of Man sayings are (a) that the Son of Man is spoken of as someone well-known, (b) that the Son of Man is to 'come', (c) that this 'coming' will be sudden and unexpected, and (d) that attention is focused on what this 'coming' will mean for men. In this 'coming' promise and threat are indissolubly linked. Furthermore, in marked contrast to the Similitudes, the Son of Man will be the guarantor of salvation for those who confess Jesus (Nb confess Jesus, not confess 'the Son of Man' or the elect righteous ones).
 The Son of Man of whom Jesus speaks is a transcendent, heavenly being, but there is no apocalyptic narrative or description concerning either the figure or his activity (cf. the Similitudes and 4 Ezra 13). The teaching points away from Jesus, who neither claims to be the Son of Man nor seeks self-authentication by reference to the Son of Man. In all these probably authentic sayings Jesus speaks of the Son of Man not as himself, but as someone different, someone in the future. The post-resurrection recognition that Jesus himself would be the coming Son of Man became, says Tödt, the earliest and initial christological cognition of the Q community.
 

More recently there has been a tendency to see Q not as a monolithic entity but rather as a stream of tradition with its own tradition history and multiple strata. These developments, some would argue, cast doubt on the claims made for the significance of the Son of Man sayings in Q, undermining Tödt’s thesis that the identification of the Son of Man with Jesus within the post-Easter Q community generated an identifiable 'Son of Man christology'. Tuckett has undertaken a detailed analysis of the use of the phrase ‘Son of Man’ in Q. He makes the point that a clear distinction needs to be made between whatever may have been the case in (hypothetical) earlier rescensions of Q and what has been arrived at in the end-state of the Q tradition, namely the identification of Jesus and Jesus alone as the Son of Man. Tuckett concludes that the Son of Man concept is indeed important for end-state Q, and that Tödt’s claim about the importance of a Son of Man christology for Q may still be justified, even though his suggestions about the identification of Jesus and the Son of Man being first made by Q Christians are doubtful.

H de Jonge argues that the term 'Son of Man' first became attached to Jesus after his death, as a title signifying his (newly) perceived status and role as the eschatological intervener. Only later did it become extended to include depictions of his earthly life. H de Jonge therefore holds, like Tödt, that Jesus during his lifetime spoke of the Son of Man as someone other than himself. The pivotal sayings are Lk. 12.8f (par. Matt. 10.32) and Mk. 8.38 (pars. Lk. 9.26f and Matt. 16.27f) which is probably an independent variant of Lk. 12.8f. The base is admittedly narrow, but the criterion of dissimilarity
 suggests that the underlying saying was considered highly significant by the primitive community. H de Jonge considers that Jesus’ followers are unlikely to have made the identification of Jesus with the Son of Man during Jesus’ lifetime and that Jesus himself, focused as he was entirely on the imminence of the kingdom of God, would have regarded the identity of the Son of Man as a matter of little consequence. H de Jonge concludes that although Jesus could have spoken of himself as the Son of Man, the explanation based of the fewest assumptions is best. Ergo, Jesus did not speak of himself as Son of Man.

8.6  The Son of Man as Jesus' Angelic Guarantor, Counterpart or Alter Ego
Merklein would not have agreed with H de Jonge that the identity of the Son of Man would have been a matter of little consequence to Jesus. Merklein accepts the existence of a pre-Christian Son of Man tradition manifested in a number of variant forms and, like H de Jonge, he distinguishes Jesus from the Son of Man on the basis of Lk. 12.8f, (par.) and Mk. 8.38 (pars.), which he regards as authentic. He then draws the two figures of Jesus and the Son of Man together again, the one on an earthly and the other on a heavenly plane. He notes that the Son of Man figure in Dan. 7.13 (which he identifies as Michael, the angel of the nation of Israel) is granted dominion and power and kingship, the necessary corollary of which is a kingdom (cf. Dan. 2.44), and from this he draws the conclusion that the notion of kingly rule and a corresponding kingdom is implicit in the concept of the Son of Man. According to Merklein, 

Jesus, der bereits als der irdische Repräsentant der Gottesherrschaft gewürdigt werden konnte, wäre dann eine Art irdischer Doppelgänger des himmlischen Menschensohnes: Jesu Aufgabe besteht darin, das Geschehen, das im Himmel bereits verwirklicht ist, auf Erden zu proklamieren und in Gang zu setzen.
 

This parallelism enables Merklein to explain the apparent lack of connection in the synoptic tradition between Jesus and the kingdom on the one hand and the heavenly Son of Man on the other hand. When the focus is on Jesus and the kingdom of God as a present dynamic event – i.e. the earthly dimension – reference to the Son of Man would be redundant. Merklein's understanding of Jesus as the earthly counterpart of the heavenly Son of Man, taken in conjunction with the post-resurrection conviction that Jesus had assumed the functions of, and was now identified with, the heavenly Son of Man, provides a basis for re-evaluating possibly authentic Son of Man sayings other than Lk. 12.8f (par.) and Mk. 8.38 (pars). Merklein’s thesis closely parallels that of VanderKam regarding Enoch and the heavenly Son of Man in the Similitudes, viz. that the Enochian Son of Man is the angelomorphic Enoch’s heavenly double, counterpart or correspondent angel. As a human on earth Enoch is ignorant of his angelomorphic identity, and when he speaks of the Son of Man he is speaking of the one into whom he will be transformed, his heavenly alter ego, the Son of Man.
 

Commenting on Vanderkam's thesis, Fletcher-Louis emphasises that this relationship between human and heavenly counterpart is the essential conceptual framework within which the two poles of identity and distinction can be held together.
 This insight is of much wider application. People as well as nations could have their own angelic guardians or counterparts, the idea probably reflecting an individualizing of the concept of the angels of the nations. Instances include 1 En. 104.1, Raphael in Tobit, Acts 12.15 and Matt. 18.10, the last reflecting either Jesus' personal belief or, at the very least, a contemporaneous assessment of what he was thought to believe. It comprises a command and a statement to the effect that the mikro… have angels in heaven who have ongoing access to the Father. Offending against one of the mikro… is perilous not because they can do anything to protect themselves, but because their heavenly minders can intervene to ensure judgment against the offender. The angels are therefore the heavenly guarantors of the earthly mikro…. 

Catchpole suggests that understanding this particular function of heavenly correspondent beings, whether they be the angelic partners of individuals or nations, is the way to make best sense of Lk. 12.8f. 'It suggests that the Son of man will act either favourably or unfavourably in respect of the person addressed who either confesses or denies Jesus, precisely because the Son of man is the heavenly guarantor of the earthly Jesus.'
     Catchpole goes on to argue that in Dan. 7 the vna rbk 'is most likely an angelic figure and a heavenly counterpart of the earthly community [of the faithful of Israel]' with which it is 'linked but not fused'. Transferring this parallelism to the case of the Son of Man and Jesus in his capacity as the representative of faithful Israel, the Son of Man is seen to be a heavenly angelic figure, the heavenly counterpart of the earthly Jesus with whom he is 'linked but not fused'. Catchpole therefore reaches the same conclusion as Merklein (although not identifying the Son of Man with Michael).

A variant approach leading to similar conclusions on the key issues, is that of Chilton, who focuses on the centrality in Jesus' thinking of the kingdom of God understood in terms of the kingdom entrusted to the vna rbk in Dan.7.13f. The heavenly Danielic Son of Man provided access to the mystery of the kingdom in the sense that what Jesus proclaimed on earth concerning the kingdom was to be 'warranted' or guaranteed by his heavenly partner the Son of Man (Mk. 8.38). Jesus as 'a son of man on earth' therefore saw himself as being 'paired with the Danielic Son of Man in heaven'. In the case of the teaching of Jesus about the heavenly Danielic Son of Man and about himself as 'a son of man' there was a measure of poetic flexibility. Chilton speaks of 'a sliding scale of reference' according to which Jesus in speaking of the Son of Man might be thinking  'sometimes … more of the one, at other times more of the other'.
 On the matter of pairing - that is, Jesus regarding himself as paired with an angelic Danielic Son of Man as an agent of God's final intervention – Chilton's conclusion, although rather differently reasoned and expressed, is similar to that of Merklein and Catchpole. His additional suggestion of a sliding scale of reference in the Son of Man sayings is interesting, but the idea of poetic licence – as if Jesus might have spoken intending either the one reference or the other almost as a matter of whim or fancy – is devoid of any useful explanatory power except (and this is a significant matter to which we shall return) that it allows the possibility that behind some at least of all three groups of Son of Man sayings there may be authentic sayings of Jesus. 

8.7  Conclusions Concerning Jesus and the Son of Man

We are now in a position to set out our conclusions concerning Jesus and the Son of Man, viz.

1. For the reasons advanced by Bultmann, Tödt, Hahn, Catchpole, De Jonge, Merklein and others, Lk. 12.8f par and Mk. 8.38 pars may be regarded as reflections of primary tradition. It follows that Jesus probably spoke of the coming Son of Man as someone other than himself. 

2. The Son of Man of whom Jesus spoke was an individual, pre-existent, manlike, messianic, eschatological heavenly redeemer and intervener depicted in terms derived from a messianic exegesis of Dan. 7 and other texts. This figure reflects an ongoing angelomorphic tradition of considerable antiquity and flexibility, a tradition which appears in a variety of forms in earlier and approximately contemporaneous texts 

3. The Son of Man of whom Jesus spoke was a traditional figure already sufficiently well-known to require no introduction or explanation. Whereas the role of Jesus was to be God's human envoy and proleptic point of presence of the coming Kingdom, the role of the Son of Man was to be the eschatological enforcer of the kingdom God. He would come to save the faithful, destroy the wicked and rule thereafter as God's vicegerent. 

4. Vielhauer's objection is not fatal. The separation of the two motifs in the synoptic tradition is only apparent. Once (1) – (3) are allowed, it becomes evident that there is close parallelism in structure and content between the imminent Kingdom of God and the coming of the Son of Man. 

5. There was a contemporary belief that nations and humans had angelic counterparts. The Son of Man, sometimes held to be Michael/Melchizedek,
 was Israel's angelic counterpart. Jesus, in his capacity as proleptic point of presence on earth of the Kingdom of God was the representative par excellence of faithful Israel. The Son of Man, in Jesus' estimation, was both faithful Israel's and his own angelic counterpart, correspondent being, or heavenly alter ego. 

