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A Note to the Reader

This book advances a considered interpretation, not a claim to have closed the historical inquiry. It distinguishes three matters that are too often confused: what an ancient text says in its literary and historical setting; what later readers made of that text; and what Resurrection Society chooses to learn from it. The first two matters invite public investigation. The third invites participation and correction. When a conclusion depends on reconstruction rather than direct evidence, it should be read as a proposal, not a recovered recording of Yeshua’s private intentions. Biblical references identify the passages under discussion. A research guide and selected bibliography appear at the end. Translations of short phrases are the author’s explanatory renderings unless otherwise indicated.




Preface — We Were Looking for the Wrong Thing

There is a way of approaching Yeshua of Nazareth that begins with an answer and then moves backward through the evidence. The answer is familiar: he is the Christ, the Messiah whom Scripture foretold. One begins with that identity, searches ancient writings for the anticipated signs, and reads the remembered life of Yeshua as the eventual fulfillment of a plan. The birth becomes the fulfillment of a prediction. The miracles become credentials. Opposition becomes the predicted rejection. Death becomes the necessary sacrifice. Resurrection becomes the seal of authorization. Future return becomes the completion of what history has not yet displayed. Within that story, nearly every event has a prepared place.

We once treated the search for the correct arrangement of those events as the primary intellectual task. We studied the documents, their languages, their interpreters, and their institutional history. We asked whether inherited formulas about Yeshua were original, whether the apostolic letters should govern the sayings of the teacher, and whether the great creeds preserved or altered the figure whom people had first encountered in Galilee. The work opened questions rather than closing them. It also exposed a problem more basic than the validity of any particular creed. We were studying a human being through a set of later answers so powerful that they threatened to decide in advance what his life could mean.

An unexpected question began to interrupt the entire enterprise. Why does the Gospel tradition place on Yeshua’s lips, again and again, an expression so much less prominent in the rest of early Christian writing? He speaks of the Son of Man having nowhere to rest, of the Son of Man exercising authority on earth, of the Son of Man suffering, of the Son of Man serving, and of the Son of Man being vindicated. What if we took that pattern with greater seriousness? What if instead of treating this expression as another mysterious way to say Messiah, we let it question the assumptions that later readers bring to the stories?

The question did not produce a sudden solution. The phrase is linguistically difficult. Daniel’s humanlike figure belongs to an ancient apocalyptic vision; the Gospels are Greek narratives preserving the memory of an Aramaic-speaking Jewish teacher; the surviving manuscripts and traditions reflect the understanding of communities that came after his death. It would be another form of dogmatism to declare that every saying attributed to the Son of Man unquestionably preserves Yeshua’s exact words. We cannot know that. Nor can we claim that his original followers all rejected messianic language. Our earliest sources make the contrary very difficult to maintain. But historical honesty does not oblige us to begin where later Christianity begins.

The question matters because the story changes when the object of inquiry is humanity itself. Instead of asking only what supernatural office a man occupied, we begin to ask what kind of life he demonstrated. Instead of treating his teaching as an introduction to the real event of his death, we ask whether the teaching is the living center of his mission. Instead of viewing the miracles simply as proofs that he deserved recognition, we ask what the restoration of those who suffer tells us about the purpose of authority. Instead of presenting resurrection only as a credential for a doctrine, we ask what it would mean for the Creator to vindicate the human life destroyed by the apparatus of empire.

This is the working proposal of Resurrection Society: the Son of Man can serve as a powerful framework for understanding Yeshua’s life as the disclosure of what humanity might become. We hold that the Creator raised Yeshua from death, while admitting that historical scholarship cannot demonstrate that conviction by the same methods it uses to establish Roman rule or the existence of early texts. We do not ask readers to pretend belief they do not possess. The question of how to live may begin before those questions are settled. A person can investigate Yeshua without becoming Jewish, and learn from him without enrolling in Christianity. Neither the cultural history of his life nor the religious history of his followers belongs to us to erase. Yet neither needs to become an entrance examination.

This book will be critical of interpretations that assemble diverse ancient passages into a single uncomplicated prediction machine. It will examine failures of anticipated restoration, the problem of delayed consummation, and the place of messianic claims in early Christian memory. It will also confront evidence that resists our own preferred account: traditions of an exalted Son of Man in Jewish writings, explicit messianic identifications in the Gospels, early devotion to Yeshua, sayings of judgment, and interpretations of his death that extend beyond the language of moral example. An investigation deserves its name only if it can survive the presence of inconvenient material.

The destination is not a new orthodoxy with a new set of forbidden questions. It is a civilization of human ordinariness: people who seek truth, practice mercy, refuse domination, learn to serve, and discover that the greatness of humanity has too often been confused with the greatness of its beasts. We have spent enough time asking how a man could become the exception to humanity. We now ask whether his life can become a pattern for humanity. That is where the investigation begins.




PART I — THE MESSIAH WE WERE TOLD TO EXPECT


1. The Word That Became a Name

The English word Christ has become so familiar that its history is easy to overlook. It is not a family name inherited by a child in Nazareth. It renders the Greek christos, anointed, which translates the Hebrew mashiach. In the Hebrew Bible anointing is attached to particular persons and functions. Kings are anointed; priests may be consecrated; prophetic and other figures can be described with the language of divine appointment. Isaiah 45 even calls the Persian ruler Cyrus the anointed of Israel’s God. That fact alone should warn against imagining that every occurrence of the word announces a singular future figure with a universally specified supernatural mission. A word indicating an appointment in one historical situation can become, through later expectation, the name of an anticipated deliverer.

The development is understandable. Dynasties rise and fall. Religious communities preserve hopes larger than the governments that have disappointed them. A promise associated with David’s house becomes especially potent after that house loses effective sovereignty. Poets and prophets speak of justice, peace, restoration, and righteous rule. Later readers revisit those words under new conditions of occupation, humiliation, and loss. They find in the texts possibilities that earlier authors may not have framed in the same way. Interpretation becomes a form of historical survival. Yet the survival of hope should not be confused with the survival of a single stable definition. Ancient Israel’s scriptures are a library, not a handbook with an index entry prescribing the future Messiah’s complete biography.

When a Christian reader hears Messiah, a developed portrait is often already present: descendant of David, born according to prophecy, healer, sacrificial victim, risen Lord, final judge, and future king. The portrait can feel ancient because each feature has been connected to an ancient verse. But assembling a portrait from different texts is an interpretive act. It may be meaningful within a community of faith. It does not prove that the original writers were all describing the same future person, or that Jews in the time of Yeshua shared one unified checklist. The question therefore precedes every argument from fulfillment: what did the words mean in their first literary settings, and when did they begin to mean something else?

The difference between a title and a name changes how a reader hears the opening of Mark. The Gospel announces Yeshua as Christ. That is the evangelist’s theological claim, not a neutral label that requires no explanation. Matthew’s genealogical arrangement likewise serves a literary and theological purpose. Luke’s infancy narrative constructs an account of world-historical significance. John organizes its witness around identification and belief. Each writing is entitled to be heard on its own terms, but none should be mistaken for a transparent recording of the way all contemporaries used the same word. An author who says Yeshua was Messiah is making an interpretation of a life, even when the author believes that interpretation was disclosed by God.

This recognition does not require sneering at ancient believers. They were doing what human beings do after a life has altered them: seeking a language large enough to hold an encounter. It also does not prove that their language was wrong. Messiah might be an appropriate expression under some interpretations. But the burden of argument remains. A title cannot establish its own accuracy merely by appearing in the title of a book. The act of naming is historically consequential because names guide attention. A reader looking for an anointed king may notice Davidic connections while overlooking the ethical reversal of kingship. A reader looking for a perfect sacrifice may find death the climax of everything while treating life as its preparation. A reader looking for the Son of Man may hear authority, vulnerability, service, and judgment in a new relation.

We therefore begin not by abolishing the word Messiah, but by refusing to let it control the investigation before the evidence has been considered. Once the term becomes available for questioning, Yeshua can be approached as a historical person rather than only as the answer to a question later tradition has already settled. It is possible that a historically grounded inquiry will preserve certain messianic descriptions. It is also possible that some will prove strained or retrospective. A truth-seeking community should fear neither result. Its loyalty belongs not to the security of a familiar name but to the responsibility of understanding what the name has done to the story.



2. There Was No Single Messianic Blueprint

Second Temple Judaism was not one system of belief with minor variations around a universally accepted center. It encompassed priestly families, scribal interpreters, apocalyptic circles, local synagogue communities, Temple-centered observance, diaspora practice, and competing approaches to foreign rule. Josephus supplies one set of categories, the Dead Sea Scrolls another set of internal witnesses, and later rabbinic literature yet another kind of evidence that must not be projected backward without care. Some texts invest hope in a royal descendant. Some privilege priestly purity or instruction. Others envisage a prophet resembling Moses, a heavenly deliverer, or a collective redemption in which no single messianic person dominates the account. The diversity is not limitless, but it is historically substantial.

The Dead Sea Scrolls show why the singular phrase the Jewish Messiah can mislead. Community texts reflect expectations of an anointed figure from Aaron and an anointed figure from Israel, often interpreted as priestly and royal roles. The precise relationship among the scrolls is complex, and one cannot assign a single theology to every manuscript discovered near Qumran. The importance lies elsewhere: an organized Jewish movement could imagine more than one anointed office as relevant to the future. Its understanding of authority was not simply a rehearsal for later Christian confessions. Likewise, the Psalms of Solomon express hope for a Davidic ruler who would purify Jerusalem and govern justly. That royal expectation is not identical to an apocalyptic figure approaching heaven’s throne in Daniel 7.

A person who says that Yeshua fulfilled the prophecies of Messiah must therefore tell us which texts belong to the proposed profile and why. Why should a royal psalm, a servant poem, a lament, an oracle addressed to a frightened king, and a heavenly court vision all refer to one individual? The answer may be offered through a theory of divine authorship, typology, canonical unity, or retrospective inspiration. Those are theological answers with different logical commitments. A historical answer must first describe the independent provenance and meaning of the passages. One cannot establish that there was one ancient template simply by collecting the passages that later interpreters used to build it.

This is not an argument that no one in Yeshua’s world expected a deliverer, or that Davidic expectation was a late Christian invention. Both claims would be false. We have significant evidence for hope in restoration and righteous rule. The argument is about boundaries. There was no single binding synthesis known to every Jewish community. The varied expectations meant that a movement could creatively interpret an unexpected life without necessarily claiming to fulfill an already fixed public standard. A figure’s followers might combine traditions after encountering him. That combining process can be intellectually meaningful without constituting independent evidence that the separate traditions originally predicted the encounter.

A more subtle consequence follows. If messianic expectation was plural, failure to fit one pattern does not automatically disprove every conceivable use of Messiah. A crucified Yeshua might fail the profile of the successful liberating monarch while still be interpreted through suffering or heavenly vindication traditions. Early Christian communities exploited this possibility. The post-dogmatic investigator should not respond by pretending the word had a single meaning whose falsification can be demonstrated in one line. We should rather distinguish how the meaning changes, what changes required explanation, and whether the revisions are anchored in texts independent of the life they are used to interpret.

The existence of diversity nevertheless gives us permission to ask an elementary question. If ancient people themselves disagreed about what Messiah meant, why should a modern institution demand that every person assent to a highly specified later definition as the condition of belonging to the Creator? The historical evidence does not by itself answer a question of salvation. But it undercuts the pretense that the dogmatic formula was the obvious and uncontested meaning of Israel’s hopes from the beginning. Our inquiry can now proceed without that pretense. We can hear the competing voices and recognize that a human life deserves to be studied before it is fitted into one of their portraits.



3. Kings, Priests, Prophets, and Deliverers

A royal Messiah is not the same thing as a priestly Messiah, although royal and priestly institutions coexisted and sometimes competed in ancient Israel. Kingship carries the language of justice, security, territory, inheritance, and dynastic legitimacy. Priestly authority centers on sacrifice, instruction, purity, and the maintenance of sacred order. Prophetic expectation can address revelation, correction, judgment, and covenant fidelity. Apocalyptic deliverance introduces heavenly agencies, cosmic adjudication, and a transformation of the structures under which history has been endured. Later readers can combine these roles into a single heroic figure, but combination is not the same as original identity. Each role creates different expectations and different criteria by which apparent fulfillment might be assessed.

The Davidic promise in 2 Samuel 7 matters because it concerns a dynasty and a throne within Israel’s political and theological imagination. Later prophetic texts reuse that inheritance while expressing hope for a ruler who will judge the poor with righteousness. Isaiah 11 supplies powerful imagery of transformed rule and extraordinary peace. Jeremiah 23 and Ezekiel 34–37 develop forms of shepherding, gathering, and restoration. A reader should notice the concrete historical dimensions of these visions. They are not merely statements about the inner condition of isolated believers. They envisage a people, justice, land, security, and the public exercise of legitimate authority. Whatever symbolic or spiritual dimensions later interpreters discover, the original images resist being reduced to the private experience of conversion.

