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Where (More Precisely) is it Written about  
the Son of Man’s Rejection? 

Mark 9:12b—a Midrash upon Daniel 4 and 7?1

Eugene E. Lemcio 
Seattle Pacific University

kai\ pw~j ge/graptai e0pi\ to\n ui9o\n tou~ a0nqrw/pou 
i#na polla\ pa/qh| kai\ e0coudenhqh~|;2

“And how has it been written about the son of man 
that he suffer many things and be rejected?”

Abstract
I argue the novel thesis that Jesus, a gospel tradent, or Mark 
himself used the midrashic techniques of gezerah shavah (“equal 
decree”) and heqesh (“comparison”) to create a “text” comprised 
of statements in Dan 4 and 7 where “rejection” and “Son of Man” 
occur. In the former, the vocabulary of deposing the “beastly” 
King Nebuchadnezzar and the “historical” raising up of a re-
jected person to replace him is matched in the latter by identical 
terminology of deposing an eschatological-mythic beast/king 
and of raising up of a son of man (a human figure of some kind). 
Although the case can be made from the Aramaic of both pas-
sages (Dan 4:14[17] and 7:13–14), it is more easily accomplished 

1 The seeds of this study germinated during the Michaelmas Term of 2003 in Oxford, when I was 
visiting fellow at New College, which provided accommodation for my wife and me, meals, and 
access to the Senior Common Room in one of academe’s most lovely settings. I am grateful, too, 
for the College’s generosity in granting me lodging and Senior Common Room privileges for a 
week in October, 2004. I am also deeply grateful to members of the Graduate Forum at Trinity 
Western University in Langley, British Columbia, for engaging the argument on November 1, 
2012, so that the plant could reach its present level of maturity. Dr. Dorothy Peters and Prof. Kent 
Clarke (with his wife, Lauren) could not have been more hospitable during my visit there. My 
colleague and friend, Prof. Robert W. Wall commented on an earlier draft of this typescript.

2 Novum Testamentum Graece (eds. E. Nestle-Kurt and Barbara Aland; 27th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche 
Bibelgesellschaft, 1998). Variations in the spelling of e0coudenei~n do not affect its meaning. 
Although I am committed to gender neutral language, I maintain “Son of Man” because it has 
become a quasi-“Christological” term. I offer my own understanding of the expression within the 
article.
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with the vivid expansion of pattern and of vocabulary in the 
LXX of 4:28[31]—which mirrors 7:13–14 even more closely. The 
clause “suffering much/many things” will be treated separately 
in an excursus, since it does not belong to the delimited scope of 
this article and because my proposals here are more suggestive 
than part of a sustained argument.

Introduction
All scholars agree that no text exists, per se, explicitly associating “Son of Man,” 
suffering, and rejection. Table 1 displays the situation with regard to the two most 
likely sources regularly cited.

Table 1. The Son of Man’s Rejection and Suffering

ll. Isaiah 53:3 Daniel 4:14[17] and 4:28[31] Daniel 7:13 Mark 9:12b
1 כבר אנׁש

w(j ui9o\j 
a0nqrw/pou
as a son of man

t. ui9o\n t. 
a0nqrw/pou
the son of man

2 polla\ pa/qh| 
suffer many things

3 נבזה וחדל איׁשים
 
He was despised and 
rejected of men

h0tima/sqh k. ou0k 
e0logi/sqh
he was dishonored and  
he was not esteemed

ׁשפל אנׁשים
e0coude/nhma 
a0nqrw/pwn (Q)
a rejected of men (4:14[17])

 
e0couqenhme/nw| 
a0nqrw/pw| (OG)
to a rejected man (4:28[31])

e0coudenhqh|~
 
be rejected/despised

Among those who argue for the greater implicit influence on this verse of Isa 533 
or Dan 7,4 none has referred to the passages from Dan 4, where the terms ׁשפל and 
a form of e0coudenei~n actually occur—just two chapters away from Dan 7. In p967, 

3 Rikki E. Watts advocates Isa 53 in Isaiah’s New Exodus in Mark (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2000), 
260–262. Although the terminology of rejection appears in the Hebrew of Isa 53 [ חדל], it does 
not do so in the LXX. Rather, the words are e0logi/sqh (“he was dis-counted/not reckoned/dis-
regarded”) and h0tima/sqh (“he was dis-honored”). 