6. Towards the end of his life, Jesus had consciously to reckon with the prospect of suffering and even, possibly, death. This prospect had to be reconciled with his absolute conviction concerning his own status as proleptic point of presence or 'breakthrough' of God's rule, the imminent coming of the Son of Man and the consequent inauguration of the kingdom of God in power. The novel suggestion advanced in this thesis is that under the pressure of threatening external events and mounting eschatological excitement and anticipation, the boundaries in Jesus' own mind between his own functions and identity and the associated functions of the Son of Man as eschatological redeemer, boundaries which were always to some extent permeable, began to collapse altogether. 

7. It was at this stage and for this reason that Jesus began to speak of his own expected suffering and vindication in terms derived from Dan.7. Behind the 'suffering' Son of Man sayings, later modified and rendered more specific by the primitive community with the benefit of hindsight, lie authentic sayings in which Jesus was speaking as the Son of Man of the Son of Man's anticipated suffering and vindication. 

8. The collapsing of identities was facilitated by the fluidity associated with the understanding of the heavenly redeemer (Michael/Melchizedek) as angelomorphic being. In addition to his status as a heavenly being this figure possessed an overplus of significance in terms of 'human latency' or 'human aspect' potentially available to symbolize humanity. 

9. It is possible that Jesus' Abba-relationship and his self-understanding of himself as the proleptic point of presence of the Kingdom of God developed in parallel with the progressive collapse of identities. There must have been a time when he began to understand himself in this way: if not in parallel with, and as a part of, the collapse of identities, then when and why? (Jesus' public ministry after his baptism by John was brief and climactic: the process of collapse of identity may have been progressive throughout. Jesus' distancing of himself from John and the circle of John's disciples may reflect his growing awareness of his own status as final envoy of the coming kingdom of God, and of the Son of Man as his heavenly alter ego, and, later, the progressive collapsing of these identities. See chapter 9 on Jesus as a visionary and on the appointment of the Twelve.)

10. The role of Dan. 7 is pivotal. As noted above, understandings derived from Dan. 7 (and other texts) underpin the traditional figure of the messianic, heavenly-redeemer Son of Man of whom Jesus spoke. Once Jesus' destiny had in his own mind become identified with that of the Son of Man, it was natural that his understanding of his own anticipated suffering and eventual vindication should have been articulated in terms of motifs drawn from Dan. 7. In the first instance he probably drew on the motif of the Son of Man as symbol and representative of the initially suffering and subsequently vindicated saints of the Most High. When, however, his identity had completely collapsed into that of the Son of Man, he may well have spoken of his personal vindication in terms of the expected 'coming' of the Son of Man as eschatological heavenly redeemer. (It should be noted that in the synoptics the boundary between supposedly inauthentic sayings concerning the suffering and resurrection of the Son of Man and possibly authentic sayings concerning the 'coming' Son of Man is by no means absolute.)

11. Jesus understood himself and his mission in apocalyptic terms. There is no justification for rejecting the 'coming' Son of Man sayings simply because they contain apocalyptic material and/or allusions to or even quotations of Dan. 7.13. For example, Mk. 13.26f and Mk. 14.62 are normally held to originate in the primitive community's midrashic exposition of Dan. 7.13 taken in conjunction with Ps. 110.1. Although Mk. 14.62 cannot be authentic in its present setting, the assumption that Jesus could not or would not have quoted Dan. 7.13-14 (especially when referring to a heavenly figure which, as commentators repeatedly emphasise, is in all its relevant manifestations articulated in terms of 'a common exegetical tradition' based on Dan. 7) must be challenged.
 Similar considerations apply to other apocalyptic sayings such as Matt 24.44 par. (unexpected hour), Matt. 24.37-39 par. (days of Noah) and Matt. 24.27 par. (like a flash of lightning).
 Sayings concerning the 'coming' Son of Man must be evaluated individually on their merits.
12. The conclusion that Jesus spoke meaningfully of the 'coming' Son of Man as someone other than himself, and of himself as the Son of Man who would suffer and be vindicated, also points to the need for a reappraisal of the 'present activity' sayings. It is possible that intermingled with sayings in which the sense of the underlying Aramaic term was 'a son of man', i.e. 'a man', 'someone', 'a human being' (sayings retrospectively upgraded in the primitive community's tradition to full 'Son of Man' status), there are other authentic 'present activity' sayings, probably dating from the closing phase of Jesus' life, in which he was deliberately referring to himself as the Danielic Son of Man, symbol of faithful Israel whose destiny was to suffer prior to vindication. Lk. 9.58 (par. Matt. 8.20) and Lk. 7.34 (par. Matt. 11.19) could be examples of such sayings. 
13. These understandings suggest a solution to a longstanding problem. There is no convincing evidence that Jesus during his lifetime either claimed or accepted the title 'Messiah'. Indeed the reverse is the case. There may have been some intuition among his followers that Jesus had anointed Davidic status by virtue of his role as a Spirit-empowered prophet, healer and exorcist. There may have been a degree of popular royal messianic excitement, particularly during Jesus' final ascent to Jerusalem for Pesah£, which might have contributed to his death as a potential threat to public order.
 Either or both these factors may also have contributed in some small degree to the post-Easter identification of Jesus as the hitherto inconceivable figure of the crucified royal Davidic Messiah, but neither in themselves nor in combination are they remotely a sufficient explanation. 
14. The core cognitive component of the experiences brigaded under the general heading of 'appearances' was, from the outset, the conviction that Jesus was not dead but had been raised post-mortem, taken to heaven and transformed into a supremely exalted and glorious heavenly being, the transcendent heavenly Son of Man, his own and faithful Israel's heavenly correspondent being or angel, the one of whom (and, latterly, as whom) he had spoken. Jesus, like Enoch, was exalted and transformed into what in reality he always had been, viz. the pre-existent Son of Man, the glorious and supremely exalted heavenly messiah and redeemer who would come to save the righteous, execute judgment on the wicked and rule thereafter.

15. By virtue of this exaltation and transformation the risen Jesus was perceived to be the crucified royal Messiah. Since the messianic heavenly redeemer was a pre-existent being it followed that Jesus by his transformation became what he always had been, viz. the pre-existent heavenly Messiah. It followed that during his lifetime Jesus must have been the Messiah, albeit necessarily at this time an earthly royal Messiah rather than a heavenly Messiah. Since, as a matter of fact, Jesus was crucified, the risen and exalted Jesus must necessarily also be the crucified royal Messiah. 
16. By virtue of this perception the missing link was supplied. Earlier messianic intimations and aspirations may have made some minor contribution, but it was the post-mortem identification of Jesus with the eschatological messianic heavenly redeemer and judge that explained how and why an apparently non-messianic (or only implicitly messianic) Jesus came, through the Easter event(s), to be confessed as the crucified royal Messiah. This pivotal identification and confession enabled the critically important binding together of the concepts of Jesus as Messiah, Lord and Son of God, the other key components of emergent resurrection faith.  This, in turn, opened the way for ongoing Christological development.

CHAPTER 9

EXPLANATORY POWER

9.1 Thesis and Hypothesis

That the core cognitive content of emergent resurrection faith was from the outset the conviction that Jesus had been raised from the dead, taken to heaven and transformed into a supremely exalted and glorious, pre-existent, messianic, heavenly power set alongside God himself, is a thesis: i.e. it is a statement about beliefs which is in principle amenable to determination by historical investigation. The argument that there was in Jesus' own thinking a progressive blurring and eventual collapse under pressure of the distinction between himself and the Son of Man is a hypothesis because it involves a speculative proposal concerning the self-consciousness and identity of Jesus. Since the self-consciousness and identity of any individual are inherently inaccessible other than (perhaps) to the individual in question,
 there can be no final proof of any such hypothesis. Nevertheless, hypotheses can be tested against each other, the winner being the hypothesis with the greatest explanatory power. This holds true even in the case of a hypothesis concerning Jesus' self-consciousness and identity. It is submitted that this thesis and hypothesis provide a basis for interpreting a number of hitherto opaque sayings and stories. They also throw fresh light on the processes involved in the emergence of resurrection faith and the articulation of the earliest christological responses. Examples are given below.
9.2  Jesus as a Visionary

Firstly, when taken in the context of an overarching theme of apocalyptic conflict and action proceeding on two levels at the same time, the hypothesis provides a basis for interpreting and understanding as possibly or probably authentic a number of sayings of Jesus having visionary and/or apocalyptic overtones. It becomes increasingly evident that there are, as Rowland says, important visionary elements and an apocalyptic sub-text running throughout the narrative parts of the New Testament. These elements and this sub-text may not be extensive in terms of the theological structure of the texts, but their importance, says Rowland, cannot be overemphasised.
  

For example, the 'Finger of God' in the Beelzebul exorcism debate (Lk. 11.20 par.
 cf. Ex. 8.19 and 31.18) is often understood metaphorically. Comparison with Ex. 31.18 suggests that 'the Finger of God' may in both instances be understood to be an angelomorphic divine hypostasis akin to 'the Glory', 'the Power' and 'the Name' (see chapter 4).
 In Luke 11.20 the powerful parallel with the Finger of God inscribing the Law excludes the possibility that the expression is merely metaphorical. Nor, for the same reason, can 'the Finger of God' be imagined to be an instrument wielded or controlled by Jesus (such control would infringe the divine prerogative). Only when Jesus' exorcisms are understood to be part of an eschatological conflict with the powers of evil, a conflict being played out in parallel on earth and in heaven, does the meaning becomes clear. The Finger of God is an angelomorphic divine hypostasis. Momentarily heaven is open. Jesus and the Finger of God, the human and the divine actors, are both united and operative in the act of exorcism. The distinction between Jesus [on earth] and the Finger of God [an angelomorphic divine hypostasis], which has been maintained in the debate (Lk. 11.14-20), collapses in the act of exorcism when Jesus and the Finger of God momentarily become functionally fused.