Priestly hope emerges differently. The critique of corrupt worship is not the same problem as the absence of a Davidic monarchy. Malachi, certain priestly traditions, and the Qumran materials show continuing concern for the legitimacy of worship and instruction. The expectations surrounding a prophet like Moses, often connected to Deuteronomy 18 in later interpretation, likewise arise from a different scriptural conversation. The representative questions are not interchangeable. Who will govern justly? Who will restore proper worship? Who will speak the divine word? Who will bring final deliverance? A community may decide one person answers all four, but that decision should be made visible as a decision rather than smuggled into the vocabulary as though no alternative ever existed.

These distinctions help explain early debates about Yeshua. His public activity could plausibly evoke prophetic comparisons. His healings and meals might be interpreted as signs of the Kingdom’s nearness. His teaching about authority could invite royal or apocalyptic readings. His execution, however, creates a severe tension with the straightforward expectation of a victorious monarch. The earliest believers did not simply discover a label lying unused beside his name; they interpreted his life through existing categories and extended those categories to make room for a crucified and allegedly raised figure. That response may express deep conviction. It is still a historical transformation demanding explanation.

A thoughtful Christian reader might answer that the convergence of these offices displays the depth of divine intention. We should articulate the possibility respectfully. The fact that a typological reading is retrospective does not automatically make it meaningless. Literature works through echoes, and religious communities regularly understand their texts as living traditions. The critical question concerns the kind of claim being made. A claim about literary resonance requires one kind of defense. A claim that several ancient authors consciously predicted a person centuries before his birth requires another. A claim that a Creator arranged their writings without their knowledge is a metaphysical claim, not a conclusion that historical-critical methods can independently verify.

For our present investigation, the multiplicity of roles loosens the grip of a single question. We need not decide first which royal, priestly, or prophetic office Yeshua held. We may instead examine what he says about the Son of Man. Does that language draw from royal and apocalyptic materials? Sometimes clearly. Does it also expose vulnerability, service, and suffering? Certainly in the Gospel portrayal. Might these features organize his life more illuminatingly than a composite office assembled from heterogeneous texts? That is the hypothesis the rest of this book will test. The distinction among ancient roles does not solve the Son of Man problem. It creates the necessary space in which the problem can finally be heard.



4. David’s Throne and the Public Shape of Restoration

Political restoration cannot be wished out of the prophetic texts without changing them. The prophets’ hopes are embedded in invasion, displacement, oppressive rule, covenant violation, and the precarious life of a people. Words like peace, justice, return, gathering, and righteous king have social meaning. They concern conditions that might be experienced in communities and institutions, not only convictions in the invisible interior of a believer. When Jeremiah imagines a righteous branch, or Ezekiel speaks of the reunification of Judah and Joseph under one shepherd, the language responds to a historical fractured world. Later readers may discover wider significance in that language, but they must first permit it to speak about the world from which it came.

This matters when we evaluate Yeshua’s historical ministry. He did not sit upon an established Davidic throne in Jerusalem. Roman rule continued after his death. The Temple was destroyed by Roman forces in 70 CE. The social and political transformations envisioned in various restoration texts were not visibly completed during his public life. These observations do not depend on whether a person believes the resurrection occurred. They concern ordinary historical events. A reader who wants to say that Yeshua is nevertheless the Messiah must explain how the claim relates to the unfulfilled expectations. The explanation may appeal to a future consummation, a transformed meaning of kingship, or a spiritual inauguration. Each proposal deserves consideration. None changes the fact that the anticipated public order had not appeared in the straightforward sense.

It is possible to object that Yeshua did not intend to establish a military state and therefore should never have been judged against the expectations of a conquering king. That objection may be fair as a claim about his intention. It also supports the reason for our investigation. If the familiar political profile was not his mission, why make that profile the controlling identity? If he redirected the meaning of authority, perhaps the redirection is more central than the office later ascribed to him. Christian theologians have long offered powerful accounts of a nonmilitary Messiah. We should acknowledge that. The question is whether these accounts preserve an interpretation already implied by Yeshua’s own words or retrospectively solve tensions created by the mismatch between expectation and history.

The problem becomes sharper when a reader treats a prediction as indefinitely postponable. If an expectation can remain unfulfilled through any length of history without affecting confidence in its accuracy, what could count as evidence against it? The question does not entail that all future hope is irrational. Many legitimate projects extend beyond one lifetime. But a claim about a specific historical intervention requires standards that distinguish expectation from endless adjustment. If one can move every unmet promise to a future return and interpret every fulfilled event spiritually, the theory risks becoming immune to examination. A post-dogmatic movement cannot make immunity from correction the measure of faithfulness.

Yet there is another danger: deciding that political failure means Yeshua himself failed. This assumes that his significance is exhausted by the public office we chose to measure. What if his ministry was not an unsuccessful attempt to replace Rome with a different monarch? What if it disclosed an alternative account of power, one that Rome was structurally unable to recognize? Mark 10’s opposition between rulers who dominate and the Son of Man who serves points toward that possibility. To explore it does not erase the Jewish hope for restoration. It asks whether the deepest contribution of this Jewish teacher can be described without claiming that all political promises were already completed by his execution.

The kingdom question is therefore both historical and civilizational. What kind of rule would count as genuinely human? A righteous monarchy might improve laws while leaving domination as the organizing principle. A different practice of authority might alter the relationships on which institutions depend. Yeshua’s teachings about service, children, enemies, debts, and the poor suggest a world in which honor is measured differently. Whether that world was what the prophets originally envisioned is a separate question. But it gives us a reason to look beyond the public failure of expected restoration without disguising the failure. The absence of a Davidic throne may not be an embarrassment to the Son of Man reading. It may be part of why a different starting point is needed.



5. Apocalyptic Hope and the Human Future

To describe Second Temple expectation as merely political would be as mistaken as describing it as merely spiritual. Apocalyptic writings imagine historical suffering placed before a cosmic tribunal. Beasts may represent empires; angels interpret visions; heavenly books record deeds; resurrection reverses death; judgment exposes the apparent success of oppressors as temporary. Such language can be unsettling to modern readers, but its moral logic is not difficult to grasp. A community that cannot defeat a violent empire may still insist that the empire has not earned the right to define reality. The visionary form permits hope to outgrow visible power without denying the reality of power’s violence.

Daniel is indispensable because its apocalyptic visions emerged within a world of imperial coercion, conventionally dated in their final form to the persecution associated with Antiochus IV in the second century BCE. That historical setting does not exhaust every subsequent use of the book. It explains why the images matter. The beasts are not merely mythical animals floating above ordinary politics. They translate the experience of threatening rule into a symbolic language of predation. The humanlike figure of chapter 7 arrives after those beasts are judged. Authority is received, not seized by another beast through superior violence. The holy ones are associated with the kingdom. The story offers more than the arrival of another ambitious ruler.

Later Jewish apocalypses show the continuing creativity of the tradition. The Similitudes of Enoch portray a glorious chosen or humanlike figure, although their precise date remains contested; 4 Ezra 13, written after the destruction of the Second Temple, interprets a man rising from the sea as a divinely preserved agent of deliverance. These texts demonstrate that individual, exalted interpretations of Daniel’s imagery were available within Jewish thought. They also prevent a simplistic opposition in which Messiah always means an ordinary political king while Son of Man always means generic humanity. Sometimes ancient writers brought heavenly agency, messianic hope, and Danielic imagery together. That complex history is inconvenient only if we insist on a cheap and certain answer.

We should also recognize the human cost of apocalyptic expectation. It can sustain communities refusing tyranny. It can also encourage endless calculations of imminence and explain away disappointments by moving events further into the future. A failed prediction can be reinterpreted as a hidden fulfillment, the opening of a new phase, or a delay permitting repentance. Such responses may preserve a community’s hope while making its interpretation increasingly difficult to test. The history of early Christianity contains precisely these questions. Mark 13, 1 Thessalonians, and 2 Peter cannot simply be collapsed into one account of the future. They represent different literary moments and responses to the problem of expectation.

A Son of Man reading should preserve the most searching feature of apocalyptic language: the judgment of a world that mistakes coercion for legitimacy. But it should not require an elaborate calendar of coming catastrophes. It can ask what kind of human life is already possible under conditions in which beastly power remains strong. Here the apocalyptic symbol becomes ethically fruitful. People may be unable to abolish every empire, yet they can refuse to reproduce imperial domination in their homes, congregations, workplaces, and gatherings. They can remember that victory is not the same thing as moral authority. They can build relationships in which the strong do not devour the weak.

This does not prove that Daniel’s author intended our modern philosophy. It is a disciplined act of reception: a present community reading an ancient text in light of its historical setting and its own ethical questions. A post-dogmatic reader may say both that the original vision had a particular historical horizon and that its imagery continues to disclose patterns in human civilization. The danger is not interpretation itself. The danger is concealing interpretation beneath a claim of timeless certainty. We are not recovering an untouched message accidentally lost for two thousand years. We are testing whether a striking ancient contrast can help us see the way of Yeshua with greater clarity.



6. Who Gets to Decide What Fulfillment Means?

Few words in the Christian reading of Scripture carry more authority than fulfillment. Once a Gospel says an event occurred so that Scripture might be fulfilled, the reader is invited to see divine intention spanning centuries. That invitation may be meaningful within faith. It is not the same thing as independent historical demonstration. The process must be examined in its stages. First there is an older text in a particular language and setting. Then there is a later interpreter who reads it under new conditions. Finally there is an account of an event shaped, remembered, or selected in light of that interpretation. The critical reader must ask at each stage what is independently known and what is being inferred.

Sometimes fulfillment is retrospective typology: an earlier event becomes the pattern repeated in a new life. Sometimes it is a direct prediction of a future occurrence. Sometimes it is the use of evocative scriptural language to narrate an event whose significance the author wishes to reveal. Ancient interpretive practice permits all three, but they have different evidential force. Hosea’s recollection of Israel coming out of Egypt, used by Matthew with reference to Yeshua, is a particularly clear case where the earlier verse originally looks backward rather than forward. It may be powerful typology. It cannot be presented without qualification as though Hosea had supplied a simple advance itinerary of the infant Yeshua.

The distinction becomes morally significant when certainty about fulfillment is made a condition of belonging. If a child is taught that doubting a particular reading of Isaiah endangers salvation, the teaching has converted a historical argument into an instrument of spiritual control. That argument may be correct or mistaken; either way, honest inquiry should not be suppressed by threat. A community with a truth-first commitment asks different questions. What can the earliest available text support? How did ancient translations influence later interpretations? Are alternative readings plausible? Does the claimed event have independent attestation, or do we know it chiefly through a narrative that explicitly cites the prophecy? Does the fulfillment claim reveal the evangelist’s theology more securely than it verifies the details of the narrated event?

The strongest Christian response deserves a hearing. A believer may contend that Scripture possesses a divine unity exceeding the knowledge of its human authors. Under that view, a later application need not reproduce an earlier writer’s conscious intention to be valid. This is an intelligible theological position, but it rests on a premise historical analysis does not independently establish. Historical criticism can show the relation between passages and the likelihood of literary dependence. It cannot verify that a supernatural author encoded a second meaning invisible to the first audience. The difference is not a criticism of believers as people. It is a boundary between distinct kinds of claims.

The same problem arises when a prophecy is revised to fit an unexpected outcome. Perhaps a promised reign is declared invisible, a promised restoration postponed, or a defeated claimant exalted in a heavenly mode. Such readings might be coherent within a theological system. The investigator asks whether the system specifies any conditions that would count against its preferred conclusion. If every discrepancy can be explained by another layer of meaning, the interpretation becomes self-sealing. A theory that explains anything equally well may explain very little. Yet it would be unfair to assume every Christian interpretation is self-sealing; some make clear, contestable historical claims and are prepared to engage the evidence.

This chapter does not settle Yeshua’s identity. It clears the ground for examining it. We need to hear the ancient texts before using them as evidence, and the later writers before treating their interpretations as obvious. When the categories have been separated, one can honor an evangelist’s theological artistry without mistaking it for a neutral historical footnote. We can then return to Yeshua with a different kind of openness. Instead of demanding that his life fit every text in an assembled catalogue, we can ask what the surviving reports themselves permit us to understand. The Son of Man question will not solve every problem of fulfillment. It may, however, release the life from a burden it was never historically demonstrated to bear.





PART II — THE MESSIAH WHO DID NOT COME AS EXPECTED


7. A Kingdom That Did Not Replace Rome

The Roman governor did not surrender his authority when Yeshua began teaching in Galilee. Roman taxation continued, the legions remained a fact of provincial life, and the structures of client kingship and priestly administration persisted. After Yeshua was executed, his followers did not take possession of Jerusalem as the seat of a restored Davidic monarchy. They formed communities, argued about the meaning of his death, proclaimed that God had raised him, and anticipated further acts of divine vindication. Their convictions may be compelling to those who share them; their social history is different from the national restoration imagined in numerous prophetic texts. The distinction should not be hidden beneath a theological vocabulary that makes the two descriptions indistinguishable.

A common apologetic response insists that the Kingdom was never intended to be political. That answer overlooks the concrete images of land, rule, gathering, and peace in many restoration prophecies. It also risks treating politics as a dirty subject from which spiritual truth must be rescued. Yeshua lived under an empire. Taxation, landholding, debt, public punishment, and the religious prestige of Jerusalem were part of his world. His sayings about Caesar, rulers, and the poor are not detachable from that setting. A more careful Christian response recognizes that the Kingdom’s rule is genuinely public but begins unexpectedly through a crucified and vindicated agent. That is a developed interpretation of Israel’s hopes, not a description obvious from the earliest words alone.

