Miszelle

Objekttyp:  Group

Zeitschrift:  Theologische Zeitschrift

Band (Jahr): 34 (1978)

Heft 4

PDF erstellt am: 12.07.2024

Nutzungsbedingungen

Die ETH-Bibliothek ist Anbieterin der digitalisierten Zeitschriften. Sie besitzt keine Urheberrechte an
den Inhalten der Zeitschriften. Die Rechte liegen in der Regel bei den Herausgebern.

Die auf der Plattform e-periodica vero6ffentlichten Dokumente stehen fir nicht-kommerzielle Zwecke in
Lehre und Forschung sowie fiir die private Nutzung frei zur Verfiigung. Einzelne Dateien oder
Ausdrucke aus diesem Angebot kbnnen zusammen mit diesen Nutzungsbedingungen und den
korrekten Herkunftsbezeichnungen weitergegeben werden.

Das Veroffentlichen von Bildern in Print- und Online-Publikationen ist nur mit vorheriger Genehmigung
der Rechteinhaber erlaubt. Die systematische Speicherung von Teilen des elektronischen Angebots
auf anderen Servern bedarf ebenfalls des schriftlichen Einverstandnisses der Rechteinhaber.

Haftungsausschluss

Alle Angaben erfolgen ohne Gewabhr fir Vollstandigkeit oder Richtigkeit. Es wird keine Haftung
Ubernommen fiir Schaden durch die Verwendung von Informationen aus diesem Online-Angebot oder
durch das Fehlen von Informationen. Dies gilt auch fur Inhalte Dritter, die tUber dieses Angebot
zuganglich sind.

Ein Dienst der ETH-Bibliothek
ETH Zirich, Ramistrasse 101, 8092 Zirich, Schweiz, www.library.ethz.ch

http://www.e-periodica.ch



232 Miszelle

Again Acts vii. 56: Son of Man?

In the Theologische Zeitschrift 21 (1965), p. 14, I published a brief note ‘“Acts vii. 56: Son
of Man?”. It had as far as I can judge, a mixed reception, a reaction that does not surprise me.
Since then I have been collecting additional evidence on the text and recently I had occasion
to return to the argument with the following results.

First, more witnesses for ‘““Son of God” have come to light so that now the list is as fol-
lows: anthropou] theoli P74 491 614; Macarius / Symeon (GCSi. 85.5); Latin: Vita Patricii;
0Old Georgian; Coptic: 2 bohairic mss. Of these Macarius of about A.D. 400 is probably the
oldest. I owe the information about the Vita Patricii to the Vetus Latina Institut, Beuron.

I suggested in my earlier note that the reason for the change from theol to anthropou
was to avoid four occurences of theoii in verses 55-56. With the change the occurrences drop to
three. It may be asked if this was the only instance of theoli which was eliminated. To this
we can answer that there is one other change as follows: verse 55 toll theoll autoi C i Theo-
phyl (b).

In support of this argument I appealed to our author’s insensitiveness to repetition and
quoted the following: ‘““Acts i. 10 f. eis tdon ouranén 4 times; iv.34 hypérchen (v.1.1én)...
hypérchon; vi.7f. pistei...pisteos (v.l. chéritos); vii. 17 epanggelias hés epénggeilato (v.l.
omosen, homoldgesen); vii. 49 polon... poios (v.l. tis); xiii. 22 f. égeiren... &geiren (v.l.
égagen), Luke vii. 3f. &rdton... eroton (v.l. parekdloun).” Another exemple is Acts xxii. 30
ekéleusen; xxiii. 2 ekéleusen (v.l. epétazen, parénggeilen); v.3 keleideis. A more venial one
is at viii. 36 ho eunoiichos; 37 ho eunoiichos (v.1.); 38 ho eunofichos; 39 ton eunolichon (v.1.).

There is however one other consideration that may support this argument. Acts vii. 56
stands in relation to Luke xxii. 69 with its parallels Mark xiv. 62, Matt. xxvi. 64. The change
from theoQl to anthrépou would make the parallel closer. There is other evidence that this
assimilation of Acts vii. 56 to Luke xxii. 69 was being made in Antiquity. For ‘‘standing at
the right hand of God” the rendering ‘‘standing at the right hand of the power of God” occurs
in these Latin witnesses: uirtutis dei vg (W Mich ), cp. maiestatis Aug. We may ask whether
there is in Macarius / Symeon’s Homilies. These homilies, as we have seen, had provided
patristic evidence for ton hyion toii theoii. They also provided in a later quotation evidence
of a double assimilation: ton hyion toi anthrSpou Lestéta ek dexién tés dynameos (GCS.
i. 188. 10). In the same way Latin witnesses add uirtutis in vii. 55.

We have, then, two causes of change, assimilation and the avoidance of repetition, but
can we explain how the author came to write ton hyion toli theoli in the first place? We
can at least provide part of an explanation by looking at Luke xxii. 69-70. At verse 69 we
have éstai ho hyios toli anthrdpou kathémenos etc. This is followed in verse 70 by the
question, Sy ouin el ho hyids toli theoi? This makes our author identify Son of Man and
Son of God, a significant point that is not always noticed. Consequently for him there would
be no difficulty in principle in substituting Son of God for Son of Man. The change from
“sitting” to ““standing” is much more of a problem.

If our author identified the two terms, Son of Man and Son of God, we still have the
question, why did he make the change? Insensitive as he is to features like repetition, he is
very much aware of the connotations and contexts of words. It is this which helps to make
him so effective a writer. He would know that ho hyids toli anthr6pou was not current
outside the sayings of Jesus and in echoing Luke xxii. 69 at Acts vii. 56 would respect this
substituting the phrase, equivalent for him, ho hyiods todi theod.

The consequences of this argument need no underlining. The term ho hyids toi anthrépou
is confined to the sayings of Jesus in the New Testament without exception. It is of course
to be kept distinct from the LXX phrase hyios anthropou which has a different history and
though it occurs elsewhere in the New Testament appears in the sayings of Jesus only at
John v. 27.

George D. Kilpatrick, Oxford
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