4 Morna Hooker famously contended against Isa 53 in Jesus and the Servant (London: SPCK, 1959), 
94. She argues for the exclusive influence of Dan 7: The Son of Man in Mark (London: SPCK, 1967), 
132–134. Both Watts and Hooker also treat in depth the three more usual “passion predictions” 
(8:31; 9:31; 10:33–34) and 10:45.
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the earliest witness to date for the Old Greek (ca. 200 C.E.), chs. 4 and 7 are back-
to-back—bringing the common pattern and the largely identical technical vocabu-
lary within sighting (and citing) range of each other.5 Instead, scholars usually point 
to Ps 22:6 (LXX 21:7) as a possible source for the terminology of rejection—though 
it lacks any mention of “Son of Man.” In what follows, I shall define two critical 
terms, describe their use, and provide detailed evidence to support my thesis.

Definitions and Use: “Son of Man” and “Midrash”
“Son of Man”
Although my argument does not depend on it in a lock-step manner, I agree with 
John Bowker and others that “son of man” is not simply a freely-interchangeable 
synonym for “human.” Rather, it appears in contexts where the downside of hu-
man experience is in view.6 Thus, one could translate “son of man” as “frail/vulner-
able human.”7 That the source of this expression in Mark is primarily Dan 7:13–14 
rather than Ezekiel (occurring scores of time throughout) or certain Psalms (8:4 or 
80:[17]18 [=LXX 79:16, 18]) is probable because terms such as “authority” [e0cousi/a], 

“glory” [do/ca], and “kingdom” [basilei/a] (2:10; 8:38–9:1; 13:26) are associated with 
it. In Dan 7:13–14, the theme about the elevation of a “person” to royal status and to 
political power is recounted in the Aramaic and in both Greek translations.8 How-
ever, we regard the son of man figure (possibly a collective symbol for loyal Israel 
under attack,9 the people’s human [messianic] representative,10 or their heavenly 
angelic patron11), we should distinguish between his identity and his status—before 
and after. This point is nearly always missed because interpreters focus on the end 

5 Der Septuaginta-Text Des Buches Daniel (ed. Angelo Geissen; Bonn: Rudolf Habelt Verlag 
GMBH, 1968). http://www.uni-koeln.de/phil-fak/ifa/NRWakademie/papyrologie/PTheol2.html. 
Alongside this, I am using two critical texts of the LXX: Septuaginta (ed. Alfred Rahlfs; 7th 
ed.; Stuttgart: Wuerttembergische Bibelanstalt, 1962) and Susanna. Daniel. Bel et Draco (eds. J. 
Ziegler and O. Munnich; 2nd ed.; Goettingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1999). For the most 
recent translation into Greek, see A New English Translation of the Septuagint [NETS] (eds. Albert 
Pietersma and Benjamin E. Wright; Oxford: University Press, 2007).

6 John Bowker, “The Son of Man,” JTS n.s.28 (1977): 19–48. For the history of this interpretation, 
see Delbert Burkett, The Son of Man Debate. A History and Evaluation (SNTSMS 107; Cambridge: 
University Press, 1999), 14–17.

7 Eugene E. Lemcio, “‘Son of Man,’ ‘Pitiable Man,’ ‘Rejected Man’: Equivalent Expressions in the 
Old Greek of Daniel,” TB 56.1 (2005): 43–60.

8 For the Masoretic Text (MT), I have used Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia [HB] (eds. K. Elliger and 
W. Rudolph; 3rd rev ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1997). Here I differ with those who 
would regard this instance as simply another example of the reversal of status (rich and poor, high 
and low) common throughout the Bible. My point is that Dan 4 and 7 (and the book as a whole) 
stress the political nature of this turning of the tables.