Also requiring to be set in the context of conflict between earthly and heavenly powers is the unusual Lukan saying, 'I watched Satan fall from heaven like a flash of lightening' (Lk. 10.18, cf. Rev. 12.10-12 but not Isa. 14.12). Luke 10.18, regarded by Bultmann as a possibly authentic isolated apocalyptic fragment,
 is significant, (a) because it takes the form of a direct report by Jesus of a visionary experience, and (b) because the anticipated downfall of the accuser presages the coming eschatological victory. Luke implies that Jesus regarded the victory of the seventy over demons on earth as an integral part of a wider conflict taking place in parallel on earth and in heaven; the defeat of demons on earth is a prolepsis of the parallel downfall of Satan, the dangerous heavenly accuser of the faithful.

Similar ideas may be reflected in the Markan and Q traditions of the temptation of Jesus by Satan/the devil (Mark 1.12-13, Q 4.1-12) and the Markan account of Peter's confession (Mk. 8.27-33). Whatever the origins of the narrative material, there appears to be an underlying traditional motif of Jesus being tempted by Satan, with the added implication (when the story is taken in context) that Jesus' exorcisms are part of an ongoing eschatological battle with the powers of evil in which Jesus will ultimately be victorious.
 The authority assigned to Jesus in the context of this conflict can be understood as arising by virtue of the alignment of his will and action on earth with that of the Son of Man in heaven. This may explain Mk. 2.10, 'the Son of Man has authority on earth to forgive sins': no distinction is allowable between the purposive action (later the identity also) of Jesus and his heavenly counterpart, the Son of Man. As with the 'Finger of God', there is in the exercise of Jesus' full authority a moment of functional fusing. When the heavenly and earthly realms come into momentary contact, no distinction between the authority of Jesus and that of the Son of Man is possible.
 

The suggestion that Jesus regarded himself as being under Satanic assault has already been discussed in chapter 6 in connection with the story of Peter's confession at Caesarea Philippi. There is an underlying pericope (Mk. 8.29 and 33) in which Peter is attempting to persuade Jesus to accept the role of Davidic Messiah. The structure implies parallel action in heaven and on earth converging to a point at which the distinction momentarily collapses, viz., 

[Implicitly] Satan in heaven takes possession of Peter on earth
 

[Narrative] Peter on earth inspired by Satan in heaven speaks to 

Jesus on earth 

[Collapse of distinction between action in heaven and action on earth as]

Jesus identifies Peter on earth with Satan in heaven, addressing Peter as Satan

One has to ask whether the evangelists and their traditions accurately reflect Jesus' own perceptions and experiences. In particular, did Jesus himself believe that he was under Satanic assault and that his exorcisms were part of an eschatological drama unfolding in parallel on earth and in heaven? Was his self-understanding informed by specific revelatory experiences confirming his divine authorization? Was the cognition that he would be vindicated post mortem and transformed into a glorious heavenly being mediated by visionary experiences?

Chester believes that a case can be made for identifying the Markan baptism story (Mk. 1. 9-11 cf. Ezek. 1.1) and Jesus' reply to the High Priest's question (Mk. 14.62) as Jesus' visions of himself transformed.
 The Markan baptism story testifies to a collapsing of distinctions, viz. the heavens being 'torn apart', with the Spirit descending and the divine voice declaring Jesus' sonship (one of the components of earliest resurrection faith). That Jesus' was baptized and that he regarded the experience as highly significant is probable. That his baptism was associated with a visionary experience is possible, although the heavenly voice and the Spirit descending like a dove are probably legendary details, possibly drawn from the Hellenistic Christian baptismal cult.
 As argued in chapter 8, the Danielic Mk. 14.62 (cf. 13.26-7) also can scarcely be authentic in its present setting. Nevertheless, once the prejudice against the possibility of Jesus' making use of Dan.7 is set aside, it can reasonably be argued that the saying may reflect a visionary experience, on the basis of which Jesus prophesied that he would be known to have been vindicated by God when he was seen to be sitting at God's right hand. Chester suggests that the 'sitting' and the 'coming' are explicable in terms of ascent on the Merkabah-throne to a position at the right hand of God.

Chester may well be correct in both instances, but it seems wise to frame the answer to the question of Jesus' visionary experiences in more general terms. As argued in chapter 8, Jesus' expectation of suffering and hoped for vindication, which was articulated in terms of the motifs (and possibly even the text) of Dan. 7, probably emerged over time in parallel with the progressive collapse of distinction between himself and the 'coming' Son of Man. The implication of this progressive collapse is that, during the closing phase of his ministry, Jesus would have experienced an extended, ongoing and progressively intensifying mode of visionary being or awareness. Heaven, for Jesus, was not just momentarily open, but was becoming permanently open. Action in heaven and on earth was not just momentarily intersecting, but converging and coalescing. It is within this overall framework of ongoing visionary awareness associated with purposive parallel action on earth and in heaven (Mk. 2.10) and with the collapse of distinction between the identities of Jesus and the Son of Man, that specific narratives and sayings should be assessed for authenticity. In this context sayings like Mk. 14.62 (the reply to the HP), Mk. 10.40 (reply to James and John) and Mk. 14.25 (vow of abstinence), which reflect exaltation associated with the coming of the kingdom of God, fall naturally into place alongside narratives and sayings with overtly visionary and/or eschatological implications, such as Mk. 1.9-11, Lk. 11.20 (the Finger of God), Lk.10.18 (Satan falling), Mk. 8.29,33 (exorcism of Peter) and (possibly) Jn. 1.51 (angels ascending and descending). 

9.3  The Transfiguration 

Hitherto it has been taken for granted that the cognitive core of emergent resurrection faith, viz.. the revelatory perception of Jesus transformed into what he always was, viz. the supremely exalted, pre-existent, messianic Son of God) first emerged in and through the Easter event(s). But if Jesus used the motifs in Dan.7 to interpret his own anticipated suffering and hoped-for vindication, and especially if he began to use them in the way that we are suggesting (by collapsing the distinction between himself as envoy and the glorious heavenly Son of Man as enforcer of God's kingdom), we have to inquire whether some at least of Jesus' followers might not have experienced some such visionary revelations concerning Jesus' exalted status during his lifetime. (The tradition of the disciples' post-Easter disarray need not preclude this possibility: the disarray can be interpreted as a natural reaction to the shock of Jesus' unexpected death.) 

In this context the story of the Transfiguration and its Markan setting assume considerable significance. Many scholars from Wellhausen onwards,
 including Bultmann,
 have regarded the Markan account of the Transfiguration (Mark 9.2-8) as a resurrection appearance story retrojected into the synoptic tradition and used by Mark to serve as a heavenly ratification of Peter's confession (Mk. 8.29). Significant parallels with the appearance stories include the mountain top location, the revelation of Jesus as an exalted quasi-divine or angel-like being (cf. Matt. 28.16), the heavenly radiance (cf. Acts 9.3), the use of  êfqh and, most especially, the divine declaration that Jesus is the Son of God. Bultmann suggested that in the original appearance story the two figures appearing with Jesus were angelic beings, subsequently identified as Elijah and Moses when the story became retrojected into the synoptic tradition.
 Bultmann also suggested that the witness was originally Peter alone, with James and John being added into the narrative at a later stage.
 The author of 2 Pet. 1.16-18 offers a version of the Transfiguration story, apparently independent of the synoptics, which may indicate that at the time of writing he and others were still regarding the transfiguration story as a resurrection appearance.
 

Matthew and Luke were evidently aware of the parallel with Moses receiving the Law on Sinai (Ex. 24.15-18), as evinced by their adding into their own versions references to Jesus' changed and radiant face (Matt. 17.2, Lk. 9.29 cf. Ex.34.29 and 2 Cor. 3.13-18), a Mosaic detail not explicit in Mark (although possibly implicit in metemorfèqh, Mk. 12.2). The 'six days later' (Mk.9.2) may be an allusion to Moses' six days of waiting before entering the cloud on Sinai. The divine command ¢koÚete aÙtou may well reflect an eschatological interpretation of Deut. 18.15, the promise that God will raise up a prophet like Moses and the declaration /wumvT wyla (LXX aÙtoà ¢koÚsesqe). (The contemporary significance of the figure of the 'prophet like Moses' foretold in Deut. 18.15 is evident from that text's inclusion in the so-called Messianic Testimonia, 4Q175.)  This would explain the primacy given to Elijah over Moses in the transfiguration scene;
 the point being that the eschatological expectation of Elijah's return is now fulfilled and that Jesus and his followers are therefore living in the last days.
 Other motifs include (a) the radiant clothing indicative of eschatological glory and/or royal epiphany or enthronement (cf. Josephus's account of Agrippa's glorious silver robe glittering in the morning sun),
 and (b) the self-manifestation of a divine being via an anthropomorphic theophany.
 In this connection, Rowland draws attention to the similarities with the vision of Dan. 10 and the christophany of Rev. 1.13ff., which, in turn, reflects the Merkebah-throne theophany of Ezek. 1.26-28, cf. 3.22ff., 8.1ff. and 10.1ff.). In the case of Matthew’s and Luke's additions, there are possibly significant parallels with the some of the details in the heavenly throne-room theophany of 1 En. 14.
  A further possibility is that the transfigured clothing may be – or may also be – intended as an allusion to the glorious raiment of the pre-lapsarian Adam.
 Marcus suggests that the depiction of the transfigured Jesus with his dazzling apparel is 'a pictorial code suggesting his status as the new Adam and king Messiah on his way to enthronement.'
 

Mark links the Transfiguration scene to a second prediction of the vindication by resurrection of the Son of Man (Mk. 9.9 cf. 8.31) and, by means of another injunction to secrecy, refers it back to Peter's confession of Jesus' messiahship (Mk. 8.29). Thus Mark contrives to bind together the motifs of Jesus as crucified Messiah, divinely appointed Son of God, suffering and vindicated Son of Man and transcendent heavenly being.  As to the origins of the tradition and any possible nucleus of historicity, if Bultmann's argument that Mk. 9.4-6 represents a secondary stage in the development of the Transfiguration story is accepted, it seems probable that we are here encountering an account of a visionary experience of the risen Jesus, possibly Peter's own experience, having (with the exception of Jesus' lordship) exactly the same core cognitive content as that embodied in Paul's first-hand testimony to his own revelatory experience. Alternatively, we may have here a visionary experience (again, possibly Peter's) anticipating the emergence of later resurrection faith. It follows that Mark's chronology may be correct and that this visionary experience, taking place during Jesus' lifetime in a context of eschatological excitement coupled with intense foreboding shared by Jesus and his disciples (and with Jesus collapsing or having already collapsed any distinction between himself and the Son of Man), could be the point of origin of the whole edifice of resurrection faith. That is, the key cognition (the initial visionary identification by one of his followers of Jesus transformed into the transcendent, messianic, heavenly redeemer which he had always been) may have taken place before rather than after Jesus' death. 