The public failure matters because it forces a choice of methods. One method begins with the conclusion that Yeshua must be Messiah and then adapts the meaning of fulfillment until it remains secure. Another asks what would have counted as fulfillment to different contemporaries before the outcome was known. The second method cannot produce a single answer for all ancient Jews, because expectations varied. It can nevertheless establish that Roman power was not displaced, universal peace was not realized, and the nation was not visibly restored under Yeshua during his lifetime. Those are not hostile accusations. They are descriptions a believer and an unbeliever should be able to share.

The Gospel narratives themselves know that expectations can be disappointed. Luke 24 portrays disciples who had hoped Yeshua would redeem Israel and who struggle to understand his execution. The narrative resolves their confusion through a scriptural interpretation presented by the risen Yeshua. Whatever one believes about that appearance, the scene shows that the author understood the explanatory problem. A death under Roman power did not look like the expected triumph. The answer required a rereading of Scripture and of the shape of deliverance. Luke is not embarrassed enough to erase the question. The evangelist uses it to instruct the reader in a new account of necessity.

A critic may call this a rationalization. A believer may call it revelation. The historian can describe the transformation without settling the metaphysical issue. Early followers reinterpreted defeat in the light of resurrection belief and scriptural reflection. That description is neither a denial that they experienced something profound nor a confirmation that every inference they drew was historically compulsory. Their interpretation became one of the great turning points in religious history. The more important question for our present project is whether their new messianic account exhausted the significance of Yeshua’s life or whether it allowed another strand of his message to become secondary.

Suppose the Kingdom’s ethical structure is not an optional illustration of future politics but a present alternative to domination. Then the fact that Rome remained in control is not a minor detail to be spiritualized away. It dramatizes the condition in which Yeshua’s way must be practiced. People who follow him continue to live among beasts. They cannot prove their rightness by defeating those beasts in the ordinary manner. They must demonstrate a different organization of life while empire still has the means to punish them. This reading should not be mistaken for a claim that the historical Yeshua was a modern pacifist or a philosopher indifferent to apocalyptic intervention. It is the philosophical use Resurrection Society proposes to make of the surviving traditions.



8. The Execution of a Would-Be King

Crucifixion was a Roman mode of public punishment designed not only to kill but to humiliate, deter, and display the reach of sovereign power. Its use against Yeshua is one of the secure anchor points of historical reconstruction. The charge associated with him in the Gospel narratives refers to kingship over the Jews, making the political meaning of the execution difficult to evade. We should not imagine a Roman prefect carefully adjudicating subtleties of later Christian Christology. From the perspective of imperial order, a figure attracting public attention within a volatile province could become a threat worthy of exemplary suppression. The precise sequence of hearings, accusations, and negotiations in each passion account is more difficult to reconstruct than the outcome.

The historical fact of execution poses two different problems. For a royal-messianic claim, it is a dramatic defeat. A ruler expected to establish justice and liberate a people is instead killed by the occupying power. For the Son of Man reading, it raises a different question: what does the violent suppression of a non-dominating life reveal about the authority that killed him? The execution may be the empire’s demonstration of victory and, at the same time, an exposure of what its victory requires. This interpretation does not depend upon claiming that Romans were uniquely evil or that Jewish leaders collectively caused the death. Historical responsibility must never be converted into collective blame. Christian anti-Judaism has too often weaponized passion narratives in precisely that way.

The Gospels develop the passion differently. Mark emphasizes abandonment, mockery, and the paradox of the condemned figure; Matthew adds distinctive scenes of judgment and fulfillment; Luke frequently portrays a more composed and forgiving sufferer; John gives the narrative an even more pronounced sense of sovereign control. These portraits need not be forcibly reconciled into a single courtroom transcript. Their variations show what different authors wanted the death to mean. If one begins with the certainty that every detail happened exactly as narrated, one loses access to the literary reasoning by which the stories were shaped. But if one assumes that variation proves fabrication of everything, one also exceeds the evidence.

Christian tradition often speaks of the cross as a necessary sacrifice within a divine economy of salvation. Some New Testament texts clearly support sacrificial or redemptive interpretations, and a serious book should analyze them. Yet those interpretations do not erase the execution’s public character. The man was killed by a government. His body was subjected to an apparatus intended to communicate the cost of defying established power. What kind of life brought him to that place? What did he teach about rulers who dominate? What do his followers’ efforts to protect their own status reveal about the distance between his example and theirs? Such questions restore the ministry to the foreground rather than treating it as the ceremonial preface to an atoning death.

The temptation to separate the historical execution from ethical inquiry is great because doctrine offers a neat explanation of necessity. But even if one believes that the Creator brought good from the event, it does not follow that the cruelty of execution was morally good. A history of domination remains a history of real human decisions. To say that an unjust death acquires a saving meaning is not to absolve those who organized it. A Son of Man reading should preserve the moral scandal of the cross. Human authority that claims legitimacy by the power to kill has met a form of life that refuses to accept domination as the meaning of greatness.

The question is not whether Yeshua intended to be executed in every detail or could foresee the result of entering Jerusalem. Our sources cannot settle every psychological question. What can be explored is the literary and historical connection between his teaching about service, his criticism of hypocrisy and public status, and the violent outcome. The cross did not establish a Davidic throne. It revealed how readily the world’s rulers may destroy a person who becomes inconvenient. If the Creator raised that person, as Resurrection Society believes, the vindication is not a royal conquest through superior brutality. It is the repudiation of death’s apparent final verdict upon the human one.



9. The Resurrection Proclamation and the Rewritten Story

Something happened in the earliest Yeshua movement that convinced its members the execution was not the end. Paul preserves a tradition in 1 Corinthians 15 concerning death, burial, resurrection, and appearances; the formulation predates the letter and is therefore exceptionally important evidence for early belief. The historian can establish that resurrection conviction was early and consequential. The historian cannot reproduce or verify a divine intervention under controlled conditions. People may judge the testimony differently; a post-dogmatic account has no need to conceal the difference between the existence of a proclamation and the reality of the event proclaimed. Resurrection Society believes the Creator raised Yeshua, but it will not describe belief as a demonstrable laboratory result.

The proclamation made the messianic problem capable of reinterpretation. A failed claimant could now be described as vindicated beyond ordinary visibility. Texts about the righteous sufferer, the rejected stone, the enthroned lord, and the heavenly Son of Man became resources for articulating what had happened. Such reinterpretation can be sincerely felt as discovery rather than invention. Human beings sometimes understand an earlier event only after a later one changes the horizon of significance. Yet the later interpretation is not equivalent to independent proof that all the older texts were originally predictions. The chronology of understanding matters. The followers’ conviction led them back into Scripture, and their reading of Scripture shaped the language of their conviction.

Acts offers a vivid portrait of that process. Speeches connect Yeshua’s death and exaltation to Israel’s writings, presenting the resurrection as the decisive reversal of human rejection. It would be naïve to treat every speech in Acts as a verbatim transcript from the earliest months after the crucifixion. Ancient historiography allowed composed speeches suitable to the event, and Luke writes with theological aims. Still, the pattern is significant: proclamation requires explanation. A movement centered on a crucified figure must tell a persuasive story about why crucifixion does not cancel its hopes. Exaltation and resurrection become the key by which previous expectations are reordered.

Paul’s letters show that this reordering was neither late nor marginal. Within a few decades of the execution, communities were treating Yeshua as risen Lord and reading Israel’s Scriptures in light of his death and resurrection. High views of his significance did not wait for a fourth-century council. A responsible criticism of later creeds therefore cannot rest on the claim that an entirely human Yeshua was universally agreed upon until an emperor changed everyone’s minds. The early evidence is too complex for that. What did change over centuries were the conceptual tools, institutional boundaries, and precise dogmatic definitions through which Christians organized devotion already present in early forms.

For Resurrection Society, the resurrection remains a conviction with a different interpretive emphasis. We ask what sort of human life the Creator is understood to have vindicated. If the answer concerns only an exceptional being whose supernatural nature makes his example unrepeatable, discipleship risks becoming admiration at a distance. If the answer concerns a genuinely human life devoted to truth, service, mercy, and fidelity, then resurrection becomes a sign of humanity’s possible future. This is a theological interpretation, not a historical deduction. Its value must be judged by its coherence with the texts and by what it calls people to become.

The resurrection proclamation therefore carries both possibility and danger. It can free followers from the claim that coercive power has final authority over truth. It can also become the badge of an exclusive institution that demands assent to increasingly specific propositions about how divine life and human nature relate. The book’s historical inquiry cannot dictate every legitimate use of resurrection language. It can insist that a conviction meant to disclose hope should not automatically be used to disqualify honest uncertainty. The people who first proclaimed that Yeshua lived did not thereby make every later argument about him infallible. Their witness deserves investigation, and so do the interpretive systems built upon it.



10. The Second Coming and the Problem of Delay

The language of return appears with urgency in early Christian sources. Paul’s First Letter to the Thessalonians discusses the Lord’s descent and the fate of believers who have died, using language that includes those who are alive at the coming. Mark 13 gathers warnings, signs, and sayings about the Son of Man, including the difficult affirmation that a generation will not pass before certain events occur. Matthew and Luke adapt apocalyptic material in ways that reveal their own theological interests. These texts have been interpreted through multiple chronological schemes, and it would be irresponsible to declare one meaning unquestionably obvious. Yet it is equally irresponsible to pretend they create no problem of expectation and time.

Delay was not invented by modern skeptical readers. The New Testament itself contains reflection on waiting. Luke’s parables of postponed return, the changing situation of communities settling into life, and the discussion in 2 Peter 3 about scoffers questioning a promised coming belong to a world in which the future had not unfolded according to the simplest possible timetable. A believer may answer that divine time is not measured by human impatience. A historian can observe that explanations of delay emerged and developed. These statements operate at different levels. The latter is not a proof that the former is false, but the former should not be used to deny the historical development that can be observed.

The second-coming doctrine can function as a solution to an unfinished messianic program. If Israel’s restoration, universal justice, and the defeat of hostile powers did not occur under Yeshua during his life, they might be assigned to his return. This is a recognizable logic of two-stage fulfillment. But the tradition’s history is more intricate. Heavenly vindication and future judgment already belonged to Jewish apocalyptic expectation, and some words attributed to Yeshua may reflect such expectation before his death. It is therefore too simple to say that the movement fabricated the idea of return only after noticing that its initial promise had failed. The stronger historical question is how inherited apocalyptic imagery and disappointment interacted in the shaping of early Christian hope.

The very possibility of postponement forces an epistemic question. What would count as an error in expectation? If no duration can challenge a prediction, then no future observation can meaningfully test it. The issue is not whether divine action might occur tomorrow. No historian can rule out every future possibility. The issue is whether a community permits the ordinary force of unmet expectations to be discussed or instead declares that discussing them betrays faith. Post-dogmatic integrity requires the former. It must be possible to say that a predicted public transformation has not occurred without being accused of moral failure.

A Son of Man interpretation offers a different relation to the future. The coming of humane authority is not reduced to a date on an apocalyptic calendar. The ethical reversal announced in the teachings can be practiced while the larger questions of judgment and resurrection remain unresolved. A child treated with dignity, a debt forgiven wisely, a powerful person refusing humiliation of the weak, and a community providing food to a stranger do not complete Daniel’s vision. They do show what a life oriented toward the human one looks like in history. Such acts are not replacements for a divine promise; they are the practical shape of hope that refuses to remain idle.

This possibility does not license us to domesticate the Gospel’s apocalyptic sayings into mere metaphors. Many texts envisage dramatic future acts of God, not simply gradual moral improvement. The book must leave that difficulty visible. Our project is not to construct a Yeshua who said only what a modern philosophical community finds comfortable. It is to choose, after investigation, an ethically responsible framework for following him. The unresolved timetable may remain unresolved. Meanwhile the demand of service is intelligible, immediate, and searching. The uncertainty of the future need not suspend the obligation to become human in the present.



11. The Disciples Who Expected Something Else

The disciples in the Gospel narratives repeatedly fail to understand Yeshua. It would be easy to interpret their failures as proof that only our modern movement has finally grasped him. That would be an irony almost too perfect: a book against dogma producing a new circle of people confident that all previous disciples missed the point. The narratives themselves deserve a less flattering and more productive reading. They depict followers captivated by significance yet drawn toward familiar measures of status. They identify Yeshua, misunderstand suffering, ask about rank, and quarrel about greatness. Whether every scene preserves an exact historical exchange, the literary pattern is unmistakable.

Mark 8 is especially revealing. Peter identifies Yeshua as Christ, and immediately the narrative turns toward suffering and rejection. Peter resists the prospect, and Yeshua rebukes him. The story does not depict Messiahship as a simple victory of correct labeling. The confession can be spoken while the meaning of the life remains misunderstood. In Mark’s literary theology, the right title without an understanding of suffering is insufficient. This is a powerful corrective to any system that makes an identity formula the whole of discipleship. One can call a person Messiah and still oppose the kind of life the story says he must live.