9 Burkett, Son of Man Debate, 36–37, 48–49.
10 Burkett, Son of Man Debate, 25–26.
11 John J. Collins, A Commentary on the Book of Daniel (Minneapolis, Minn.: Fortress, 1993), 10, 

317–318; Christopher Rowland, “Apocalyptic Literature,” in It is Written: Scripture Citing Scripture. 
Essays in Honour of Barnabas Lindars (eds. D. A. Carson and H. G. M. Williamson; Cambridge: 
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of the scene rather than on the narrative action prior to it. After stripping four 
beast-kings (and their minions) of power, an Ancient of Days gives to a kingdom-
less figure a dominion that he did not previously possess. The Enthroned One 
grants someone a status and an authority that he did not earlier enjoy. A heretofore 
in-glorious entity is endowed with newly-found “weight” and luminosity.12

Midrash
According to David Instone-Brewer’s contribution to an encyclopedia on midrash, 
the technique of gezerah shavah (“equal decree”) “uses a shared word or phrase 
in order to suggest a link between two verses, even if they are concerned with 
completely different subjects.” A related procedure, heqesh (“comparison”), “tends 
to link texts by means of a common subject rather than just a common word or 
phrase, and it does not always have to link a specific text.”13

Now, it may seem odd that, in a study including the Greek translations, one 
should be talking about midrash. Do we not usually associate this practice with 
Aramaic and Hebrew speakers on Palestinian territory? Was not the LXX trans-
lated in Egypt (Alexandria) for the hellenistic Jewish Diaspora of the Eastern 
Mediterranean? My answer is yes to the first query and a qualified no to the sec-
ond. In my view, the matter needs to be dealt with more nuance.

More often than not, “Second Temple Judaism” excludes “Hellenistic Judaism,” 
which is regularly reserved for Greek-speaking Diaspora Judaism. Rarely does 
either expression embrace Greek-speaking Judaism on Palestinian soil. This re-
mains largely the case despite the lip-service paid to the indisputable fact that the 
region had been Hellenized (with varying degrees of effort and of success) for 
three centuries, both in Galilee and in Judea (including Jerusalem), by the time 
that Jesus and the earliest Christians had appeared on the scene.14

University Press, 1988), 176; and Rowland, The Open Heaven. A Study of Jewish Apocalyptic in 
Judaism and Christianity (New York: Crossroad, 1982), 180–183. 

12 The point about elevation of a subordinate figure to higher status and perquisites holds, even 
though p967 reads that “one like a son of man was coming and as [w9j rather than e#wj (“unto”)] 
an Ancient of Days was present.” Although compared to an Ancient of Days in some ways (pre-
cisely which are contested), he was unlike him in others—especially in that his resultant, upgraded 
status was derivative and not original. Although Benjamin Reynolds does not make this point, see 
his full treatment of the phenomena and of the literature, both primary and secondary, in “The 

‘One Like a Son of Man’ According to the Old Greek of Daniel 7,13-14,” Biblica (2008): 70–80.
13 “The Theology of Hermeneutics,” in The Midrash: An Encyclopedia of Biblical Interpretation in 

Formative Judaism (eds. Jacob Neusner and Alan J. Avery Peck; Leiden: Brill, 2004), 2–3. These 
page numbers come only from a pre-publication sample, as I have not yet been able to get access 
to the work in its entirety.