9.4   The Pre-existence of the Son of Man and the Apparent Adoptionism

        Underlying Rom. 1.3-4.

The apparently adoptionist christology behind Rom. 1.3-4, with its probably secondary and mitigating ™n dun£mei, may reflect a difference in the ways in which the followers of Jesus came to identify him as the Son of Man. When the distinction in Jesus' thinking between himself and the Son of Man began to collapse, and Jesus began to speak not just of the Son of Man but as the Son of Man, there would have been some among his followers, perhaps a majority, who failed fully to understand the significance of what he was saying. For these, the Son of Man would have remained a figure other than Jesus until after Jesus' death. The post-mortem identification of Jesus with the heavenly messianic redeemer (the Son of Man, his own and Israel's heavenly analogue, Michael-Melchizedek) would therefore have been the identification of Jesus with a previously separate pre-existent divine being (cf. Enoch in the Similitudes). 

On the other hand, for those of Jesus' followers who did have some intuition or awareness of the significance of Jesus' collapsing of distinction between himself and the Son of Man during his lifetime (and/or who had experienced their own visionary revelations of Jesus' exalted and transformed status during his lifetime), the position would have been subtly different. In their case, Jesus' death, resurrection and exaltation would have involved not a pivotal new identification of Jesus with a previously separate being (the heavenly redeemer/Son of Man), but rather the making manifest by God of the hitherto hidden transcendent status of Jesus himself. This is less than full adoptionism, but not far from Rom. 1.4 when the phrase ™n dun£mei is included. There may therefore be a fine but significant distinction to be made between (a) Enochian post-mortem identification with a heavenly analogue, and (b), the intuition that a person is an angelomorphic entity, albeit with the heavenly aspect necessarily hidden pro tem. In the first case, one would expect pre-existence to be inbuilt and explicit. In the second case, pre-existence would be latent or implicit, and a form of adoptionism, qualified as in Rom. 1.4, might be expected. It is not suggested that there were two separate, identifiable streams of christological response; simply that the identification of Jesus as the Son of Man may have taken place among his disciples progressively over time, in some cases before, and in others after, his death, and that this may account for some of the observed blurring in the manner of its articulation.

9.5   Human and Heavenly Counterparts: the Natal Star
The conceptual framework of parallel action on earth and in heaven facilitates interpretation of the motif of the natal star in the story of the magi, Matt. 2.1-11. The context of the story is a carefully structured Matthaean argument demonstrating the compatibility of Jesus' royal Davidic descent, his divine origins and the fulfilment of prophecy (Isa. 7.14 LXX cf. MT). In the story the star serves as a guide to the magi and as a pointer to Jesus' status as the royal Davidic Messiah. There appears to be an implicit double reference to Baalam's oracles. Firstly, Baalam, himself a magus, comes, like the Matthaean magi, from the east (Num. 23.17). Secondly, the 'star' by implication fulfils Baalam's messianic prophecy (Num. 24.17) that, 'a star shall come out of Jacob, and a sceptre shall rise out of Israel.' 

There are, however, underlying puzzles which stand out more clearly if the story is detached from its Matthaean context and read as an independent unit of tradition. In Num. 24.17 the parallelism between the 'the star that shall come out of Jacob' and the 'sceptre that shall rise out of Israel' makes it clear that the 'star' is the Messiah, viz. a human figure. But to refer to the Messiah or a messianic figure as a 'star', as in Num. 24.17 MT, is to imply angelic character and divine purpose, an understanding which is emphasised in the LXX (cf. also the Interpreter of the Law in CD XII. 18). The effect of the implicit application of Num. 24.17 to the child is therefore indirectly to attribute to him divine purpose and angelic, in addition to human, character.

The question that has to be asked of the story is, which is the Messiah, the child or the 'star'. It appears at first sight that the Messiah is the child, as the reference to the 'king of the Jews' (2.2) and the citation of Micah 5.1,3 (2.6) make plain. The 'star' in the story, on the other hand, is almost certainly an angel. The identification of stars with the angelic host is well attested (Job 38.7, Deut. 4.19, Jud. 5.19f, Dan. 12.3 etc.) and the interpretation of the 'star' as an angel associated with the coming of Messiah is of ancient origin. Indeed, the role of the angel in the story has been compared with that of the angel of the Exodus (Ex. 23.20-23).
 

Nevertheless, the 'star' itself in Matt. 2.1-11 receives enhanced Messianic significance over and above that implied by Num. 24.17. The repeated phrase ™n tÍ ¢natolÍ  ('at its rising' - Matt.2.2, 9) is significant. Horbury analyses the LXX use of the noun ¢natol», meaning 'springing up' (as of growth) or 'rising up' (as of a star or the sun, hence 'dayspring') as a title. He concludes that it is 'another of the Septuagintal titles which were associated with an understanding of the messianic figure as a luminary and as a heavenly being.'
 The use of the phrase ™n tÍ ¢natolÍ in connection with the 'star' in Matt. 2.1-11 therefore reinforces the implication that the 'star' also is a messianic being. The net effect is puzzling. It appears that we have a human child, the Messiah, with an implicitly angelic aspect, and an angel ('star') who is also a messianic figure.

When the relationship between human and heavenly counterpart are taken as the conceptual framework within which (in Fletcher-Louis's words) 'the two poles of identity and distinction can be held together', the relationship between the identities of the 'star' and the child is helpfully clarified. The star-angel is the messianic angel Michael-Melchizedek, the correspondent angel of the infant Jesus. This interpretation is reinforced by the association of the 'rising' of 'the great prince Michael' with the deliverance of the people of God in Dan. 12.1. It follows that to argue whether it is the child or the 'star' that is the Messiah, or is messianic, is to miss the point. We have a traditional story reflecting the retrojected post-Easter identification of Jesus with his heavenly counterpart (by virtue of which Jesus became the Messiah) in which we find preserved the polarities of both explicit distinction and implicit identity.

9.6   Jesus and the Twelve

The significance of the claim implicit in Jesus' appointment of the 'Twelve' and the exclusion of himself from their number is insufficiently appreciated. The evidence concerning the appointment of the Twelve is fragmentary and problematic, but it seems almost certain that Jesus envisaged the Twelve as the nucleus of a reconstituted Israel. The Q logion underlying Mt. 19.28/Lk. 22.28-30 (the enthroned Twelve), if authentic, is especially significant. In the Matthean version the Son of Man is to be on the throne of his glory and the Twelve are also to be enthroned (cf. 1 En. 108.12) but are clearly subordinate. In the Lukan version, Jesus will be at 'his table' in his kingdom together with the Twelve, who will sit on thrones judging the tribes of Israel. 

The criterion of dissimilarity suggests that the Q logion may be an authentic saying of Jesus, but Bultmann, Tödt and others hold it to be a secondary development within the early post-Easter community. They base their argument primarily on the fact that it envisages the Son of Man no longer in a judgment scene but in the state of everlasting rule envisaged in Dan. 7.14.
  But if towards the end of his ministry Jesus was speaking as the Son of Man of the Son of Man, and if he was articulating his expectation of his own and the Son of Man's vindication in terms of Danielic motifs, the principal objection to the authenticity of the logion collapses. 

Accepting the Q logion underlying Mt. 19.28/Lk. 22.28-30 as authentic reveals the relationship between Jesus (the proleptic point of presence of the Kingdom) and the Twelve (the nucleus of the reconstituted Israel) to be freighted with implicit eschatological, or even apocalyptic, significance. In Keck's words, 'one does not make such a promise [of the imminent Kingdom] apart from the conviction that he is central to it.'
 Jesus cannot be inferior to the Twelve (because he appointed them), neither can he be their peer (he excludes himself from the Twelve; the uniqueness implicit in his Abba relationship with the Father also forbids it).
 It follows that by the appointment of the Twelve, Jesus is implicitly setting forward the claim, explicitly confirmed in the Q logion, that he is to be the central figure in the coming flawless eschatological kingdom of God, viz. the supremely exalted angelomorphic heavenly redeemer, the Son of Man who is the guarantor, heavenly counterpart and alter ego of reconstituted Israel. 
9.7  Jesus as Bearer of the Divine Name

The realisation that the risen Jesus had been transformed into what he always had been, viz. the supremely exalted messianic Son of Man, Michael-Melchizedek, his own and Israel's heavenly counterpart or correspondent angel, provides a basis for reappraising the significance of the probably pre-Pauline christological hymn at Phil. 2.5-11.  
In recent years the attention of scholars has been focussed primarily on the well-known linguistic problems, on the 'hymnic' form or structure, and on the continuing debate between the 'incarnational' and the 'thoroughgoingly anthropological' approaches typified respectively by Martin and Dunn.
 In comparison, relatively little attention has been paid to the significance of the granting to Jesus of tÕ Ônoma Øp‌‌er p©n Ônoma and, in particular, to the possibly significant parallels between Phil. 2.9-11 and the donation and disclosure of the name of the Son of Man in the Similitudes.
The 'name' given by God to the highly exalted Jesus, to whom every knee shall bow, (Phil. 2.9-10 cf. Isa. 45.23) has been variously identified. Commonsense excludes the possibility that the 'name' is 'Jesus', if only because Jesus had possessed his own name since his circumcision. Some have argued for 'Son' (uƒoj) or 'God' (QeÒj), but most commentators opt for 'Lord' (KÚrioj), signifying either Lord simpliciter, Lord with varying degrees of LXX significance, or (Käsemann) Lord of the universe previously hidden within the Godhead, but now revealed, and in respect of his Lordship henceforth taking the place of God vis à vis the world.
 More recently, Gieschen has argued on the basis of angelomorphic traditions and Divine Name angel traditions that 'the name above every name' must here signify the Divine Name, that is the tetragrammaton hwhy, the one Name greater than which there is none other.
 Possession or custodianship of the Divine Name either here or in 1 En. 69.13-26 (see below) does not, of course, imply identity with God, but it does imply a sharing in the essential being, power and functions of God. There are obvious parallels with the Angel of YHWH having God's Name in him, who may be regarded as the Divine Name hypostasised as an angel (see  116-8 above).
Gieschen's conclusion is strongly reinforced if it is accepted that the messianic heavenly-redeemer and Son of Man with whom Jesus was identified as result of the Easter event(s) is Michael/Melchizedek. As indicated in chapter 7 above, a number of texts identify Michael as the Divine Name angel of Ex. 23.20-21. Whatever the original ordering of the Similitudes, and of 1 En. 69.13-29 within the Similitudes,
 as matters now stand the account of Michael's custodianship of the cosmic oath is immediately followed by the heavenly revelation of the name of the Son of Man. The precise meanings and significances of BIQA, 'the Oath' and 'the Name of that (Son of) Man' are debated, but the functions achieved 'through the Oath', viz. the creation and sustaining of the heavens and the earth, are the functions of hwhy. It appears that the final redactor of 1 Enoch 69 intends the reader to see a connection between the hidden Name hwhy (the Oath in the custody of Michael) (1 En. 69.13-26) and the Name of the Son of Man (1 En. 69.27-29). By juxtaposing the two passages the redactor is implying that the Name of the Son of Man is hwhy and that Michael and the Son of Man are to be identified (cf. the possible identification of the Elect One and 'my Glorious Name' implicit in the parallelism of 1 En. 48.3). 