The episodes concerning rank reinforce the point. After predictions of suffering, followers ask who is greatest or seek privileged places beside the coming ruler. Yeshua responds with images of servanthood and receptivity to children. It is not only the disciples’ failure that matters; it is the specific content of the correction. They imagine the coming order using familiar political architecture. The teacher describes a community in which authority is measured by service. If we read these moments alongside Daniel’s beasts, the disciples appear not as unusually wicked people but as ordinary human beings still thinking in the grammar of dominion. Their need is also ours.

One should not infer from these scenes that the historical Yeshua was wholly uninterested in Israel’s redemption. The Gospels are Jewish writings about a Jewish teacher and Jewish hope. The disciples’ expectation that Israel would be redeemed cannot simply be dismissed as a foreign corruption. It belongs to the world of the story. But Mark and Luke make readers watch how expectations are revised. The point is not that Judaism was mistaken and Christianity was right; that conclusion would repeat an unjust and historically careless opposition. The point is that followers within the same tradition struggled to understand what sort of deliverance their teacher embodied.

The community that later called itself Christian inherited this struggle. Some forms of Christianity made service and ethical transformation central. Others invested increasingly in creedal boundaries, sacramental institutions, or claims about the exclusive authority of the church. These are overlapping histories, not mutually exclusive species. Our criticism concerns the tendency for doctrinal identification to substitute for imitation of Yeshua. Peter’s correct confession followed by misunderstanding gives the criticism an unexpectedly ancient illustration. The danger is present at the very center of the Gospel story.

Readers approaching from Christianity may recognize themselves here. They know the titles, hymnody, and salvation formulas. They may also suspect that the Sermon on the Mount has been treated as an impossible ideal rather than a serious social challenge. The book should not shame them for inherited beliefs. It should ask whether those beliefs have directed attention toward or away from the way of living described in the texts. The disciples’ misunderstandings offer a merciful way to ask the question. A follower may sincerely love Yeshua and still be mistaken about what following requires. The possibility of correction is not a threat to fidelity. It may be fidelity’s necessary beginning.



12. When Hope Becomes an Unfalsifiable System

An account of religious expectation can become self-protective through a series of apparently reasonable moves. A promise is interpreted literally; its anticipated event does not occur; the meaning is adjusted; the newly adjusted meaning is presented as what the text always intended. Any remaining difficulty is assigned to a later fulfillment, a secret dimension, or a condition the audience failed to satisfy. Not every interpretive development follows this pattern, and not every revised interpretation is illegitimate. Science, law, and ordinary historical understanding also change in response to new evidence. The decisive distinction is whether revision increases the account’s vulnerability to correction or gradually removes every conceivable test.

The two-stage messianic framework can be evaluated in this way. To say that Yeshua inaugurated the Kingdom and will consummate it later is a theological proposal. It may draw on texts that genuinely combine present and future expectations. The proposal becomes methodologically suspect when no publicly observable condition could lead its advocates to reconsider the claim. The same issue arises in any movement promising an imminent transformation while indefinite postponement leaves its confidence untouched. The problem is not uniquely Christian. It concerns the structure of belief whenever loyalty is rewarded and questions are punished.

A post-dogmatic society therefore needs an ethics of interpretation. It should be normal to say, ‘This passage seems to anticipate an event that did not occur in the anticipated form.’ It should be possible to add, ‘I nevertheless believe the text retains value, and here is why.’ The second sentence need not erase the first. The practice of allowing evidence and conviction to remain distinguishable is a discipline of humility. It prevents a community from taking every adjustment to its theory as further proof that the theory cannot be wrong.

This discipline becomes especially urgent when ultimate destiny is at stake. If believers are told that rejecting a particular explanation of postponed fulfillment means rejecting God, the argument has acquired a coercive force unrelated to its evidence. The historical legitimacy of a two-stage prophecy does not improve when dissenters are threatened. A person is entitled to ask whether an earlier audience could have recognized the proposed two-stage structure or whether later events supplied it. A community confident in its reasoning should welcome the question rather than convert it into a test of loyalty.

Yet a critical movement can become unfalsifiable in the opposite direction. Suppose we decide in advance that every explicit messianic text was necessarily invented by later writers, while every saying about service is unquestionably authentic. Then our reconstruction would protect itself by declaring all counterevidence secondary. The method would resemble the very apologetic habit we criticize. We must require positive reasons for assigning a saying to a particular stage of tradition. Linguistic plausibility, multiple attestation, context, and literary analysis are useful but never mechanical instruments that deliver certainty. An honest historian may conclude that the evidence cannot decide a question central to our philosophy.

The point of historical discipline is not to eliminate conviction but to prevent conviction from misrepresenting itself as knowledge. We can believe that Yeshua’s life is a uniquely compelling human example and that the Creator raised him. We can also acknowledge the historical complexity of the narratives and the unfinished character of many ancient hopes. The ability to say both is not a failure of intellectual courage. It is the refusal to hide our vulnerabilities. A movement built upon truth should be willing to survive without the protective armor of interpretive infallibility.



13. After the Failed Kingdom, What Remains?

If the political restoration did not occur as anticipated, what remains of Yeshua’s significance? For some readers the question feels dangerous because it has been framed as a choice between total doctrinal certainty and total meaninglessness. Either every ancient text correctly anticipated him, or the whole life collapses into insignificance. That is a false choice. Historical persons can transform human understanding even when their followers make debatable claims about them. Socrates matters apart from every Platonic metaphysical system, though we should not invent a secular Socrates detached from his world. The Buddha matters across traditions that disagree about him. Yeshua can matter profoundly even when the question of his relation to Israel’s messianic hopes remains contested.

We must be careful not to turn this analogy into the claim that Yeshua was simply another timeless philosopher. The Synoptic texts portray him announcing God’s reign, engaging Israel’s Scriptures, and participating in Jewish ritual and communal life. He does not offer a modern secular course in ethics. His demands are radical partly because they arise within a specific apocalyptic worldview. Historical integrity requires us to leave that worldview visible, including those elements that cannot be transported unchanged into the present. The possibility of learning from him is therefore not the possibility of pretending he originated outside Judaism. It is the possibility of distinguishing his historical setting from the cultural and doctrinal requirements of modern participation.

What remains first is a pattern of attention. Yeshua repeatedly directs notice toward people whose presence the dominant order has discounted: the poor, children, sufferers, outsiders, debtors, and those condemned by respectable judgment. What remains next is a revaluation of power. The greatest serves; the leader becomes responsible; honor loses its right to consume others. What remains finally is a refusal to separate truth from ordinary life. Words must be made credible by conduct. Ritual and status cannot substitute for reconciliation, mercy, and justice. These emphases are not inventions of Resurrection Society. They are plainly present in important Gospel traditions and have animated many Christian communities as well. Our distinctive move is to make them the organizing center instead of a supplement to doctrinal identification.

A community can build around such a center without declaring all theology meaningless. Members may differ about the resurrection’s evidential basis, the meaning of the Kingdom, the authority of Paul, or the future of the world. These differences matter and can be discussed. They need not prevent people from sharing a meal, helping a neighbor, reading a difficult passage, or becoming more truthful. This is not indifference to intellectual questions. It is a judgment about how those questions should function in a human community. We refuse to make unresolved ancient disputes the gate through which every act of fellowship must pass.

There is also something more demanding than generic humanism in the proposal. Yeshua’s way is not simply an affirmation that everyone is nice underneath. The Gospel teaching makes claims against greed, vanity, retaliation, hypocrisy, and the tendency to use religion as protection against moral obligation. It demands difficult forgiveness without calling injustice good. It questions ambition that appears normal in respectable society. It makes hospitality a measure of civilization rather than an optional decoration. A person who seriously practices these teachings may discover that ordinary life becomes more exacting, not less.

This is where the Son of Man becomes our next question. Daniel’s humanlike figure stands against a sequence of beasts. The Gospel sayings place that expression on the lips of a teacher who repeatedly overturns ordinary measures of power. Could these traditions together illuminate a coherent story of humanity recovering itself? There is no need to answer prematurely. We have already learned enough to say that the familiar messianic account is an interpretation with a history, not an unavoidable starting point. We can now examine the specific passages through which that account was constructed, and then return to the expression that has been waiting throughout the investigation: the Son of Man.





PART III — HOW THE SCRIPTURES WERE MADE TO SPEAK ABOUT HIM


14. The Difference Between Prophecy and Retrospective Recognition

The word prophecy carries several meanings in ordinary Christian conversation. It may mean a moral warning addressed to the prophet’s own community, a vision of future judgment, a poetic announcement of hope, or a precise prediction of an event centuries away. Those are not interchangeable literary acts. A prophet denouncing corruption is not functioning as a fortune-teller; a lament recounting suffering is not automatically predicting a future crucifixion. Confusion begins when every ancient text that can be associated with Yeshua is relabeled prediction. The problem is not merely terminological. It changes what sort of evidence the text is supposed to provide.

Historical interpretation begins by asking who is speaking, to whom, in what situation, and with what immediate purpose. In biblical literature those questions can have complicated answers, because many books grew through transmission, collection, and editing. A passage may speak to its first audience and also acquire new resonance in a later community. Those resonances can be meaningful. They are not the same as the claim that the first audience was given a concealed description of someone living hundreds of years later. The Gospel authors make extensive and sophisticated use of Israel’s writings. Their methods deserve respect as interpretation; they do not become historically self-validating because the interpreters speak with confidence.

Retrospective recognition works from event to text. Something happens, or is believed to have happened, and an earlier pattern is seen anew. A person escaping violence recalls the exodus. An unjust death calls to mind the righteous sufferer’s psalm. A restored community rereads promises of return. Ancient Jewish readers were adept at such scriptural reuse, and later Christian reading belongs within that broader world of interpretive activity. The movement’s problem arises when the interpretive sequence is reversed for apologetic purposes. Readers are told that the text proves an event because it predicted the event in advance, without recognizing that the later narrative may have been composed or shaped in dialogue with the earlier text.

This distinction creates a difficult but necessary question of independent attestation. Suppose Matthew reports a detail about Yeshua and immediately identifies it as fulfillment of a scriptural text. If no independent source preserves the detail, we cannot simply use Matthew’s fulfillment claim to establish that the historical event happened exactly as described. The writer may accurately report an event and interpret it. The writer may also have constructed or emphasized a scene to express theological meaning. Both possibilities must remain open until evidence helps distinguish them. Historical investigation becomes circular when the story verifies the prophecy and the prophecy verifies the story without either supplying independent information.

The strongest defense of this method is not that the evangelists read like modern historians. They did not inhabit our division between history, theology, and literary art. The stronger defense is that religious truth may be expressed through patterns rather than literal advance predictions. A figure can recapitulate Israel, embody the suffering righteous, or reenact exodus without every source having predicted the later biography. That account is intellectually more coherent than the insistence that each text contains a hidden date-stamped forecast. But it also requires the reader to relinquish a popular form of proof. Typological coherence is not the same thing as an independently confirmed miracle of prediction.

Why does this matter to the Son of Man? Because once we stop organizing Yeshua’s life as a checklist of prophetic credentials, we are free to ask what its narrative actions reveal. The acts of healing, service, forgiveness, and vulnerability can be considered in their own right. His teaching need not wait for validation by an unrelated verse. The historical person may become more visible when the network of fulfillments becomes less coercive. That is the spirit in which the next chapters should be read: neither mocking the artistry of the Gospel writers nor granting them an interpretive monopoly over every older text they chose to invoke.



15. Isaiah’s Child and the Crisis of Ahaz

The famous passage in Isaiah 7 belongs first to a political crisis. Judah’s King Ahaz faced pressure from neighboring powers, and the prophet addressed a sign relevant to the immediate circumstances. The Hebrew word almah commonly refers to a young woman; it does not by itself function as an unambiguous technical term for a biological virgin. The Greek translation used a word that often carries the sense virgin, and Matthew’s infancy narrative uses that scriptural language to interpret the conception of Yeshua. The historical question is not whether Matthew believed the story mattered. Plainly he did. It is whether Isaiah’s immediate oracle was originally designed as a direct forecast of a birth several centuries afterward.

The surrounding verses matter. Isaiah’s sign concerns the child’s development as a measure of approaching changes in the political threat before Ahaz. If a reader removes the sign from that setting, the short phrase about the child appears free-floating and more easily detachable. Put the sign back into the narrative, however, and the centuries-long delay becomes difficult to describe as the verse’s ordinary sense. A prophetic speech addressed to a frightened king is expected to say something relevant to that king. The fact that the later Christian author recognized a typological or theological pattern does not make the earlier political context disappear.

Matthew’s use of the Greek wording is also instructive. Translation is never merely an invisible bridge carrying stable meanings across languages. A later author may encounter a tradition through Greek scriptures whose lexical possibilities differ from the Hebrew. That difference can influence how a narrative is told and interpreted. It does not require accusing the evangelist of fraud. Ancient authors worked with the texts accessible to them and employed interpretive conventions unlike those of modern academic historians. Yet a contemporary reader is entitled to ask whether the claimed proof depends upon a translation choice. If it does, the claim should be presented honestly.