14 A mountain of evidence in support of this view has been marshaled by Martin Hengel, chiefly 
through his magisterial work, Judaism and Hellenism. Studies of the Encounter in Palestine in the 
Early Hellenistic Period (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1975). Lesser-known is the author’s smaller sur-
vey of the 300-year gap between this and the Bar Kochba revolt, The ‘Hellenization’ of Judaea in 
the First Century After Christ (London: SCM, 1989; repr. Eugene, Oreg.: Wipf and Stock, 2003). 
Before Hengel, Jan Nicolaas Sevenster had come to similar conclusions: Do You Know Greek? 
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Of course, the relevant issue has to do with Jesus’ use of Greek—both in con-
versation and in teaching. Although he argues that Jesus at least on some occa-
sions spoke in the language, Joseph Fitzmyer doubts that he taught in it.15 Since 
Fitzmyer does not support his doubts with contrary evidence and argument, I 
would like to adduce some of both to suggest at least a possibility. Two of Jesus’ 
disciples bore Greek names: Andrew and Philipp (cf. Mark 3:18 and the other 
three gospels). Jesus’ teachings, if not sometimes originally conveyed in Greek also, 
would soon have taken on a bilingual character, if Acts can be trusted. The Mother 
Church in Jerusalem was home to Jewish converts, both Aramaic/Hebrew- and 
Greek-speaking (6:1–7). So although it is beyond the scope of this paper to at-
tempt an historical reconstruction of Jesus’ life or the transmission history of his 
teachings, I do want to propose that it is probable that the midrashim could have 
been performed in either or both languages. The following data seem to provide 
ample evidence of such techniques being used of these chapters at Mark 9:12b or 
of the tradition behind it—whichever the language.

Analysis of Chapters 4 and 7 in the Aramaic and in Greek
In the Aramaic
Table 2. Shared Vocabulary in Daniel 4 and 7 (MT) 

ll. DANIEL 4 DANIEL 7
1 dream ([18]15 ,[5]2) חלם (1) חלם dream
2 חזוי visions of חזה vision
3 “Beastly” King Nebuchadnezzar (29[32]) Four Beasts = Four Kings (17–18)
4 ([32]29 ,[23]20)חיות animals/beasts of animals/beasts (3) חיון
5 like a lion (4) כאריה
6 גפין wings
7 like eagles ([33]30) כנׁשרים eagle (3) נׁשר
8 a rejected of men ([17]14) ׁשפל אנׁשים as a son of man (13) כבר אנׁש
9 he gives her יתננה he was given (14) יהיב
10 in/over human kingdoms במלכּות אנוׁשא מלכּו kingdom
11 ׁשלטן authority
12 glory יקר

In ll. 1–2, identical vocabulary introduces the genre as dream and vision. Line 3 
illustrates the royal nature of the protagonists—in the case of Dan 4, the “histori-
cal” king Nebuchadnezzar. In ch. 7, four eschatological kings—the last being given 

(Leiden: Brill, 1968). Alan R. Millard takes up the matter in Reading and Writing in the Time of 
Jesus (New York: New York University Press, 2000).

15 See his short but heavily-documented popular article, “Did Jesus Speak Greek?,” BAR 18/5 
(October 1992): 58–63, 76–77. The latter two pages consist solely of footnote references to primary 
and secondary material.



CANADIAN THEOLOGICAL REVIEW  –  volume 1 / issue 2

6

special attention. Each side is associated with animal imagery: natural in the case 
of the Babylonian sovereign (ch. 4: ll. 4 & 7), unnatural with regard to ch. 7 (ll. 4–7). 
The main difference between them is that the king’s animality follows his deposi-
tion, whereas that of the four rulers precedes their downfall. The King’s physical 
condition in this altered state is an inverted and pitiful contrast with the features 
of the fourth beast (11th horn).

Throughout ch. 4, the point is made repeatedly that God rules human king-
doms and gives them to whomever he wills (vv. 17, 25–26, 32, 34–35). As a demon-
stration of this sovereignty, which both Nebuchadnezzar and the beast-kings re-
fuse to recognize, the Most High and the Ancient of Days punish their hubris by, 
on the one hand, removing their royal power and, on the other, replacing them 
with unlikely candidates: a despised/rejected person (ch. 4) and a subordinate one 
(ch. 7), a frail, vulnerable human. (This is the only case where similar rather than 
identical language is used.) In both instances, a kingdom is granted to each. Chap-
ter 7’s is fuller by adding that authority and glory are also given. Thus, the overall 
pattern of political reversal is exact, the vocabulary being identical in every case 
except one, where it is similar in nature.