Given these understandings, the parallels between 1 En. 69.27 (cf. 1 En. 48.5) and Phil. 2.5-11 assume considerable significance. In both cases there is an exalted heavenly-redeemer figure. In 1 En. 69.27 the heavenly redeemer possesses a name, which according to 1 En. 45.2-3, he had been awarded, secretly, by the Lord of the Spirits prior to the creation of the heavens themselves. 1 En. 69.27 depicts the climax of the heavenly judgment scene when the name of the heavenly redeemer  is finally revealed. Disclosure of the name reveals its bearer to be even more exalted than had initially been apparent, prompting a paean of praise from the heavenly host. Phil. 2.5-11 likewise climaxes with the donation of tÕ Ônoma Øp‌‌er p©n Ônoma, a name conferring on its bearer a status so hyper-exalted that all creatures in heaven and on earth will bow down before him. There is, therefore, a very specific shared motif. The location is heaven. The scene opens with an already exalted heavenly being. It concludes with this heavenly figure revealed to be even more extremely exalted than he was at the outset. The hosts of heaven [and earth] praise and honour the [heavenly-redeemer][ Jesus the messiah] because he [is now known to be bearing][now bears] the Divine Name, hwhy. The one obvious difference is that the author of the Phil. 2.5-11 has 'christianized' the motif by identifying the pre-existent heavenly being with Jesus the Messiah and by inserting, between the opening and closing scenes, a summary account of Jesus' kenosis, his assumption of human form, his humiliating death and his consequent hyper-exaltation.  

For the past fifty years many scholars have followed Tödt, who held there to be two, initially separate, sources for christology and two basic streams of tradition issuing from these sources. One stream includes the passion, death and resurrection kerygma, and is characterised by the application to Jesus of various christological titles including, especially, the title Messiah. The other parallel stream of tradition originates (in Tödt's view) in a 'Q community', and is characterised by a heavy stress on the teaching, person and authority of Jesus, with little attention being given to his humility and no apparent awareness of his passion and death.
 

The christology of Phil. 2.5-11, with its strong emphasis on the obedience, humiliation and death of Jesus the Messiah, is often taken to be an example of the first stream of tradition and, as such, is set in opposition to the Son of Man christology of Q.
 It is certainly the case that the key components of the kerygmatic tradition are clearly manifest in Phil.2.5-11, except that the death is not said to be Øp‌‌er ¹mîn and that Phil.2.5-11 speaks of Jesus' exaltation rather than his resurrection; both are indications that the formula represents a very early stage in christological development (see chapter 3 above).

Nevertheless, the essential features of Q's largely implicit christology can also be discerned in Phil. 2.5-11. Q presupposes the post-Easter identification of the heavenly Son of Man with Jesus and affirms especially the eschatological authority of the coming Son of Man, authority which enables him to act as guarantor of Jesus' promise to confess those who confess him.
 The christological hymn in Phil. 2.5-11 supplies just such an authoritative figure. The temporary humiliation and kerygmatic suffering, which might appear to disqualify Jesus from the role of authoritative guarantor, are more than cancelled out by his subsequent hyper-exaltation and endowment with tÕ Ônoma Øp‌‌er p©n Ônoma. In fact Gieschen's argument that tÕ Ônoma Øp‌‌er p©n Ônoma signifies the divine name hwhy, an understanding which is reinforced by the parallels between Phil. 2.5-11 and 1 En. 69.27, implies that the pre-existent heavenly Jesus may be none other than Michael, the Divine Name angel, and/or the messianic Son of Man of Jewish eschatological tradition.
 At the very least, the donation of tÕ Ônoma Øp‌‌er p©n Ônoma confirms the exalted Jesus' supreme authority and underwrites his role as guarantor for his promises to his faithful followers. 

The ongoing debate concerning the nature and extent of Q, its apparently multiple strata and the hypothetical 'Q community' are no part of this thesis. Nevertheless, one can say that the appearance in Phil. 2.5-11 of elements of both the kerygmatic and Q christologies at what is clearly a very early stage of christological development tends to militate against the theory of independent origins in separate communities.  The evidence of Phil. 2.5-11 is entirely consistent with the hypothesis that the earliest christologies originated as responses to Jesus, responses reflected in the creative unfolding of the various implications latent in the core cognitive content of the Easter event(s), this being the perception that Jesus was not dead, but was alive with God in heaven, transformed into a supremely exalted and glorious heavenly being, the pre-existent messianic Son of Man, the eschatological judge and guarantor of whom he had spoken. 

9.8  The Transcendent Jesus and the Spirit of God

The hyper-exaltation of Jesus has necessarily to be reconciled with the identity and functions of the other angelomorphic hypostases identified in chapter 7. This is less straightforward than it might appear because the implicit claim is that the exalted Jesus, by virtue of his custodianship of the divine Name, embodies the totality of the divine identity and functions vis à vis creation. For illustrative purposes attention is focused on divine Wisdom and Spirit. The relevant data can be summarised briefly. Wisdom is personified in a number of texts in Proverbs, but in Prov. 8.22-31, 1 En. 42.1-2 and most especially Wis. 6.22, 7.21-29, 8.3, personified Wisdom appears as a fully-fledged hypostasis. Wisdom can be spoken of as pre-existent and cosmogenic (Wis. 7.21; Philo Ebr. 30-31, Fug. 109, Quod Det. 54; 2 En. 30.8). Wisdom is said to be enthroned with God (Wis. Sol. 9.4, 10). Wisdom is identified with Logos, notably in Philo (Conf. 146, Leg. All. 1.43), but also in Wis. 9.1-2. Of particular significance is the assimilation of Wisdom into the figure of the Enochian Son of Man (1 En. 49.1), who by virtue of this assimilation mediates Wisdom to the righteous.

By virtue of identification with hypostasized Wisdom, the Spirit also is presented directly as a divine hypostasis (Wis. 9.17 and Judith 16.14), but it is principally through its relationship with particular angels, and especially named angels, that the Spirit comes to be understood as a divine hypostasis. Gieschen traces the way in which, out of the general concept of angels identified as spirits, there emerge instances of a particular angel being identified as the Spirit. For example, the angel of the Lord who meets Baalam (Num. 22-24) is interpreted by Philo as 'the truly prophetic spirit' (Vita 277, 283) and by Josephus as 'the truly divine Spirit' (Ant. 4.118-121). In Isa. 63.9-10 (MT) 'the angel of his [God's] presence' is identified with 'the Spirit of YHWH', the term 'angel of the presence' almost certainly being a conscious reflection of the Divine Name Angel, 'the Presence', who was to lead Israel into Canaan (Ex. 33. 14-15 cf. Ex. 23.20-24). Gieschen regards the identification of the Angel of the Presence with the Spirit of YHWH as evidence of hypostatization in that it distances the Spirit from YHWH and confers upon it a measure of independent personhood.

On the question of the relationship between divine hypostases and the exalted Jesus in his own capacity as a hypostasis (viz. the Divine Name Angel) there were two possibilities, viz.,

1. That the functions and identity of all other divine hypostases would be eclipsed by, and subsumed under, the functions and identity of the exalted Jesus (therefore meriting no further explicit reference).

2. That the other divine hypostases would be found to have retained their names, divine identity and functions, whilst now being regarded as existing within, or as constituting a part of, the divine identity and functions of the exalted Jesus. 

The logic of option (1) is impeccable, but had it been adopted and followed through consistently it would have separated christology from its living roots in contemporary Judaism. Option (2) is more realistic. It envisages hypostases continuing to have significance within the framework of an understanding that references to a hypostasis are equivalent in all respects to similar references to the exalted Jesus. Since the actions of a specific hypostasis are now in every respect indistinguishable from the actions of the exalted Jesus, the actions in question may be spoken of as the actions of Jesus or of the hypostasis interchangeably. In practice (1) and (2) are found co-existing in a not particularly uneasy alliance.
 

This understanding throws useful light on Paul's doctrine of the Spirit. Paul speaks frequently of the Spirit as an independent actor exercising its autonomy within a framework of primary purpose, which is to be the source of Christian unity and fellowship. But when Paul speaks of the last Adam becoming a life-giving spirit (1 Cor. 15.45), of 'the Lord who is the Spirit' (2 Cor. 3.18) and of the 'Spirit of God' who in the same breath is also the 'Spirit of Christ' (Rom. 8.9) we are moving into different territory. Here Paul appears to be collapsing the functions and identity of the Spirit into those of the risen Christ.
 Paul's implicit assumption is that the risen and exalted Jesus has by transformation assumed the totality of the divine identity and functions vis à vis creation, including, necessarily, those of the Spirit now viewed as a divine hypostasis. Likewise, the supremely exalted Jesus has custody of the Name that is above every name: he has been transformed into the Divine Name Angel.
 Another central theme in Paul's angelomorphic christology is the identification of Jesus with the hypostasized Wisdom of God, an identification which supports the attribution to Christ of pre-existence and mediatorship in creation.
 Similar considerations apply to, inter alia, 'the Power' and 'the Glory'.
 