Christian interpreters often defend the passage by appealing to layered fulfillment. They may say the sign had an immediate horizon in the eighth century BCE while also foreshadowing a greater future birth. Such a reading is possible as theology. The historian cannot independently establish the existence of a concealed second intention merely because a later text announces it. There is a difference between saying, ‘Matthew sees Yeshua’s birth in the light of Isaiah,’ and saying, ‘Isaiah explicitly predicted Matthew’s birth narrative.’ The first accurately describes a literary relationship; the second requires an argument the original chapter does not plainly supply.

The birth story’s historical status is a separate issue. Matthew and Luke preserve distinct infancy narratives, and no responsible inquiry should claim that linguistic analysis of Isaiah alone disproves miraculous conception. Conversely, belief in miraculous conception is not independently demonstrated by an eighth-century text with an immediate political setting. A community may hold the birth tradition as part of faith. Resurrection Society does not need to turn assent to that tradition into an entrance condition. Its interest in the historical human Yeshua remains substantial whether or not the infancy narratives can be verified in detail.

The wider lesson is methodological. Readers often learn a few verses as isolated proofs long before encountering the books to which those verses belong. The context is not an enemy to faith; it is an obligation of truthfulness. To restore context is to give the ancient author back a voice. Only then can we ask how a later community creatively repurposed that voice. The Son of Man project does not require us to deny Matthew’s theology. It does require us to distinguish that theology from the original aim of Isaiah’s speech. That distinction is one modest way to stop building religious certainty upon a passage that resists the burden placed upon it.



16. Out of Egypt: When Memory Becomes Prediction

Hosea 11 opens with a recollection of Israel as a child called out of Egypt. The chapter remembers the exodus and portrays a relationship marked by divine care and Israel’s subsequent waywardness. It looks backward upon national memory. Matthew 2 applies its language to Yeshua’s return from Egypt, embedding the childhood narrative within a network of scriptural echoes. Here one can see the interpretive process almost without technical apparatus: a statement about Israel becomes an expression applied to an individual whose story is made to resemble Israel’s story. The issue is not whether the connection has literary beauty. It does. The issue is what kind of claim the connection establishes.

In a typological reading, Yeshua recapitulates the history of his people. Israel went down into Egypt and came out; Matthew’s child also goes to Egypt and returns. Israel passed through water and wilderness; the Gospel narrative places baptism and testing near the opening of public ministry. The sequence may express Matthew’s conviction that Yeshua embodies Israel’s vocation. One can take that literary artistry seriously without calling Hosea 11 a direct prediction of a future trip by a particular infant. If the author of Hosea had been asked what event he was referring to, the chapter itself supplies the answer: Israel’s past deliverance from Egypt.

Matthew’s infancy narrative contains other difficulties. It places the family in circumstances shaped by Herod, threat, flight, and return, while Luke’s narrative proceeds through a different arrangement of census, travel, and family origin. The accounts have historically inspired complicated harmonizations. Such efforts may propose possible sequences, but they should not be mistaken for independent evidence that every narrated detail occurred. The literary purpose of the flight to Egypt is especially transparent in its relation to Israel’s story and the Moses pattern. Transparency of purpose is not proof of fiction; it is a reason to be cautious about extracting a full historical itinerary from a narrative whose theological architecture is so pronounced.

A Christian reader may reply that God providentially arranged both Israel’s history and Yeshua’s childhood to create the correspondence. That is a coherent statement of faith. It is not a claim historians can verify by comparing two texts. The correspondence may be intentionally constructed by an author who already believed Yeshua’s significance demanded scriptural expression. A truth-first method distinguishes these alternatives instead of announcing that the literary echo itself settles them. Even if a person accepts providential typology, the person need not insist that everyone else recognize it as a public proof requiring no interpretive premises.

The implications extend beyond this one verse. Matthew’s Gospel is full of scriptural texture. Readers accustomed to treating citations as marginal footnotes may miss that the older texts often shape the very substance of the story being told. That is precisely what makes Matthew such a fascinating witness to early Yeshua devotion. He does not simply provide information and then decorate it with quotations. He narrates a life through the remembered history of Israel. This is a theological literary project. Its power is not reducible to a yes-or-no test of whether Hosea predicted the child.

For the Son of Man inquiry, the lesson is liberating. The grandeur of a life need not depend on the number of earlier verses creatively connected to it. We can honor the memory of Israel in Matthew while recognizing that Yeshua’s specific way of treating the poor, refusing domination, and redefining greatness remains worthy of investigation apart from the fulfillment scheme. The more clearly we describe the interpretive act, the less we need to make belief in that act a measure of human worth. The point is not to empty Scripture of significance. It is to permit Scripture to be what its authors were actually writing before asking what it may mean to us.



17. Bethlehem, David, and the Geography of Expectation

Micah 5 is widely associated with the expectation of a ruler from Bethlehem, the town linked with David. Its language invites questions about family origin, ancient royal legitimacy, and the longing for an ideal leader after political disaster. Matthew and Luke both locate Yeshua’s birth in Bethlehem while depicting his upbringing in Nazareth. Yet their narrative mechanisms differ. Matthew’s story assumes one set of circumstances involving Herod and subsequent relocation, while Luke places emphasis on a census and a journey from Nazareth. The overlap is significant, but so are the divergences. A historian must consider whether the Bethlehem tradition records an independent memory, reflects scriptural expectation, or involves some combination of the two.

A claim of independent verification requires evidence independent of the writings under examination. The Gospels’ use of Micah does not by itself settle the location of birth. Conversely, the presence of literary motives does not logically prove that Bethlehem was invented. People sometimes live events that resemble texts later used to describe them. The historian’s task is to compare probabilities, literary interests, and available sources without demanding an absolute verdict where the material is insufficient. Because most of Yeshua’s public identity is tied to Nazareth, the Bethlehem claim carries a particular theological burden in accounts emphasizing Davidic expectation.

There is also a question about ancestry. Genealogies in Matthew and Luke are not identical, and the differences should be analyzed as evidence of distinct theological and literary aims. Genealogies in antiquity often served purposes of identity and legitimacy beyond the biological tracing favored by modern record offices. That fact does not make every ancestral claim symbolic; it cautions against assuming an ancient genealogy functions like a verified DNA pedigree. If royal descent becomes a mandatory proof of Messiahship, the evidential demands become unexpectedly high. A community cannot simply appeal to the presence of a genealogy while ignoring conflicts in the surviving genealogical presentations.

The fascination with Bethlehem reveals the power of a title to reorder a biography. If Messiah must be a Davidic ruler associated with David’s city, then the geography of an otherwise Galilean life becomes a problem in need of explanation. Different evangelists solve the narrative challenge differently. Their solutions are windows into early Christian interpretation. They are not reasons to despise the authors. The narratives communicate that Yeshua belongs within Israel’s hopes even when his known public life emerged in a place with different associations. The interpretive work is itself historically important, regardless of the ultimate historical location of his birth.

Reading through the Son of Man shifts the burden. Yeshua’s importance no longer rises or falls on the successful verification of Davidic genealogy or Bethlehem geography. The question becomes what the human one actually says and does. A person can take seriously his teaching about service without first deciding whether a particular census occurred or whether a family relocated as Matthew describes. This is not contempt for historical detail. It is a judgment about moral and philosophical priority. We should investigate the details while refusing to make all meaning conditional upon resolving them.

The danger on the opposite side is to argue that because Bethlehem serves a theological purpose, Nazareth must be the only historically possible birthplace. That too exceeds the evidence. Post-dogmatic study means living with a genuinely open question when the records do not close it. The same principle will later apply to Son of Man sayings that fit our preferred thesis too neatly. An author might preserve an authentic expression; the author might also shape it for theological purposes. We will not grant one set of writings limitless historical trust and another set automatic suspicion merely because one fits our philosophy better. The point of intellectual freedom is that outcomes must remain capable of surprising us.



18. The Suffering Servant and the Cost of Retrospective Reading

Isaiah 52:13–53:12 is one of the most powerful and contested passages in the Hebrew Bible’s later reception. It describes a servant despised and afflicted, whose suffering is related to the welfare of others. Christian interpreters have long read the passage through Yeshua’s death. Jewish interpreters have often understood the servant in relation to Israel or other historical referents, while debates about individual and collective interpretation remain more complex than a simple division along religious lines. The broader servant material in Isaiah can refer explicitly to Israel, yet some songs distinguish the servant from Israel or present an individual-like mission. Responsible scholarship should begin by acknowledging the textual complexity rather than pretending that one verse settles every question.

The text belongs to the larger literary setting of Isaiah 40–55, whose concerns include exile, comfort, return, and the revelation of divine purpose to the nations. The identity of the servant varies across passages and has generated extensive discussion. A reader who encounters only a few lines beside a passion narrative may miss that complexity. The Christian identification of the servant with Yeshua is an interpretive act influenced by belief about his suffering and vindication. It may produce profound theological meaning. It does not demonstrate that the exilic author consciously wrote a detailed account of Roman crucifixion. Historical inquiry asks first what the servant song could mean within its own literary world.

There is a moral dimension that must not be neglected. Language describing suffering for others can nourish solidarity, but it can also be misused to sanctify harm. People have sometimes been told to accept abuse because a sacred sufferer did not resist. Such applications are neither necessary nor ethically defensible. Whatever account one gives of the servant’s pain, the suffering of real human beings must not become a justification for inflicting more suffering. The Son of Man reading should attend carefully to the distinction between a person choosing costly service and a system demanding sacrifice from those it already exploits.

Mark 10:45, where the Son of Man gives his life as a ransom for many, is frequently interpreted alongside Isaiah’s servant language. The relation is plausible and significant, though the exact intertextual links remain discussed. One can ask whether self-giving service is presented as integral to the nature of the Kingdom, or whether the saying functions primarily as a theological explanation of atoning death. The two questions are not mutually exclusive. Mark puts the ransom declaration at the conclusion of a teaching against domination and for service. Any interpretation that isolates the death from that ethical setting risks losing the argument that the narrative itself makes.

The possibility of retrospective scriptural shaping does not settle the historical reality of Yeshua’s suffering. He was executed; his followers understood that execution through Israel’s texts. What requires scrutiny is the claim that the servant song establishes, in advance, every theological theory later built around his death. Christian atonement doctrines differ significantly, from ransom and victory imagery to satisfaction, substitution, moral influence, and representative suffering. The plurality of theories should alert us that the interpretation of one ancient passage cannot automatically fix the mechanics of salvation for all time. Nor is the historian entitled to treat any one model as empirically verified.

A community organized around the Son of Man can acknowledge the grandeur of sacrificial language while retaining the primacy of a life of service. The person who bears suffering rather than passing it to the weak challenges the normal logic of domination. But costly love is not an instruction for victims to remain in danger. Nor does it mean that Yeshua’s death is meaningless without a theory explaining how it altered a heavenly ledger. The historical evidence supports the fact of a crucified man and the early conviction of his vindication. The ethical interpretation asks what the manner of his life and death reveals about human authority, solidarity, and hope.



19. Psalm 22 and the Scriptural Language of Suffering

Psalm 22 is a lament whose movement from distress toward praise has profoundly shaped Christian descriptions of the crucifixion. Gospel accounts invoke its opening words and imagery associated with mockery, exposed suffering, and divided garments. The ancient poem belongs first to the language of prayer. A speaker experiences abandonment and public humiliation, appeals for rescue, and imagines renewed communal praise. Its purpose in that setting is not to supply a forensic report of a future execution. It gives suffering a voice in a tradition where calling out under affliction is a recognized act of faith.

When Gospel writers use the psalm, they do more than collect details matching a prediction. They portray Yeshua’s suffering through a familiar liturgical and poetic register. Readers versed in Scripture hear the cry of a righteous sufferer and possibly the movement toward vindication contained in the larger psalm. The quotation makes theological sense as an act of interpretation, even if a historian cannot establish independently that every associated scene occurred exactly as narrated. The use of scriptural language is part of how ancient authors communicate significance. It would be shallow to dismiss the connection because the psalm was not originally a modern-style forecast.

Textual questions about the psalm also reveal the difficulty of using isolated words as decisive proof. The well-known line about hands and feet has variant readings in textual traditions and has generated debate. A responsible treatment will not pretend that one English translation ends the matter. The question is not only which ancient wording should be preferred; it is how an ancient lament came to be read within a narrative of Roman execution. Textual criticism and literary reception are separate but related disciplines. Both matter when someone claims certainty on the basis of a striking phrase.

Christian interpretation has sometimes turned the psalm into a complete prewritten script whose every image predicts the crucifixion. That approach risks making the Gospel a reenactment of words rather than an encounter with a historical event. At the same time, it can obscure the psalm’s broader significance for sufferers who are not Yeshua. A lament is a form of human speech available to people experiencing injustice. If every line is removed from that human context and assigned exclusively to one figure, the ordinary voice of suffering can disappear. A Son of Man reading has reason to restore the lament’s human reach.

Mark’s portrayal of Yeshua crying in apparent abandonment complicates any easy account in which his death is merely a serene execution of a known metaphysical plan. The cry locates the suffering human being at the center of the scene. Later Christian interpretations differ in how they reconcile that cry with convictions about divine nature, foreknowledge, and the Trinity. Our project need not resolve the doctrinal debate before attending to the literary force of the human voice. Whatever else the scene means, it refuses to make suffering imaginary. A human being is depicted in distress, and the language of Scripture gives that distress words.