In the Greek
Table 3. Shared Vocabulary in Daniel 4 and 7 (OG)

ll. DANIEL 4 DANIEL 7
1 o9ra/matoj (25[28], 20[23]) of a vision o#rama (1, 13) vision
2 u3pnw| (10[13]) in sleep u#pnon (2) sleep
3 “Beastly” King Nabouchodonosor Four Beasts = Four Kings (17–18)
4 qhri/wn (30b[33]) of animals/beasts qhri/a (3–7) animals/beasts
5 w(sei/ as w[sei (4) as
6 le/ontoj of a lion le/aina lioness
7 pte/rugej (not in Q) wings ptera/ wings
8 a)etou~ (not in Q) of an eagle a)etou~ of an eagle

9 ECOUQENHMENW ANQRWPW (28[31])
to a despised man

WS UIOS ANQRWPOU (13)
as a son of man

10 di/dotai, dw/sei
it is being given, 
he will give e)do/qh (14) it was given

11 basilei-, Cf. (27–29[30–32, 34]) kingdom(s) basilei/a kingdom
12 e)cousi/an (28[31]): 2x authority e)cousi/a authority
13 doc- : 2x glory do/ca glory

14 a)fh/|rhtai
has been taken 
away ou) mh\ a)rqh~| 

will never be taken 
away

The same is true in the Old Greek for chs. 4 and 7, except to say that there is 
much more of the same. The greater fullness appears in two sections: that of the 
animal features (ll. 4–8) and in the transfer of royal prerogatives (ll. 10–14) from 
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the powers that be (Nabouchodonosor and the four beast-kings) to a despised/
rejected and lesser individual (ll. 3, 9). Once again, the pattern and terminology 
are identical, the only exceptions being the parallel expressions in those deposed 
and in those elevated, where there is similarity.

That fullness is most evident when Q (which follows the Aramaic) is set along-
side the OG as in Table 4 (and NETS translation below it):

Table 4. Daniel 4 in the Old Greek and Theodotion.

ll. THEOD. [foll. MT] (Dan 4:14[17]) OG (Dan 4:14[17])
1 basilei/aj e0cousi/an
2 ku/rioj ku/rion
3 w{| o#sa
4 e)a\n e)a\n
5 do/ch| qe/lh|
6 dw/sei poiei~n
7 au)th/n au)toi~j
8 k. ECOUDENHMA ANQRWPWN
9 a)nasth/sei ei)j au)th/n

THEOD. [foll. MT] (Dan 4:29[32]) OG (Dan 4:28[31])

10 h( Basilei/a Babulw~noj a)fh/|rhtai/ sou k. 
e(te/rw| di/dotai,

11 ECOUQENHMENW ANQRWPW e)n t. 
oi!kw| sou:

12 i)dou\ e)gw\ kaqi/sthmi au)to\n e)pi\ t. 
basilei/aj sou

13 k. t. e)cousi/an sou k. t. trufh/n sou 
paralh/myetai,

14 e#wj ou{ gnw~|j o#ti kurieu/ei 
o( u#yistoj

o#pwj e)pignw~|j o#ti e)cousi/an e!xei 
o( qeo\j t. ou)ranou~ [<qro/nou sou>]

15 t. basilei/aj t. a)nqrw/pwn, e)n th~| basilei/a| t. a)nqrw/pwn,
16 k. w|{ e)a\n do/ch|, dw/sei au)th/n. k. w{| e0a\n bou/lhtai dw/sei au)th/n:

17 e#wj de\ h(li/ou a)natolh~v basileu\j
e#teroj eu0franqh/setai e)n t. oi!kw| sou 

18 k. krath/sei t. do/chj sou 
19 k. t. i)sxu/oj sou k. t. e)cousi/aj sou.

The following provides a rendering for ll. 10–19 (the underlined expressions cor-
responding to ll. 9–14 of Table 3):

O king Nabouchodonosor, to you it is said: The kingdom of 
Babylon has been taken away from you and is being given to 
another, a contemned [sic] person [e0couqenhme/nw| a0nqrw/pw|] 
in your house. Lo, I establish him over your kingdom, and he 
will receive your authority and your glory and your luxury so 
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that you may recognize that the God of heaven has authority in 
the kingdom of humans and he will give it to whomever he 
desires. Now, by sunrise, another king will rejoice in your house 
and will take your glory and your power and your authority.