9.9  Pentecost 

Phil. 2.5-11, if pre-Pauline, confirms that Paul is inheriting and reflecting the earliest angelomorphic and transformative christology of the primitive community. This finding has important implications for understanding the puzzling kerygmatic assertion that Christ 'appeared to more than five hundred brothers and sisters at one time' (1 Cor. 15.6) and for reconciling this assertion with the heavily redacted Lukan account of Pentecost (Acts 2).

That the Lukan account of Pentecost and the 'appearance' in 1 Cor. 15.6 are variant traditions having their origins in one and the same event is a hypothesis that goes back at least to C H Weisse in 1838. The classic exposition of von Dobschütz
 has attracted widespread but by no means universal support.
 At its simplest the argument is that Paul and the kerygmatic tradition make no mention of Pentecost, whilst Luke makes no mention of a group resurrection appearance to 500 or more disciples. Such remarkable and foundational events as these would surely have been well-known throughout the primitive community and almost certainly reflected in its ongoing tradition. That Paul knew of the Pentecost events and yet made no reference to them is improbable. That Luke would have knowingly passed over a resurrection appearance to over 500 disciples without mention is hard to credit. Ergo there was one foundational event involving a 
large number of disciples, an event known to Paul's tradition as an 'appearance' and to Luke as an outpouring of the Spirit. 

Opponents to the thesis of a genetic connection tend to highlight the differences in the two descriptions. Dunn comments that, 'the two passages, 1 Cor. 15.6 and Acts 2, really have no point of contact beyond the fact that they involve large numbers of disciples in a single gathering.' Even when full allowance is made for Lukan redaction - in particular the imposition of an account of the reversal of Babel (and, possibly, the rejection of the Law at Sinai), the literary embellishments (the rush of the violent wind, the divided tongues like fire etc.) and the manipulation of the tradition to bring it into conformity with Luke's overarching theological scheme (the gift of the Spirit in Jerusalem at Pentecost marking the dawning of a new epoch in salvation history) - there still remains what appears to be a genuine description of an mass outbreak of ecstatic glossolalia interpreted as an experiencing of the Spirit which is very different from the kerygmatic tradition of a resurrection 'appearance' to a large number of disciples. (Location is not an issue. That the outbreak of glossolalia took place in Jerusalem and at Pentecost as Acts describes is, as Dunn argues, perfectly possible.
 Given the numbers involved, Jerusalem is also the most probable location for the resurrection 'appearance' to the five hundred.)

Those who follow von Dobschütz in arguing for the identification of the two events proceed by drawing attention to the way in which Paul can at times identify Christ with the Spirit.
  This, Lüdemann suggests, means that there is no reason to make any fundamental distinction between the two traditions. For Paul an experience of the risen Christ – that is, an 'appearance' – is an inherently ecstatic event in which reception of the Spirit is latent even if not explicitly articulated. This is more than the Spirit mediating Christ to his disciples. According to Lüdemann, being moved by the Spirit, as at Pentecost, is, from a historical and phenomenological perspective, one and the same event as being touched by the risen Christ.

A better approach is to stress not the identity of the events, but the identity of the cognitive content. It has been argued above that the core cognitive content of the earliest resurrection faith is that Jesus had been raised and transformed into a supremely exalted heavenly being and that he had thereby been revealed to be Son of God, Lord and Messiah. It has also been suggested that under the heading of 'appearances' Paul may have been brigading a variety of visionary and ecstatic experiences exhibiting the same cognitive content. A resurrection 'appearance' was for Paul a God-given experience of encounter with Christ involving response, conversion to an understanding and acceptance of a calling.  We have suggested that the identification of Jesus with the Spirit antedates Paul, and that it was an integral component in earliest resurrection faith. It follows that, from the outset, any ecstatic experience regarded as encounter with the Spirit, providing only that it involved response and conversion to the same cognitive content as that embodied in Paul's revelatory experience, would have qualified to be regarded as a resurrection 'appearance'. The decisive factor is not the difference, if any, between an 'appearance' and an experience of 'the outpouring of the Spirit', but identity of cognitive content. This provides additional support for the identification of Pentecost with the 'appearance' in 1 Cor. 15.6.

9.10    Conclusions

Hitherto the Easter events themselves have been regarded as a 'black box' whose inputs and outputs could be mapped independently of its contents, which were for the present closed to investigation. The concepts of Jesus as Son of God, Lord and Messiah emerging from the 'black box' on the output side could be seen to have undergone a radical, discontinuous enhancement in significance indicative of a major religious innovation. On the output side of the 'black box' it was now believed that the risen Jesus had been exalted and transformed into what he always had been, viz. the Son of Man, the exalted heavenly redeemer and Messiah, an understanding immediately retrojected into Jesus lifetime, thereby generating or validating the belief that he must have been the crucified (Davidic) Messiah  The primitive community's rapid assimilation and development of a pre-Christian tradition of messianic exegesis of 2 Sam. 7, Ps. 2.7 and (probably) Ps. 110.1,4 fuelled further rapid developments. The now closely related concepts of Jesus as Son of God and Lord assumed additional significances in both the Aramaic and Greek-speaking Palestinian Jewish communities. Finally, when sufficient momentum had been attained, the supporting concept of Jesus as Messiah fell away into apparent irrelevance. In the meantime the twin concepts of Jesus as Lord and Son of God continued along their upward trajectory into permanent christological orbit.

A probing of the relationship between Jesus and the Son of Man has shown that the Son of Man may best be regarded as Jesus' and Israel's heavenly correspondent being or alter ego, a being who may also be identified with Michael/Melchizedek who is the Divine Name Angel. The hypothesis that towards the end of his life the distinction in Jesus' mind between himself and the Son of Man, his heavenly alter ego, began to collapse provides an economical and efficient explanation for Jesus' use of Danielic motifs in connection with his own anticipated suffering and hoped-for vindication. It has been shown how the concepts of action in parallel in heaven and on earth, and of resurrection interpreted as transformation into a supremely exalted heavenly being having custody of the Divine Name, together provide a conceptual framework within which many otherwise disconnected data may be marshalled into one intelligible whole. Finally, having now established with some degree of confidence the extraordinarily complex and potent content of resurrection faith, and its ideological origins, we turn, by way of a postscript, to a historical question of a different kind. What were the events that catalyzed the emergence of resurrection faith? What actually happened?
CHAPTER 10

THE EASTER EVENTS RECONSTRUCTED: SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

10.1   Reconstructing the Easter Events
The historical data permit very few specific conclusions. To doubt that Jesus came to Jerusalem with followers and was crucified would be perverse, but beyond this specific details are obscure. The kerygmatic tradition asserts Jesus' resurrection, and 1 Cor. 15.3-8 lists appearances – or probably amalgamates two lists of appearances – without any reference to date or location and without any indication whether the lists were believed by Paul (or anyone else) to be comprehensive. The gospels deliver an empty tomb tradition which is no part of the kerygma, is not in Paul, and was originally independent of the appearance stories. The appearance stories constitute a separate Gattung or species of story of indeterminate origin and uncertain purpose. As noted in chapter 2, these stories contain only one passing and probably redactional reference to an individual appearance to Peter, no reference to an appearance to James, and no mention of a large group appearance. There are accounts of appearances in Galilee and Jerusalem but no obvious indication of the way in which they are related. Nor is there any uniform understanding of the nature of the risen Christ. 

Commentators tend instinctively to harmonise, but the material is resistant. Insofar as there is a consensus view, it is probably that some or all of the male disciples fled or returned to Galilee, while the women remained behind in Jerusalem. The women then found the tomb empty, or found some other empty tomb, or sought but failed to find the body of Jesus. Meanwhile in Galilee, first Peter and then other disciples experienced 'appearances', some but not all of which were subsequently relocated to Jerusalem in the tradition. The disciples returned to Jerusalem where their tentative resurrection faith was confirmed by the story of the women.
 A Jerusalem-only tradition appears to be excluded, if only because it is hard to see why the disciples would have gone to back Galilee if 'appearances' had already taken place in Jerusalem. Wedderburn considers that, whatever else we say or think, we have to conclude that something happened in Jerusalem on the third day; and something else, later, somewhere in Galilee.
 The story of Mary Magdalene's protophany is problematic. If there was any such 'appearance', it would appear to have generated a tradition overtaken in creedal contexts by the competing tradition of a first appearance to Peter. Chilton describes the lack of any account of an appearance to Peter as a puzzling 'structural oddity'.
 

Those who argue that an appearance to Peter initiated a chain reaction of appearances to other individuals and groups may be right, but the connecting links are nowhere apparent. Relevant here might be Marxsen's sensitive distinction between (a) the significance of the testimony implicit in the secondary assertion that Peter had seen Jesus, and (b) Peter's own primary experience which (Marxsen suggests) was essentially his post-Easter discovery of renewed faith in Jesus of Nazareth.
 Marxsen's focus on faith rather than resurrection lends support to the theory that Peter's visionary 'seeing-of-Jesus-transformed' antedates Easter and could be the historical nucleus of what subsequently evolved into the story of the Transfiguration. The reports of Peter's post-Easter appearance may be elusive precisely because they originated not as Peter's own testimony, but as interpretations overlaid by others upon Peter's post-Easter experience of return to faith, one component of which may have been a reappraisal of the significance of a pre-Easter visionary understanding of Jesus as a transcendent heavenly being. There may have been a further post-Easter visionary experience associated with Peter, but the categorisation of his post-Easter experience of 'return to faith' as an 'appearance' could simply be a reflection of the later tradition's preference for 'seeing' over 'believing'. 