The broader implication is that the Passion should not be read only as an identity puzzle solved by verbal correspondence. Ancient writers used the Psalms because those poems had already taught generations how to speak under oppression. That continuity can deepen rather than diminish our understanding of Yeshua. The Son of Man does not merely display power beyond humanity; he is portrayed within humanity’s vulnerability, praying words other sufferers could understand. The story’s moral power lies partly in that solidarity. The question of whether particular details were narrated to echo the psalm remains open for historical inquiry. The human significance of the lament need not wait for the final answer.



20. The Fulfillment Factory and the Historical Cost

A fulfillment catalogue often appears persuasive because of its accumulated weight. One prophecy may be debated; ten look impressive; a hundred create the impression of mathematical impossibility. But the number of entries does not solve the methodological problems affecting individual entries. A list may combine direct predictions, typological recapitulations, lines from psalms, general descriptions of righteous suffering, and texts whose original contexts point elsewhere. The evidence does not become independent merely by being multiplied. If several items are derived from the same Gospel author’s literary use of Scripture, they are not separate attestations of extraordinary foreknowledge.

The distinction matters most when probabilities are invoked. Popular arguments sometimes assign arbitrary odds to a future person satisfying individual traits and then multiply those odds. Such calculations usually assume that the traits were independently predicted, independently fulfilled, and statistically independent of one another. Those assumptions rarely receive adequate defense. A birth narrative shaped by an expected location cannot be treated as statistically independent proof of the expectation without further evidence. A psalm image reused in a passion narrative cannot simply be scored as a separate improbability. Mathematical language can create a misleading aura of precision around an interpretation that has not first established its basic historical premises.

A more careful catalogue would contain the original passage, its likely historical horizon, significant translation issues, known ancient uses, the Gospel’s application, and possible alternative accounts of the relationship. Such a catalogue would not automatically conclude that all Christian interpretations are false. It would allow different kinds of relationship to be distinguished. A reader might find some links compelling as typology, others plausible as historical reminiscence, and still others weak as direct prediction. That diversity would be a sign of rigorous analysis rather than ideological inconsistency.

The historical cost of an uncritical fulfillment system is that it can place the interpretive frame ahead of the person. A story about Yeshua is valued chiefly for its ability to confirm a verse. A miracle matters chiefly because it certifies a title. A saying about the poor becomes secondary to a genealogy. His way of life becomes a collection of credentials supporting a conclusion about identity. This is the reversal our book seeks to investigate. We do not deny that the Gospel authors intended their readers to recognize Yeshua’s significance. We question whether the resulting proof system has encouraged later readers to overlook what his significance was meant to do to their lives.

To be fair, many Christian readers have never approached Scripture as a simple prediction factory. Historical-critical Christians, literary interpreters, and theologians of typology have long recognized the complexity described here. Their work should be acknowledged because the truth of a criticism is not increased by pretending that no one within Christianity has noticed the difficulty. The more serious target is the dogmatic use of these texts to compel assent where the evidence actually invites interpretation. A movement devoted to truth must learn to criticize methods rather than caricature whole populations of believers.

What emerges from this part of the book is not a proof that Yeshua could not have been called Messiah in any legitimate sense. It is a demonstration that the familiar portrait of an evidently predicted Messiah is an interpretation assembled through complex literary and theological choices. Its certainty is not self-evident. We can now return to the speech attributed to Yeshua without a requirement that every saying be subordinated to that portrait. We can ask, with renewed attention, what the Son of Man means in Hebrew, Aramaic, Daniel’s vision, Jewish apocalyptic literature, and the Gospels themselves. The investigation becomes possible precisely because the familiar answer has ceased to function as the first rule of reading.





PART IV — THE IDENTITY HE USED: SON OF MAN


21. A Phrase in Three Languages

A term can appear deceptively simple when readers encounter it only in translation. Son of Man seems to communicate straightforward humanity, particularly to a modern audience hearing the word son as a description of birth. Yet the expression belongs to several linguistic worlds. Hebrew uses constructions such as ben adam to mean a human being or mortal, notably when Ezekiel is addressed by that phrase. The Aramaic of Daniel 7 uses language referring to one resembling a human being. The Greek Gospels employ the more distinctive expression usually translated the Son of Man. Translating the words is easy compared with establishing whether all these occurrences perform the same literary and theological function.

The underlying idiom of Semitic languages permits ‘son of’ constructions indicating membership in a class or participation in a condition. In poetic settings the expression can highlight mortality, vulnerability, or humanity. Psalm 8 asks what a human being is that the Creator should be mindful of him, connecting human smallness with dignity and entrusted rule. Ezekiel’s repeated address emphasizes the prophet’s humanity before the divine speaker. Neither usage automatically supplies a title for a single heavenly savior. Yet Daniel 7 presents a humanlike figure in a heavenly court after the rise of terrifying beasts. Its setting transforms the resonance. The figure is not simply any man encountered in a village; he belongs to a vision about dominion and judgment.

The Aramaic question becomes particularly difficult because the original sayings of Yeshua were not preserved for us in a complete Aramaic Gospel. The Greek Gospels transmit what writers and communities understood. Scholars such as Géza Vermes, Maurice Casey, and others have explored whether Aramaic expressions corresponding to son of man could function generically or as a way of speaking indirectly about oneself. Casey argued that some sayings plausibly reflect idiomatic self-reference and that other sayings were influenced by Daniel. This approach has attracted substantial criticism and debate. It is not responsible to declare that the Aramaic proves every Gospel use is nothing more than ‘I,’ nor that every use must identify one preexistent celestial individual.

We should attend to the Greek form as literary evidence in its own right. If an author consistently preserves an unusual expression, the expression may be carrying theological significance whether or not every original utterance did so. A saying translated from Aramaic could change function when it enters Greek. A generic remark about what human beings endure may become heard as a declaration about the Son of Man as a unique figure. The transformation need not be malicious or even conscious. Language develops under the pressure of the stories communities tell. Once a movement believes its teacher has been vindicated in heaven, words capable of Danielic resonance may acquire a new clarity and a new weight.

This is why the historical Son of Man problem has resisted easy solutions. Some sayings concern ordinary activity, such as eating and lacking a place to sleep. Others announce suffering and resurrection. Others describe cloud-coming judgment. The three classes could reflect three dimensions of one person’s understanding. They could also preserve traditions from different stages of development. The investigator must evaluate individual sayings and their narrative settings rather than impose a single master meaning. We cannot assume the answer most congenial to our philosophy is therefore the most ancient.

For Resurrection Society, this linguistic humility has an immediate consequence. We do not build a doctrine by claiming that a dictionary has finally revealed the hidden secret of two thousand years. We begin with a more modest and more powerful observation: the Gospel tradition repeatedly has Yeshua speak under the sign of humanity, sometimes vulnerability and sometimes extraordinary authority. The interpretive problem is itself meaningful. What if the story’s tension between human frailty and heavenly vindication belongs to its central message? What if the question is not whether he was only human or more than human, but how humanity is represented and transformed in these texts? We now turn to the ancient vision where that tension becomes unmistakable.



22. Daniel’s Beasts and the Humanlike One

Daniel 7 opens with a night vision of turbulent waters and four monstrous beasts. The animals differ in form, but together they communicate something about the unnatural shape of imperial rule. A lion with wings, a bear, a leopard with multiple features, and a terrifying fourth beast embody forms of strength emptied of humane restraint. The narrative’s later interpretation associates the beasts with kings or kingdoms, though the identification of individual empires has been debated through centuries of reception. A historical-critical reading commonly situates the vision in the second-century BCE crisis surrounding Seleucid oppression. Whatever one concludes about exact correspondences, the image of political predation is central to the scene.

Then the setting changes. Thrones are placed, an Ancient of Days presides, books are opened, and the terrifying beastly order is judged. Into this heavenly scene comes one resembling a human being, approaching the Ancient of Days and receiving authority, glory, and a kingdom. The contrast is not a coincidence a modern reader has invented out of nothing. Monstrous kingdoms are followed by human likeness. Domination represented through beasts yields to authority bestowed upon the humanlike figure. The apocalyptic symbolism does not automatically establish our entire philosophy, but it creates a compelling question about the moral imagination of empire and humanity.

The interpretive verses complicate any simplistic identification. Daniel 7 associates possession of the kingdom with the holy ones of the Most High. Many scholars understand the humanlike figure as representing the faithful community or its heavenly representative, rather than as a prediction of one future Galilean person. Others see an angelic or individual figure. The original writer’s imagery does not supply an unambiguous doctrinal description of the Messiah. Later Jewish and Christian interpretations develop possibilities already present in the symbol’s openness. A responsible reader should not move directly from the phrase one like a son of man to an assertion that the vision explicitly names Yeshua.

The scene raises a striking difference between receiving and seizing. The beasts rise from chaotic waters and exercise terrifying power; the humanlike figure approaches the heavenly court and receives authority. In the vision’s theological world, legitimacy does not arise merely from the capacity to conquer. Dominion can be judged, revoked, and bestowed. The figure’s humanity may symbolize the character of the vindicated community, the dignity of the persecuted, or the difference between heavenly and earthly rule. None of these possibilities should be converted into the claim that all empires are literal demons. The image works because readers recognize something predatory within ordinary political systems without needing to posit monsters behind every government.

This symbolic contrast could be read as a theory of civilization. Human societies frequently celebrate their most beastly capacities: crushing rivals, monopolizing resources, displaying strength, and compelling obedience. They call these capacities greatness. Daniel’s vision refuses to give beastly rule the final word. A humanlike presence stands at the horizon of the beasts’ judgment. Resurrection Society receives this image as a challenge to the idea that progress consists of becoming more efficient at domination. What would a genuinely human dominion look like? Could authority serve rather than consume? Could a community be ordered around the protection of vulnerable people rather than the prestige of its rulers?

The Gospel of Mark makes this question unexpectedly concrete in a teaching about rulers who lord authority over others and the Son of Man who comes to serve. Whether Mark consciously intended a comprehensive commentary on Daniel’s beasts must be investigated. The thematic relation is nonetheless substantial: the authority of the human one is distinguished from the normal conduct of the powerful. A reader need not prove that Daniel’s original author foresaw this scene to recognize its interpretive force. Ancient texts can be read together without pretending they were composed as chapters in a single modern argument. The task is to articulate what the connection illuminates and what it cannot establish. If it reveals a viable pattern of human life, that may be enough for a philosophy to begin.



23. The Holy Ones and the Shared Kingdom

Daniel 7’s explanation refers repeatedly to the holy ones receiving or possessing the kingdom. This creates one of the most consequential questions in the Son of Man debate. How does the singular humanlike figure relate to a plural people? A representative symbol can present a community as one person. An angelic patron can act on behalf of a people. An individual deliverer can receive authority whose benefits extend to others. The interpretive possibilities overlap, and later readers have often preferred whichever one supports their developed theology. But the plural language deserves its full weight. The vision is not merely interested in the promotion of one glorious figure. It concerns the fate of those subjected to monstrous rule.

If the original apocalyptic purpose involved a persecuted community, then the vindication of the humanlike figure cannot be separated from communal vindication. The holy ones are not simply spectators watching a heavenly celebrity acquire power. They are implicated in the new order. Some historical-critical scholars therefore interpret the figure collectively, while others see the figure as an individual heavenly representative of the community. Either way, the text provides a reason to resist an account in which heavenly authority is entirely disconnected from human fellowship. What happens to the people matters to the story’s outcome.

Christian reception sometimes narrows the image by making the heavenly Son of Man solely Yeshua in glory. That move is understandable within resurrection belief, especially when Gospel sayings invoke Daniel’s clouds. Yet a too-exclusive reading can obscure the collective destiny described in the same chapter. If the figure represents or acts for a people, then the theological imagination should have room for participation. The significance of a representative human being is not exhausted by his difference from everyone else. Representation implies some relation between the one and the many. That relation has been understood differently across Jewish and Christian traditions, and we need not pretend there is one uncontested synthesis.

Resurrection Society is especially interested in the ethical implications of participation. A community organized around the Son of Man should not become another hierarchy in which ordinary people defer to a sacred exceptional individual whom no one can meaningfully imitate. If Yeshua is exemplary, his example must actually be practicable in its governing direction. Not everyone can be an itinerant Galilean healer, confront the Temple establishment, or expect resurrection appearances. People can practice truthfulness, mercy, costly service, freedom from domination, and hospitality. These are not minor accessories to the figure’s significance. They are the concrete ways a community can participate in a humane form of life.

There is a danger of overstatement here. Daniel does not announce the modern values of democratic governance, individual rights, or universal civic equality in contemporary terminology. The holy ones may reflect a defined religious community, not humanity without distinction. We cannot simply replace them with all humanity and claim historical fidelity. Our proposal is a philosophical extension drawn from the contrast of beasts and human likeness and from Yeshua’s teaching across boundaries. It can be defended as a present ethical project without being misrepresented as the exact political program of a second-century BCE apocalyptic writer.

The more modest claim is also the more fertile one. The vision joins humanity and collective destiny within a scene where violent rule is judged. Yeshua’s teaching joins authority and service within a community whose members argue about greatness. Read together, they suggest that a new form of human life cannot depend upon the endless exaltation of a solitary hero while everyone else remains subject to ordinary domination. It must become visible in relationships. That is why the small scale of an ordinary gathering matters. A community where people can speak without fear, exercise responsibility without spiritual rank, and help the vulnerable without demanding allegiance is not the full realization of Daniel’s kingdom. It is a defensible beginning of the humane alternative the vision allows us to imagine.