It should be noted that this can be a dynamic phenomenon. Nabouchodonosor 
was himself implicitly rejected, having been not only deposed from his throne but 
lowered to the level of an irrational animal—more exaggerated in the OG. Nev-
ertheless, once the King had repented by acknowledging God’s rule, both his rea-
son (humanity) and his kingship were restored (each step expanded by the OG). 
Thus, one is not stuck in either condition. Its fluidity and conditionality provide a 
caution against presumption. The king can be a figure for subsequent tyrants, even 
for “the vilest offender.”

Consequently, might we not have enough warrants to find here the very texts 
(in both Aramaic and Greek), joined by midrashic technique, upon which Jesus, a 
tradent, or Mark himself drew to claim that the son of man is to be rejected? If so, 
what is the larger theological context that provided the “glue” between the pas-
sages? Broadly speaking, it is the case that Dan 7 envisions the full and final ex-
pression of the political turning of the tables that has been happening throughout 

“history,” especially as this is epitomized by the encounters between Daniel (with 
his three friends—regularly identified as from among the captives) and the Baby-
lo-Persian powers. In a forthcoming study, I argue that the experiences of the 
former function as the “historical” signs of the future glimpsed by the Seer—the 
lens through which the age to come can be viewed.16

More narrowly focused on Mark, what is the answer to the question (whether 
posed with reference to Aramaic or to Greek): “Why is the son of man to be re-
jected? Why should this be so?” Because God must demonstrate once and for all 
eschatologically that which has been the case since the beginning: that God rules 
human kingdoms and gives them to whomever the Almighty wills, even to a re-
jected person, even to a certain Jesus of Nazareth.17 He is to be rejected so that 

16 Eugene E. Lemcio, “Daniel and the Three (Principally in the Old Greek): ‘Historical’ Signs of the 
Eschatological Son of Man and Saints of the Most High, with an Excursus: Daniel (in the Old 
Greek) as an ‘Historical’ Sign of the Eschatological Ancient of Days?”

17 The late C. F. D. Moule took every opportunity to point out that “Son of Man” becomes definite 
in the singular for the first time in the New Testament, where the article acts as a mild demonstra-
tive. For the technical treatment of the grammar, see his An Idiom-Book of New Testament Greek 
(2nd ed.; Cambridge: University Press, 1963), 111. Professor Moule’s latest application to the son 
of man question appears in The Origin [sic] of Christology (Cambridge: University Press, 1977), 13. 
On the lips of Jesus (or at the tip of Mark’s “pen”), the message is, “If you want to know what this 
son of man is about, go back to that son of man in Daniel 7.” Whether or not one agrees with his 
suggestion about the articular usage, s/he must still give some account of this dramatic shift. So 
far as the protocanonical literature is concerned, the same is true of the singular (the absolute) for 

“christ” and “son of God.” The former is articular at LXX Dan 9:26, though not in Q.
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God can raise him up, finally turning the tables on the conventional political 
wisdom that has previously ordered human community.

Excursus: to suffer many things
Although my title limits me to relating son of man and rejection, I want to explore 
the possibility that the Danielic text, despite protests to the contrary, has more to 
say about suffering than meets the eye—particularly if one allows the testimony 
of the OG. However, should this approach fail to satisfy, I have a second, quite 
different suggestion to offer. 