In reconstructing the events, the lack of adequate and coherent historical data is not so much the problem as it is an indication of the nature of the underlying reality. The fundamental error of all harmonizers is their 'soft' premise that the various visible competing traditions are component parts of a greater but invisible whole. This misunderstanding gives rise to futile attempts to fill in the historical gaps, whereas (to paraphrase Evans) the gaps are not in fact such as could be filled in by additional facts, for the very good reason that what have to be combined are not a number of scattered pieces from an originally single matrix, but a variety of separate expressions of Easter faith.
  Nevertheless, the paucity and fragmentary nature of the historical data do not in themselves constitute a bar to further progress in historical reconstruction because, as it was argued at the outset, the process of historical judgment presupposes the historian's present critically interpreted experience. It follows that data and warrants drawn from other disciplines and fields of inquiry may be able to contribute to the process of historical judgment. In particular, data and warrants drawn from the fields of social psychology and the history of religions have the potential to make a significant contribution to a reconstruction of the Easter events. 
10.2 Cognitive Dissonance and History of Religions Parallels
When there is fundamental conflict between what a person firmly believes to be true and experienced reality, an acute state of mental confusion and psychological trauma is engendered. Leon Festinger studied a North American sect whose central belief was that aliens from a UFO had revealed their intention to destroy the world on a given date.
 Festinger describes how, when the prophecy was falsified by the non-event, the sectaries modified their belief and argued that, while the earlier prophecy had been true, at the last minute the aliens had decided to spare the planet for the sectaries' sake. On the basis of this modified belief, proselytization resumed and the sect continued to flourish. Festinger's conclusion was that what he termed 'cognitive dissonance', that is conflict between firmly held beliefs and undeniable perceptions, can only be resolved by the modification of existing thoughts and beliefs or the invention of new ones. Logically, resolution is possible in any one of three ways: (a) the previously firmly-held belief may be abandoned as erroneous; (b) the perception of reality may be denied; or (c) the previous beliefs and thoughts may modified in such a way as to bring them into alignment with the perception of reality. In practice, (a) is too traumatic to contemplate and (b) is pathological. The outcome is therefore (c), that is, the modification of existing thoughts and beliefs or the invention of new ones.

Sabbatian messianism is a well-documented history of religions example of this mechanism.
 Encouraged by Nathan of Gaza, his visionary prophet, in December 1665 the mystic Shabbetai Tsevi proclaimed himself to be Messiah and king. Shabbetai and a handful of followers set sail from Smyrna for Constantinople, confidently expecting that the Sultan, once confronted, would immediately submit and surrender his crown. The messianic kingdom was to be inaugurated by the voluntary transfer of the Sultan’s power and authority to Shabbetai, who would then lead the triumphant return of the diaspora to  the Holy Land. 

The reality was rather different. On his arrival, Shabbetai was arrested. Offered the choice of death by impalement, or conversion to Islam, with the added benefit of a royal pension, Shabbetai converted. His apostasy might have been expected to lead to the swift and complete collapse of Sabbatism, but in the event aspects of the Sabbatist movement proved immune to the shock of external reality. The commitment to belief of some of his followers was too intense, genuine and deep-rooted to be denied. As a result, a process of rationalizing away the painful contradiction between continuing faith and apparent defeat set in. New beliefs and doctrines
 emerged to bridge the gap between inner experience and outer reality. Far from collapsing under the pressure of reality, Sabbatism survived and lingered on as a vestigial heterodox sect within Judaism well into the twentieth century. In this instance the cognitive dissonance was resolved (a) by a denial of reality, and (b) by the compensatory emergence of supplementary beliefs and doctrines.

Modern research into the cognitive aspects of decision-making has drawn attention to a number of other mechanisms and strategies for dealing with cognitive dissonance. Two, in particular, merit mention. These are (a) the impulse to proselytize and (b) the search for authorities to buttress and justify the change in belief. A marked feature of the flying saucer sect was the way in which, immediately after circumstances forced a modification of their beliefs, the sectaries resumed their proselytization, the access of new adherents serving to confirm the sectaries in the correctness of their modified beliefs. The search for legitimizing authority is a similar strategy for reducing dissonance. Segal draws attention to the primitive Christian community’s proselytization and search for proof texts to justify their new beliefs, commenting that 'First century Bible interpretation – whether midrash, pesher, typology or allegory – is at once a mechanism for reducing dissonance and a sectarian strategy for creating a new world…'
 Segal was considering primarily Pauline exegesis, but his point applies with equal force to the earliest community’s recourse to proof texts such as 2 Sam. 7.12-14, Pss. 110.1, 2.7, Gen. 22.18 and Pss. 22,31 and 69 as a means legitimizing and buttressing their emergent christology. 

The possibility that psychological necessity may have contributed to the emergence of post-Easter Christian beliefs was mooted as long ago as 1835 by Strauss in his Life of Jesus Critically Examined.
 Strauss was prescient in identifying exactly the same psychological processes as those later highlighted by Scholem in his study of the origins of Sabbatism, and by Festinger in the case of the UFO sect. Jesus’ followers were fervently committed to faith in the imminent coming of the kingdom or rule of God. 
 They held that they, with Jesus, would have a central place in that kingdom. They had invested everything in pursuit of this belief, abandoning occupations, homes and families; they were living in poverty, suffering hardship and enduring persecution for the sake of their absolute commitment to their kingdom-belief. This faith was too genuine and too deep-rooted to be abandoned, even when confronted by the undeniable reality of Jesus’ death. Strauss correctly perceived that this unendurably painful contradiction had somehow to be resolved. Since neither the validity of kingdom-faith nor the reality of Jesus’ death could be denied, resolution required the emergence of supplementary beliefs and new theological interpretations. 

With hindsight it can be seen that the materials were ready to hand. First and foremost there was the memory of Jesus' burning certainty concerning the coming kingdom of God and his own conviction of ultimate vindication expressed in terms drawn from Dan. 7. There was the well-known motif of the exaltation and vindication of the righteous man who suffers for his faith. There was the belief that the faithful martyr dead would be resurrected, possibly immediately, to honour and life in heaven. There was a belief that certain great historical heroes had by-passed Sheol and were now alive in the presence of God. There was belief in partial or general resurrection for judgment at the end of the age. Set against this ideological and symbolic background, the natural response to the suffering and death of Jesus, God's final and supremely righteous envoy, perhaps already suspected by some of his followers to be a transcendent heavenly being veiled in human form, would be to conclude, even without assistance from 'seeings' or 'appearances', that Jesus had been taken forthwith to be with God in heaven. In these circumstances and given this background, coupled with the inability to find the body, the emergence of the belief that God had raised Jesus from the dead is understandable: it served to reconcile the undeniably authentic experience of kingdom-faith with the brutal reality of Jesus’ sudden and unexpected demise.

10.3   Bereavement Hallucinations
The mention of bereavement hallucinations in connection with the emergence of resurrection faith is often regarded as an attempt to impose rationalising scepticism on the texts. The intention here is to impose only appropriate data. It will not be argued that all the 'appearances' of the risen Christ can simply be dismissed as (meaningless) bereavement apparitions. Nevertheless, the historian must take into consideration all the relevant data and warrants. These include modern social and medical research data which suggest that bereavement apparitions are a common phenomenon and that it is possible or even probable that they played some part in the emergence of resurrection faith. Hallucinations of the dead are a well-attested phenomenon
 and there is a considerable volume of modern research bearing on psychological responses to grief and recent bereavement. 

Hallucinatory perceptions of the dead, including visual apparitions or hallucinations of the deceased, are a common feature of bereavement.
 The evidence suggests that some 14% of bereaved spouses experience visual hallucinations of their deceased partner. Perceptions of the dead appear to be unconnected with mental disorder or any other underlying pathology. There is no evidence of any significant variation in the incidence of such perceptions by age, religious affiliation and social or occupational class.
 There are no theoretical reasons to suppose that the incidence will be dissimilar in the case of death of persons other than spouses – e.g. parents, homosexual partners, and friends or colleagues - with whom the deceased had particularly close emotional bonds. Nor are there any reasons to suppose that there are cross-cultural variations between developed and more primitive societies. Assuming (for want of evidence to the contrary) that the incidence in all close relationships is similar to that in spouses and that there are no significant cross-cultural variations, the probability of bereavement apparitions occurring among a small group of people sharing intense emotional bonds with a charismatic leader who suddenly and unexpectedly dies can be derived mathematically from the 14% incidence rate. 

These computations have been undertaken at the author's request by Frances Drever FRSS, a medical statistician. The results are surprising and to non-mathematicians may appear counter-intuitive. Drever's computations show that on the basis of an assumed incidence of 14%, and taking the case of a group of 20 persons (assumed to be representative of Jesus' entourage), the probability of there being no individual visual bereavement hallucination is 0.05 (5%) whilst the corresponding probability that one or more members of the group would experience an individual visual hallucination of their deceased leader is 0.95 (95%). In other words, it is overwhelmingly probable (95%) that one or more of the twenty persons would, in such a situation, experience a bereavement hallucination. The exact number who would actually have such an experience cannot be predicted, but the probability that the number will be between one and three is 0.64 (64%). To gain an idea of the sensitivity of the calculation to the input assumptions, it is found that if the group size is increased from twenty to thirty persons the probability of one or more having a bereavement hallucination increases to 0.99 (99%); if the group is reduced from twenty to ten the probability that one or more of the ten will experience a hallucination is 0.78 (78%). The death of Jesus gave rise to the kind of situation in which bereavement hallucinations occur. It follows that any hypothesis concerning the emergence of resurrection faith must be capable of accommodating the probability that one or more members of Jesus' immediate entourage experienced visual bereavement hallucinations.

10. 4   The Emergence and Retrojection of Normative Form and Content 

Some general conclusions are now possible. There must have been a period of considerable turbulence and confusion during the days, weeks and months following the death of Jesus. For his followers it would have been a time of extreme anxiety, intense questioning and urgent reappraisal, with many comings and goings between Jerusalem and Galilee (and, perhaps, elsewhere). Reports and rumours concerning comings-to-understanding/faith, individual visionary experiences and simple hallucinatory sightings of Jesus must have begun to circulate at a very early stage. These were no doubt modified in the telling and retelling and to some extent probably began to feed on themselves.
 These extraordinary experiences, and the associated questioning and searching of the scriptures and tradition for intimations of their significance, must have generated an atmosphere of extreme excitement and anticipation, the necessary precondition for one or more group ecstatic experiences interpreted as 'appearances' and at least one and possibly more instances of ecstatic mass-conversion or mass-prophetic behaviour.
 