24. Enoch, Ezra, and the Cosmic Human Figure

A theory that makes Son of Man simply mean ordinary humanity encounters a formidable difficulty in Jewish apocalyptic literature. The Similitudes, or Parables, of Enoch portray a chosen and exalted humanlike figure associated with judgment and vindication. The exact date of the Similitudes remains debated, partly because no copy of that section was found among the Enoch manuscripts at Qumran, even though other Enochic writings are represented. Many scholars locate the work around the turn of the era, while others caution against confident dating. The text is nonetheless important evidence for the range of ways Daniel’s imagery could develop within Jewish thought. It cannot simply be dismissed as a Christian invention whenever its heavenly figure complicates our preferred thesis.

Fourth Ezra offers a different but related witness. Its thirteenth chapter depicts a man rising from the sea and overcoming hostile powers through divine agency. The work belongs to the aftermath of the destruction of Jerusalem and therefore cannot serve as independent evidence of a fully established pre-Yeshua Son of Man system. It does show that in Jewish apocalyptic imagination the humanlike figure could become an individual eschatological agent with extraordinary powers. The language of the human one was capable of bearing cosmic weight. The gap between mortal idiom and exalted deliverer is not a modern distortion imposed by the Gospels alone.

Some interpreters have therefore described a known Son of Man title circulating in Yeshua’s world, which he simply adopted. Others dispute that the evidence establishes such a fixed, publicly recognized title at that time. John J. Collins, Maurice Casey, and other specialists differ in how they assess the sources and their implications. The problem is compounded by dating and by the fact that the texts do not use all terms identically. One cannot infer from the presence of a figure in one apocalyptic book that every Galilean listener automatically heard the same referent when Yeshua spoke. Nor can one deny the possibility that some listeners recognized Danielic resonance.

The cosmic dimension creates the tension at the heart of our project. If the humanlike figure is the heavenly judge of the nations, how can his significance be the recovery of ordinary humanity? The answer may lie not in diminishing the cosmic role but in asking what it is for. Daniel’s human likeness appears after beastly kingdoms are judged. The Similitudes direct judgment toward oppressive rulers and vindicate the righteous. Fourth Ezra imagines divine deliverance from hostile powers. Whatever else these texts claim, the vindication of the vulnerable against predatory authority is a persistent theme. Cosmic scope can intensify concern for human life rather than replace it.

But there are difficult differences that should remain visible. The apocalyptic figure sometimes judges violently or exercises overwhelming power. Such scenes do not fit a simple thesis of universally gentle leadership. A responsible Resurrection Society reading must examine whether the judgment imagery is compatible with non-dominating authority or whether it reflects ancient hopes for a reversal in which the oppressed finally become the victors through superior force. The ethical question cannot be settled by calling the figure human. A humanlike judge may still be imagined within a coercive political grammar. The Gospel texts will reveal a similar tension between mercy and apocalyptic punishment.

The value of these ancient witnesses lies in the permission they give us to ask bigger questions. The Son of Man is neither merely an ordinary mortal in every context nor necessarily the same person as the later Christian Christ in every text. The imagery travels through different genres and communities. It acquires personal, heavenly, judicial, and communal meanings. If Yeshua’s own speech places vulnerability, service, suffering, and vindication within this field, then a distinctive theological and ethical portrait may emerge. We should neither flatten the cosmic figure into a generic slogan nor allow cosmic spectacle to swallow the human life. The task is to understand how the two dimensions belong together, and where the surviving evidence resists their reunion.



25. The Son of Man with Nowhere to Lay His Head

The saying that the Son of Man has nowhere to lay his head presents a radically different image from a figure approaching a heavenly throne. It speaks of deprivation, itinerancy, and the cost of a life unsettled by mission. In Matthew and Luke the saying appears within a context of following Yeshua. The language invites an immediate question: is the Son of Man here a solemn apocalyptic title, an indirect reference to the speaker, or a general statement about the vulnerability of a human being living this way? Scholars have offered different answers. The fact that no answer is effortless is significant. The expression holds together the ordinary experience of homelessness and a tradition later invested with cosmic significance.

Reading the saying as a lesson in voluntary poverty can produce moral insight, but it also invites romanticism. Lack of shelter is not inherently holy. People deprived of housing through injustice do not need affluent readers to praise their suffering as spiritual freedom. Yeshua’s itinerancy, as portrayed in the Gospels, belongs to a particular mission and historical environment. What can be transported into an ordinary contemporary life is less the absence of an address than the refusal to make security and possession the highest goods. The human one is not defined by a property claim. His way challenges the assumption that dignity rises with the scale of one’s house.

The saying also complicates triumphalist understandings of Messiahship. A royal deliverer normally evokes images of restoration, authority, and eventual public success. The Son of Man who lacks a place to sleep appears as a person exposed to dependence upon others. In the Gospel world, hospitality is therefore not a sentimental practice but a practical condition of mission. Someone must provide a meal, shelter, or welcome. The human one teaches and acts within a network of ordinary obligations. Extraordinary significance does not cancel dependency. If anything, it makes dependency visible rather than concealing it beneath the fiction of self-sufficient greatness.

The implications for Resurrection Society are substantial. We should not build a philosophy whose founder claims to embody the human way while treating ordinary forms of assistance as beneath him. A movement that prizes theological independence but quietly creates a privileged household, permanent hierarchy, or financial dependency around its leader would betray the passage’s direction. Hospitality should be reciprocal, voluntary, and bounded by responsibility. A host is not a spiritual superior; a guest is not a burden whose gratitude can be demanded. The dignity of both depends upon the recognition that human life is lived through relationships.

Historically, we cannot extract from one saying a full theory of Yeshua’s self-understanding. Its literary position and possible transmission through a shared sayings source remain subjects for study. Nor does the contrast with glorious sayings prove that one group must be authentic and the other secondary. People can speak of suffering in the present and hope in the future. The possible difference between contexts is worth tracing but does not deliver an automatic verdict. The historian’s caution becomes philosophically fruitful because it prevents the contemporary movement from resting everything on one disputed phrase.

What remains is a striking image: a human life refusing to equate greatness with security or status. A person who has nowhere to rest may still speak of a Kingdom. A person dependent upon hospitality may still challenge the great of the world. The contrast invites us to reconsider what counts as human authority. It may not be an authority that escapes vulnerability. It may be one that accepts vulnerability without turning it into a right to exploit others. That possibility opens the Gospel narrative in a direction almost invisible when the only question is whether the Messiah possessed the expected royal credentials.



26. Authority on Earth: Forgiveness and Sabbath

Mark 2 brings the Son of Man into direct connection with authority. The scene of the paralyzed man begins with a declaration of forgiveness that alarms the scribes. The subsequent healing is narrated as a demonstration that the Son of Man has authority on earth to forgive sins. The phrase on earth matters. It places the question of authority in an actual human encounter rather than only in a heavenly tribunal. A suffering person is carried into the presence of Yeshua, a controversy arises over the prerogatives of divine forgiveness, and the person finally leaves on his own feet. The story is not merely a doctrinal riddle about who may pronounce absolution. It is also about what the exercise of authority accomplishes for a human life.

One reading emphasizes Yeshua’s unique prerogative: only God can forgive sins in the relevant sense, so the event declares an exceptional identity. Another emphasizes delegated authority, consistent with Jewish concepts of a commissioned agent. Still another considers whether the original idiom might concern authority given to humanity more generally. These readings are not equivalent and cannot be adjudicated by a slogan. Mark’s own literary theology may invest the scene with a significance beyond whatever words Yeshua historically spoke. The historian asks what can be recovered; the literary reader asks what Mark communicates; the philosopher asks what a responsible exercise of authority might look like if the story is taken seriously.

The Sabbath dispute that follows is especially compelling. Yeshua defends action in response to human need and is represented as declaring that the Sabbath was made for humanity rather than humanity for the Sabbath. The next declaration names the Son of Man as lord even of the Sabbath. Scholars debate the relation between the two sayings, and the possible generic significance of son of man is a major part of that discussion. Yet the principle about human welfare is clear at the level of the narrative: a religious institution designed for life must not be wielded against the life it was meant to serve. This principle can challenge any religious tradition, including one that regards Sabbath as sacred.

The practical significance of that principle is often underappreciated. Institutions routinely come to regard their survival as an end greater than the people who originally justified their existence. A hospital may reward administrative efficiency while neglecting patient experience. A school may prize its rankings while overlooking students. A church may defend its authority while refusing to hear those harmed within it. A philosophical society may protect its founder’s reputation while declaring itself committed to truth. In each case a good structure can become disordered when it demands that people serve it. The Sabbath saying offers an elegant reversal: structures exist for human flourishing.

That reversal does not amount to the rejection of all disciplines. A day of rest can benefit communities precisely because a shared rhythm places limits on commerce and endless work. But if the rhythm becomes an instrument of exclusion, humiliation, or coercion, it has abandoned its purpose. Resurrection Society may retain Saturday as a voluntary rest-day practice without requiring members to reproduce every ancient legal tradition or submit to policing of their households. The day is a gift to human life, not a measure by which an institution declares some people righteous and others unworthy.

The connection between forgiveness and Sabbath is therefore more than a coincidence of neighboring narratives. Both ask what authority does. In the first, authority is exercised in a scene ending with restoration. In the second, authority defends human need against a restrictive reading of regulation. We should not claim that these scenes prove Yeshua’s exact historical self-conception, nor deny that Mark uses them to establish his extraordinary role. But they do give the Son of Man framework a substantive ethical direction. The power of the human one is not portrayed as the right to consume other people. It is directed toward their release from burdens, the renewal of ordinary agency, and the restoration of the proper order between human beings and the structures that claim authority over them.



27. Suffering, Clouds, and the Problem of One Identity

The most difficult feature of the Son of Man sayings is their diversity. A person who lacks a place to sleep and a figure coming on clouds with great glory may belong to one narrative, but the relation is not self-evident. Mark also has Yeshua predict that the Son of Man will suffer, be rejected, be killed, and rise again. Scholars have long grouped the sayings into present-activity, suffering, and future-vindication traditions. The categories help organize the evidence, yet the categorization itself can tempt us to solve history by taxonomy. Different subjects may be grouped by later editors; one person may also have spoken differently under different circumstances. The task is not to choose a single class and discard the rest because the classes create tension.

The passion predictions are particularly hard to evaluate historically. Their detail corresponds closely to what later followers believed happened. Predictive sayings can be remembered and transmitted accurately; they can also be shaped retrospectively. A historian can examine narrative placement, distinctive wording, and differences among Synoptic versions, but cannot infer authenticity merely from the fact that a prediction was fulfilled within the same narrative. Nor should one automatically call every prediction fabricated. Yeshua could reasonably have anticipated danger given his confrontation with established authority. The exact relation between that anticipation and the developed language of death and resurrection remains open.

The cloud sayings bring Daniel 7 into sharper focus. Mark 13 speaks of the Son of Man coming with clouds, while Mark 14 connects enthronement language from Psalm 110 with Danielic imagery in the trial scene. Here the expression is plainly more than an ordinary way of saying a man. It belongs to a claim about cosmic authority and vindication. The Gospel writer could be preserving Yeshua’s apocalyptic language, developing it, or combining earlier materials within a theological narrative. Most cautious interpretations leave room for a complex history. A modern philosophy must not erase the cosmic element merely to make the teacher comfortably human.

Nor is Messiahship absent. Mark 14 directly places a question about Messiahship beside the Son of Man imagery; Mark 8 presents Peter’s confession before the teaching about suffering. Some Jewish apocalyptic traditions already connect heavenly humanlike deliverers with messianic roles. It is therefore historically unsound to assert that Messiah and Son of Man were always mutually exclusive identities. Our critique must be more precise. The Son of Man saying may change the content of what Messiah is understood to mean, rather than proving that Yeshua never accepted the word. It could expose the inadequacy of ordinary royal categories when applied to a life that culminated in service and death.

The category of future judgment is also uncomfortable for a movement centered on mercy. Some Gospel sayings present separation, punishment, and cosmic authority in unmistakable language. We should not neutralize them all as metaphors for psychological insight. A historically Jewish apocalyptic teacher could hold views about coming judgment that modern readers find severe. The post-dogmatic reader may respectfully question the ethical implications and the history of the sayings’ transmission. The movement’s freedom to investigate includes freedom to say that not every saying can be made to fit the same simple philosophical thesis.

And yet the narrative arc remains striking. The Son of Man acts; the Son of Man serves; the Son of Man suffers; the Son of Man is vindicated. The varying sayings can be read as a life whose authority is not discredited by vulnerability. In a world where rulers secure greatness by protecting themselves from suffering, the Gospel portrait places self-giving at the center of a figure associated with heavenly glory. That juxtaposition deserves sustained attention. It may be Mark’s own creative theological achievement rather than an untouched transcript of Yeshua’s self-understanding. Even so, it offers a serious narrative alternative to an account in which the only significance of the life is that it satisfies an office and meets a checklist of predictions.