As nearly everyone notes, pa/sxein in Mark is limited to 8:31 and 9:12b. Fur-
thermore, the vocabulary of suffering is not formalized in the Old Testament. This 
is largely the case in Tanak. Regarding the Greek, scholars routinely cite the ver-
dict of the TDNT: “Neither the statements on the problem of suffering in Job, the 
many sayings about the sufferings of the righteous in the Psalter, nor the interpre-
tation of the suffering of the ‘Ebed Yahweh in Dt. Is. are related to the word 
pa/sxw . . . in the LXX.”18 Although the Servant of the Lord experiences suffering 
throughout Isa 53, the technical terminology for it is not employed. According to 
Hatch and Redpath, only six instances occur in the Protocanonicals out of twenty-
two altogether.19 In the Deuterocanon, most examples appear in 2 and 4 Macca-
bees, where the context concerns bearing witness in the face of torture and death. 
This suffering stems from the people’s sins, being successfully endured only be-
cause of the martyrs’ training in godliness (=eu0se/beia).20

An analogous situation is to be found in the Greek New Testament. Again, 
Michaelis observes, “In keeping with the sparse use in the HT or LXX . . . pa/sxw 
is never used in OT quotations or allusions.”21 Not to be found in the Fourth 
Gospel, it is rare in the Catholic Letters. However, the author of 1 Peter employs 
it twelve times, where the vocabulary of suffering matches the experience of suffer-
ing. None occurs in the Johannine Letters or in Hebrews. There is but a single 
instance in Rev 2:10. Michaelis, in surveying the Pauline literature, reports that the 
apostle “does not use it in the lists of sufferings in 1 C. 4:11 ff.; 2 C. 6:4 ff.; 11:23 ff.; 
4:8ff.”22

18 Wilhelm Michaelis, “pa/sxw,” TDNT 5: 907–908.
19 A Concordance to the Septuagint (eds. E. Hatch and H. A. Redpath; vols. II–III; Graz, AU: 

Akademische Druck - u. Verlagsanstalt, 1975), 1103. They are Esth 9:26; Amos 6:6; Ezek 16:5; Zech 
11:5; Dan 11:7; and Job 41:9. The latter two citations are problematic, in my judgment, because the 
Daniel verse does not contain any form of the verb or noun; and the pa/qwsin in Job is textually 
doubtful. So, we are left with even fewer instances.

20 2 Macc 7:18, 32; 4 Macc 9:8, 10:10. It is not clear in every instance whether or not the martyrs 
include themselves among the sinners.

21 Michaelis, TDNT, 912.
22 Michaelis, TDNT, 912.
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With this survey in mind, I return to Daniel. Because pa/sxein does not appear 
in this book either, some (mainly) Anglo-American interpreters have attempted 
to link the experience of suffering by the Holy Ones (or “Saints,” their preferred 
term) of the Most High in ch. 7 with one like a son of man, whom these scholars 
regard as the Saints’ collective symbol. (He has no independent existence outside 
of the vision.) However, the researchers who take this route (and those who criti-
cize them for it) limit themselves to the vocabulary and the dynamics of the Ara-
maic (which Table 5 [on the next page] displays in translation). They point to the 
three explanations (lines 13–18) given for the rewarding of the Saints because of 
their loyalty to the Most High, despite assaults by the fourth beast. The same or 
similar vocabulary is used in the original vision for the endowment of one like a 
son of man with the attributes of political rule. Being “awarded damages” for the 
Saints’ suffering is collectively symbolized by (the) son of man’s receiving a virtu-
ally identical legacy for undergoing his (implied) ordeal.23

However, if Jesus, a transmitter of the domical tradition, or Mark himself ap-
pealed to the OG for his written text, then two moves by the translator may have 
contributed to such an interpretation (although one cannot claim, without further 
ado, that this is what the author intended in Aramaic). I have in mind the inser-
tion of 8c into the opening vision and in the modification of v. 27 in the third ex-
planation (lines 6 and 13). Thus, barely four verses before one like a son of man 
comes upon the scene in v. 13, the OG translator added that the mightiest horn of 
the fourth beast “was making war against the Holy Ones” [e0poi/ei po/lemon pro\j 
t. a9gi/ouj] a near replica of v. 21 in the dream’s second explanation: po/lemon 
sunista/menon [joining/waging war] pro\j t. a9gi/ouj.