It is suggested that this process led to the emergence of (a), a collective convention of regarding and referring to all events in this broad category as 'seeings' or 'appearances' of Jesus, and  (b), a collective understanding concerning the cognitive content and significance of the totality of these experiences, viz. that Jesus, the crucified martyr and supremely righteous envoy of God, had been vindicated by resurrection from among the dead and was now transformed into a transcendent heavenly being identified with the Son of Man of whom he had spoken. When Paul implies that his experience of the risen Christ must be regarded as ranking pari passu with the other experiences listed in 1 Cor. 15.5-7 both as to form and cognitive content (viz. that Jesus 'appeared' transformed into a glorious heavenly being who was Messiah, Lord and Son of God) he is not pleading, neither is he being dishonest or disingenuous. He is speaking to his own experience set in the context of an established kerygmatic tradition, whose contents and modes of expression had become formalized and tacitly accepted by all concerned as the best possible way of articulating in summary form the significance of their related but not necessarily identical original experiences.

The assertion that there were a variety of experiences which subsequently by common consent became brigaded under the general heading of 'appearances' requires amplification. Whatever the details, behind the Pentecost and the kerygmatic 'five hundred' traditions there must have been at least one large group 'appearance'. The tradition of an 'appearance' to a smaller group (the Twelve) is also strongly attested both in the kerygmatic tradition and in the appearance stories. Paul's personal testimony to his revelatory vision, and his belief that his experience ranked pari passu with that of the other witnesses, strongly suggests that at least some and probably many of the other individual 'appearances' were similar in character to his own. Marxsen is probably correct in holding that the cognitive core of Peter's protophany - whatever the actual circumstances and form – was arrived at by reflection on a visionary experience (or visionary experiences) and included a conversion or return to faith in the purpose of Jesus of Nazareth. Marxsen's view is that a resurrection 'appearance' generated two distinct but intertwined responses: looking forwards it involved commitment to the continuation of Jesus' purpose; looking backwards reflectively it generated the conviction that Jesus had been raised. It was this reflection on experience (an 'appearance') that generated belief in the event (the resurrection).
 

Whilst this must have been true in the case of bereavement hallucinations (which are recognitions without meaningful content) and was probably true in the case of the protophany and the other earliest experiences, as reports began to multiply other factors would have begun to come into play. In the case of the later 'appearances' it would already have been known that some disciples had had already had experiences which they were interpreting and articulating as 'appearances' of the risen Jesus transformed into a transcendent heavenly being. This could not but influence subsequent visionaries' interpretations of their own experiences. There would have a developed a tendency towards imitative interpretation. Wilckens, who held that the resurrection 'appearances' came ready-charged with their own inherent self-interpreting significance and functions,
 is therefore probably correct in the case of the later experiences, although perhaps for reasons other than those which he advances. An 'appearance' might seem to come 'out of the blue' so far as a particular visionary was concerned, and its meaning might appear to be inherent in the experience itself, whereas in reality both the vision and the meaning were probably conditioned by, and imitative of, other visions and 'appearances', reports of which were already circulating in the primitive community. 

10.5   The Emergence of Resurrection Faith: Summary of Conclusions
Examination of the empty tomb traditions and the appearance stories led to no positive conclusions other than that they have separate origins. There may be a nucleus of historicity in the form of a story of women seeking, but failing, to find the body of Jesus. The appearance stories contain undertones of anthropomorphic theophany, a motif possibly, but by no means necessarily, indicative of relatively late origins and a theologically sophisticated milieu. Paul's testimony as to the form and cognitive content of a 'resurrection appearance' is both the earliest and the only eye-witness testimony. Although not normative as to form and content, it must be accepted as probably representative of at least some of the other 'appearances', and as certainly representative of the collective understanding later assigned by the tradition to individual and group experiences, irrespective of their initial form and content.

The trajectories of the key christological concepts implicit in Paul's experience have been used to probe the Easter events. In the case of the concepts of Jesus as Lord and Son of God, there was evidence of both continuity and radical discontinuity, the latter taking the form of an attachment to the concepts of a new dimension of transcendent significance. There was no convincing evidence that Jesus ever regarded himself as the Messiah, or that during his lifetime he ever allowed his followers to attribute to him any such title or status. But there was clear evidence that after his death he came almost immediately to be proclaimed as the (crucified) royal Davidic Messiah. These developments are indicative of a major religious innovation. 

It has been argued throughout that the appropriate conceptual framework within which the processes generative of resurrection faith must be understood is that of the relationship between action in heaven and corresponding parallel action on earth. The concept of the Son of Man was assessed in the context of pervasive Jewish traditions of angelomorphic transformation and of an individual manlike heavenly intervener who was expected to come forward at the dawn of the eschaton to pronounce justice and rule thereafter. It has been argued that Jesus regarded the heavenly Son of Man as the transcendent messianic heavenly redeemer of Jewish apocalyptic tradition, his own and Israel's heavenly correspondent being, Michael/Melchizedek the divine Name angel, the enforcer of the coming Kingdom of God. 

Towards the end of his life, Jesus became aware that he faced suffering and even, possibly, death before the coming of the Kingdom in power. Under threat and in the context of mounting eschatological excitement, the boundaries in Jesus' own thinking between his own functions and identity and those of the Son of Man as the eschatological redeemer, boundaries which were always to some extent permeable, began to collapse. It was at this stage and for this reason, that Jesus began to speak of his own expected suffering and hoped-for vindication in terms of motifs derived from Dan. 7. He began to speak of the Son of Man as the Son of Man. It is against this background that the core cognitive content of Easter faith emerged. This was the conviction of Jesus' followers that Jesus had been taken / raised / exalted by God and transformed into a heavenly being. Jesus had become what he always had been, viz. the supremely exalted messianic heavenly redeemer and Son of Man who was to come to save the righteous, execute judgment on the wicked and rule thereafter. 

A necessary consequence of this identification was the retrojection of Jesus' newly perceived (or newly confirmed) heavenly messiahship into his lifetime: the earthly Jesus was now understood to have been what would formerly have been regarded as a contradiction in terms, viz. the crucified royal Messiah. Jesus' newly-perceived messiahship had the effect of opening the way for the immediate post-Easter binding together of the critically important concepts of Messiah, Lord and Son of God, the pre-condition for all subsequent christological development.

This thesis/hypothesis has considerable explanatory power. It explains how a non-messianic Jesus became, by virtue of the Easter events, confessed as the (crucified) royal Davidic Messiah. It explains not just that, but why Jesus used Danielic motifs in connection with his own anticipated vindication. It also facilitates the interpretation of a number of Jesus' visionary statements and opens the way for a re-examination of the Son of Man sayings against the possibility that there may be authentic sayings in each of Bultmann's three categories.  It also explains and justifies the probably very early (even ab initio) understanding of Jesus as the bearer of the Divine Name, the Pauline collapsing of the functions of the Spirit into those of the risen Christ, and the identification of Jesus with the hypostatic Wisdom and Word of God.

Finally, it has been shown that although there can be no exact reconstruction of the Easter events along the lines of 'who experienced or understood what and when', some general conclusions are possible. The key interpretive concepts and symbols were already available in the Judaisms of the late second-Temple period. There are enlightening history of religions parallels and there is modern research-based sociological and psychological evidence, all of which tend strongly to the support the conclusion that the emergence of resurrection faith was an understandable interpretive response on the part of Jesus' followers to the totality of their experience of both his life and his unexpected death.

_____________________________
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SAYINGS CONCERNING THE COMING SON OF MAN





(1-3) Mark 13.26f.(D) = Luke 21.27 (D)= Matt. 24.30f.(D)


The SM comes with clouds with great power and glory and sends out angels and gathers the elect from the ends of the earth (Luke omits the angels and the gathering, but supplies the gathering at 17.24, see below).


(3-6) Mark 14.62 (D) = Luke 22.69 (D) = Matt. 26.64 (D)


The SM will be seen seated at the right hand of the Power and coming with clouds of heaven. Luke has the SM seated at RH ‘from now’ and omits the ‘coming’. Matt. follows Mark.


(7-9) Mark 8.38 par. Luke 9.26 ≈ Matt. 16.27f 


 The SM will come in glory with angels and some will be ashamed. Judgment is implicit. Matt. omits being ashamed but adds the SM repaying everyone for what they have done. 


 (10) Q 12.8f. par. Matt. 10.32f.                      


 The SM acknowledges and denies before the angels those who have acknowledged and denied him. Judgment is explicit and takes place before the angels.


(11-12) Q 17.22- 37 par. Matt. 24.26-41


The days of the SM. The SM will be revealed. He will come like lightning, sudden and highly visible. The SM will ‘take’ some and leave others. Matt. defers the ‘gathering’ to 24.31, see above 1-3.


The days of the SM are like those of Noah. Sudden. Unexpected. Cataclysmic. Matt. adds the taking of some and not others.


(13-14) Q 11.30 par. Matt. 12.40


The (earthly) SM is a sign like Jonah. But judgment is coming. The Queen of the South will accuse this generation at the judgment. Matt. links idea of the SM being in the earth 3 days and nights to Jonah in the whale. 


(15-16) Q 12.40 per. Matt. 24.44


The coming of the SM will be unexpected like a thief (in the night).


(17) Matt. 10.23


The SM will come soon ‘before you have gone through the towns of Israel’.


 (18) Matt. 13.41


The SM will send his angels to root out of his kingdom and destroy the wicked (i.e. there is judgment). The righteous will shine like the sun.


(19) Matt.  25.31 (c.f. Matt. 19.28, 1 Enoch 45.3 etc.)


The SM comes in glory, with all his angels, sits on a judgment throne, and judges/separates.


(20) Luke 21.36 


In the end times the disciples will stand before the SM: judgment implicit. 


(21) Luke 18.8b


The SM will come. The context is judgment.


(22) John 1.51


You will see heavens opened and the angels of God ascending and descending on the SM.


(23) John 3.13


No one has ascended into heaven except the one who descended, the SM.


(24) John 5.27 (c.f. 1 Εn. 69.27)


The Father gives the Son authority to act as judge because he is the SM.


(25) John 6.62


'What if you were to see the SM ascending to where he was before …'





The SM ascends to where he was before.
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