By asserting that the clause intrudes upon the dynamics of the vision, Collins24 
does not even consider the possibility that a literary (albeit, clumsy) theological 
motive could have been at work here—that is, leading the reader to associate 
God’s Holy Ones/Saints and son of man more closely from the outset (line 6). 
Furthermore, in the third and final interpretation of the original vision at v. 27 
(line 13), the Most High grants the kingdom, the authority, and the majesty to “a 
holy people of the Most High”: law~| a9gi/w| u9yi/stou. This enables one to infer 
that the earlier drama—in the OG—had not been about the holy, heavenly pa-
trons of God’s earthly people (as Collins and Rowland working with the Aramaic 
alone would have it25) but about the people per se.26

If this suggestion does not satisfy, another (potentially even more contested) 

23 Burkett, Son of Man Debate, 35–37, 48–49.
24 Collins, Daniel Commentary, 299 n. 199.
25 Collins and Rowland, see n. 11 above.
26 Strictly speaking, in the Greek translations, “holy” never explicitly modifies the word, “angel.” 

Furthermore, adjectival forms of the root ag- occur four times in the OG (three in Q) with the 
people of God: Israhl t. a#gio/n sou at 3:35 [also Q but not MT]; t. laou~ t. h9giasme/nou at 
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route that might be taken is to understand pa/sxein altogether differently; here I 
stand as a minority of one. First, there is something awkward in the narrative logic 
at Mark 9:12b of suffering’s preceding rejection. Unless I am being hopelessly 
prosaic, should not suffering come after rejection rather than before? Second, this 
leads me to wonder whether the other not uncommon meaning of pa/sxein is at 
work here: “to experience” or “undergo.” Our text would then read, “And how has 
it been written about the son of man that he should undergo many things and be 
rejected?”27

Although the latter proposal removes the need to find a text for the Son of 

4:19[22], but without parallels in Q or MT; dh~mon a#gion at 8:24 [lao\n in Q]; and laou~ a9gi/ou at 
12:7 [Q has laou~ h9giasme/nou].

27 That there is something of an analogy in English (and perhaps other languages) is reflected in 
expressions such as, “Suffer [allow, permit] the little children to come unto me”; and “She suffered 
[experienced] a severe blow to her head.” And it might be time to engage in a more comprehen-
sive conversation about “suffering” per se. What do we mean by it, precisely? Is it necessarily an 
experience of pain—whether physical, emotional, or spiritual? May we need to look behind such 
symptoms to the root causes: the loss of control over health, wealth, security, finances, interper-
sonal relations, career, the course of one’s life, etc.?

Table 5. “Son of Man” in Daniel 7: Vision & Interpretation(s)
MH=the Most High, HO=the Holy Ones/Saints, HOMH=the Holy Ones/Saints of the MH

ll. Original Vision Explanation #1 Explanation #2 Explanation #3
1 4 Beasts (2-7) 4 kingdoms (17)
2 4th Beast 4th Beast (19-20) 4th Kingdom (23)
3 10 horns 10 Kings (24)
4 11th horn (8) 11th horn 11th King
5 speaking mightily
6 making war against HO  

(8c LXX)
waging war  
against HO (21)

7 speaking mighty words (11) speak words (25)
8 against MH
9 wear out/oppress HOMH

10 try changing times & law
11 conquering them temporarily successful
12 Ancient of Days [AD] judges (9-10) AD judges (22) court sits & acts (26)
13

one like a son of man (13) HOMH (18) HOMH
People of HOMH (27)
Holy people of MH (LXX)

14 given receive & possess possess given
15 authority authority
16 glory
17 kingship kingdom kingdom kingdom
18 universal service/worship universal service/worship
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Man’s suffering in Daniel (or anywhere else), it obliges me to search for a text—or 
pretext—that would identify those more comprehensive experiences. Were I to 
hazard an educated guess, I would suggest (as I do in the essay cited in n. 16, 
above) that the entire career of Daniel and of his friends is an “historical” sign of 
the eschatological Son of Man and Saints of the Most High. I claim this because 
the pattern and the vocabulary of their progressive political elevation in chs. 1–3 
and 5-6, despite their status as captives and the threats of death from the powers 
that be, match the pattern and the terminology of ch. 7.