PART V — THE LIFE OF THE HUMAN ONE


28. The Kingdom Is Not Like the Kingdoms

The phrase Kingdom of God can become nearly invisible through familiarity. A reader raised inside Christian language may hear it as a proper name for heaven, the church, or a future order of salvation. The Synoptic Gospels portray something more unsettling. Yeshua announces that divine rule is near, acts as though its power is breaking into the present, and teaches followers to seek it ahead of possessions and public status. The Kingdom is not merely another geographic dominion waiting for the appropriate ruler. It is the great competing claim upon human life. What counts as authority, security, value, and justice must be examined again in its light.

The statement that rulers of the nations dominate but followers must not do so, preserved in Mark 10, provides a striking point of connection with Daniel 7. The beasts of Daniel represent political power in its terrifying forms. Mark’s rulers are more ordinary: recognizable authorities who exercise dominion and are acclaimed as benefactors or great ones. Yeshua does not simply call for gentler beasts. He tells his followers that their relationships must be organized differently. Greatness becomes service; leadership becomes responsibility; the first must become servant. Whether every element of this scene can be attributed directly to Yeshua is a historical question, but the literary teaching is unmistakable. It reverses the normal logic of prestige.

One might object that nothing here requires abandoning Messiahship. A Messiah could inaugurate precisely such a humane kingdom. The objection is correct as far as it goes. The Son of Man thesis is not a deductive proof that every use of the royal title is false. It is an argument about interpretive priority. When the title Messiah is given priority, the service teaching may be framed as an unexpected characteristic of a royal savior. When the human one is given priority, service becomes the criterion by which every claim of authority is assessed. The question shifts from identifying the rightful ruler to determining the nature of genuinely human rule. This movement in emphasis has practical consequences far beyond terminology.

In a modern organization, power frequently hides behind benevolent language. Leaders describe themselves as servants while remaining immune from criticism, financial scrutiny, or replacement. A church may praise humility while preserving privileges for those who claim sacred office. A business may celebrate its family culture while treating employees as disposable. A political movement may speak about liberation while persecuting dissent. The teachings of Yeshua are not satisfied by attaching the adjective servant to power. They challenge the arrangements through which power is exercised. A community modeled on his way must make leadership accountable and revise institutions when they begin consuming the people they were meant to serve.

The Kingdom language also prevents the philosophy from shrinking to private manners. Gentleness is not simply the ability to speak softly. Truthfulness is not only an individual virtue performed in conversation. Service is not merely occasional charity from those who retain all the benefits of domination. The human way raises questions about economic structures, public legitimacy, communal obligation, and the treatment of those who have no power to reciprocate. We should be careful not to attribute a modern political platform to the historical Yeshua. Yet the Gospel teaching gives reasons to examine structures rather than stopping at the intention of isolated individuals.

At the same time, the Kingdom retains an eschatological horizon in the sources. Yeshua’s proclamation is not exhausted by a program of ethical reform, and some sayings anticipate acts of God that no human society can manufacture. We do not need to deny this to take the present demands seriously. The crucial question is whether future hope excuses postponement of mercy now. In the Gospels, it does not. Hungry people are fed; debts are discussed; enemies are named; children are welcomed; healing occurs amid controversy. Whatever else the Kingdom may mean, it repeatedly enters ordinary life through acts that challenge the reign of domination. That is why a civilization of human ordinariness can draw from the Kingdom without claiming to have completed it.



29. Blessed Are Those the World Overlooks

The Beatitudes begin by naming people whom conventional societies rarely celebrate. Matthew’s Sermon on the Mount blesses the poor in spirit, those who mourn, the meek, the merciful, the pure in heart, peacemakers, and those persecuted for righteousness. Luke’s corresponding blessings are more starkly directed toward the poor, hungry, and grieving, accompanied by warnings to the rich and satisfied. The differences between the accounts matter. The evangelists are not supplying interchangeable transcriptions that can be flattened into one convenient sentence. Their distinct emphases show how the tradition addresses material deprivation, inner disposition, persecution, and the reversal of fortune.

The basic challenge is nevertheless recognizable: the people apparently disadvantaged by the world’s measures are not thereby excluded from dignity or divine attention. A society that rewards wealth, invulnerability, visibility, and conquest is being told to reconsider its scale of value. The meek are not simply the weak pretending weakness is a virtue. The merciful are not merely sentimental. The peacemakers act within a world where conflict is real. The Beatitudes therefore offer a portrait of character and condition that unsettles the premises of beastly greatness. A human being’s worth is not calculated by the number of people they can compel or the resources they can display.

A romantic reading would be harmful. Poverty is not inherently good, illness is not a spiritual achievement, and oppression should not be preserved so that its victims can enjoy religious blessing. Such distortions have too often allowed privileged observers to admire suffering while refusing to relieve it. The texts can instead be read as a protest against the assumption that visible success measures moral significance. A person who mourns deserves care, not an instruction to remain miserable. A hungry neighbor requires food, not an explanation of the hidden glory of hunger. The Kingdom’s reversal should sharpen responsibility toward the vulnerable rather than sanctify the conditions of vulnerability.

The Beatitudes also challenge the culture of spiritual achievement. Religious movements can reproduce the competition of the world in more refined language. Who has the correct revelation? Who has the greatest intimacy with the Creator? Who speaks with the highest authority? Who belongs to the purified remnant? Even a post-dogmatic society could create a ranking of intellectual sophistication in which those who understand historical criticism regard everyone else as inferior. The Beatitudes interrupt that temptation. They relocate attention from recognized status to the qualities and conditions of human life that status often overlooks.

Consider the significance for education and family life. Children learn quickly which adults are praised and which kinds of success earn admiration. If greatness is always associated with power, wealth, public recognition, and winning, children may learn to instrumentalize others before they possess language to describe the habit. A philosophy inspired by the Beatitudes would teach that truthfulness, peacemaking, patient care, and fidelity to the vulnerable are genuine human accomplishments. It would not deny the value of excellence or ambition. It would refuse to permit ambition to define human worth. A child who learns to share attention with an excluded classmate may be practicing a more civilizing art than an adult winning a contest of prestige.

There is a cosmic dimension to the blessings in the Gospels: the Kingdom, comfort, inheritance, and divine reward figure in the promises. Our philosophical reading does not replace these with a purely psychological claim about contentment. It recognizes that the traditions place moral reversal within an account of divine justice. Resurrection Society can believe the Creator will vindicate what the world despises while also admitting uncertainty about the form of that vindication. The practical call remains: refuse to make the world’s present hierarchy the final measure of human life. That is a way of hearing the Son of Man against the beasts. Human dignity is disclosed precisely where the machinery of public honor has often refused to see it.



30. A Righteousness That Reaches the Interior

The Sermon on the Mount challenges the illusion that moral life can be secured through external compliance alone. Yeshua’s repeated treatment of anger, desire, retaliation, oaths, almsgiving, and public prayer directs attention toward the motivations from which visible acts emerge. An apparently lawful person may still be consumed by contempt. A public benefactor may secretly require admiration. An eloquent religious speaker may use sacred language to acquire control. The teaching exposes the distance between outward conformity and the character of a human being. In that sense the Sermon is not a decorative list of impossible ideals placed before believers to remind them of their need for a savior. It is an examination of the ordinary mechanisms through which human beings diminish one another.

There are interpretive difficulties. Yeshua speaks within Jewish law and debate; the Sermon does not prove that Jewish religion was merely external while his teaching invented interior ethics. Hebrew prophets and Jewish wisdom traditions had already insisted upon motives, justice, and the heart. A fair historical account must refuse that familiar caricature. Yeshua’s teaching participates in an argument within Judaism, often intensifying familiar concerns and applying them with striking force. Its contemporary significance does not depend upon constructing Judaism as a morally inferior background. We can learn from the particularity of the teaching without needing a false contrast.

The critique of anger is especially revealing. Violence begins before the first blow. Contempt makes another person available for humiliation and eventually injury. A community that refuses murder while normalizing ridicule and hatred may have restrained the final act without addressing the habits that make it possible. The Sermon therefore makes reconciliation a serious concern, not a sentimental appendix to worship. Ritual performance cannot purchase exemption from an unrepaired relationship. This is precisely the kind of inversion required by a society that refuses spiritual gatekeeping. The authority of a sacred setting is not greater than the responsibility owed to a wounded neighbor.

Similarly, the teaching about public religious performance challenges the appetite for approval. Giving, prayer, and fasting can become displays through which a person performs superiority. The practice may be outwardly admirable and inwardly organized around the desire to be seen. Yeshua’s criticism is not proof that all ritual practice lacks value. It is a warning that a practice can be morally inverted when its purpose becomes status. A movement that has abandoned conventional religion is not immune. Public claims of humility, intellectual independence, or compassion can become performances as artificial as the ceremonial displays they replace.

The demand to examine desire should also be handled responsibly. It must not become a system of intrusive moral policing in which leaders claim access to the private interior of members. Interior ethics are not permission for surveillance. They mean that each person takes responsibility for motives rather than using formal compliance as a shield. A healthy community can encourage self-examination without requiring confession to an authorized interpreter. It can teach honesty while respecting privacy and the limits of what others are entitled to know. The moment a leader uses a doctrine about the heart to control another person’s thoughts, the doctrine has betrayed its stated purpose.

Read through the Son of Man, the Sermon becomes a map of humanization. The beasts rule through visible force, but their rule begins with habits of contempt, possession, and self-exaltation. To challenge those habits is to begin confronting beastly civilization at its source. The human one does not merely tell followers to avoid the worst legal offenses. He directs them toward the cultivation of truthful, non-dominating character. This approach is demanding precisely because it cannot be satisfied by passing a theological examination. The question is what one does with anger before it becomes cruelty, with desire before it becomes exploitation, and with religious conviction before it becomes an excuse to disregard another human being.



31. Enemy-Love Against the Grammar of the Beast

Every society constructs boundaries between those who belong and those who threaten belonging. Boundaries are sometimes necessary for safety and justice. They become destructive when an enemy is reduced to something less than human. The transition can be remarkably quick. A competitor becomes an obstacle; an opponent becomes a monster; the stranger becomes a category of suspicion; the person who disagrees becomes someone whose suffering no longer matters. Beastly power thrives within that transition. Once an opponent’s humanity has been erased, cruelty can be presented as reasonable administration. Yeshua’s teaching about enemy-love interrupts the moral mechanism before it reaches its most violent form.

Matthew and Luke preserve sayings calling for love of enemies and prayer for persecutors. Their forms and settings differ, but both challenge ordinary reciprocity. Loving only those who love us does not overcome the moral boundaries that divide groups. The teaching does not demand that every wrong action be treated as acceptable or that a dangerous person be granted renewed access to victims. Love can include truthful judgment, protective distance, and accountability. What it refuses is the claim that hostility releases us from all responsibility for another person’s humanity. That refusal is harder than either uncritical tolerance or retaliation.

The contrast with Daniel 7 becomes more than a decorative analogy. The beasts are defined through the imagery of violent domination. Human beings reproduce their logic when the ability to hurt enemies becomes a recognized form of greatness. Enemy-love refuses to adopt the opponent’s dehumanizing grammar, even while resisting harm. It is therefore a political and civilizational teaching as well as a personal one. An institution committed to it must examine how it speaks about outsiders, dissidents, rival groups, and those who have injured it. The mark of humanization is not the absence of conflict; it is the refusal to allow conflict to eliminate moral restraint.

For Resurrection Society, this principle is particularly important because its intellectual history contains sharp criticism of religious institutions. A movement can correctly expose doctrinal coercion and nevertheless become contemptuous of Christians, Muslims, Jews, or believers in any other tradition. Such contempt would undo the philosophy it claims to protect. We may criticize ideas, institutions, policies, and historical wrongs with rigor. We must not assign collective moral inferiority to the people associated with them. A Christian who disagrees with our reading of the Son of Man remains a human being deserving honesty, patience, and dignity. The argument itself should become an opportunity to practice the way we describe.

Enemy-love is equally difficult when applied to genuine injury. Survivors of abuse are not obligated to reconcile with an unsafe person, and a community must never invoke Yeshua to override their boundaries. Forgiveness and compassion can be chosen without restoring trust. Justice can be pursued without cruelty. Protective action is compatible with recognition of another person’s humanity. The ethical challenge is to resist the temptation to make punishment a theater of humiliation. An accountable community must hold wrongdoers responsible while refusing to turn necessary restraint into revenge for its own sake.

The power of enemy-love becomes evident when we ask whether Yeshua’s teachings are merely admirable spiritual ideals or descriptions of another order of life. A civilization organized around enemy-love would still have laws, disputes, and dangerous people. It would approach these realities without celebrating domination. Its strength would be measured in part by its ability to protect without dehumanizing, to disagree without dishonesty, and to confront injustice without reproducing the contempt that gave injustice its strength. That is not a flimsy philosophy. It asks more of human courage than the easy certainty that our own side is good and the opposing side may be treated as less than human.



32. Forgiveness, Justice, and the Refusal of Revenge

Forgiveness is one of the teachings most easily praised and most carelessly applied. It can describe the generous release of a grievance, the decision not to retaliate, the opening of a path toward repaired relationship, or the relinquishment of a claim to repayment. These forms overlap but are not identical. Religious communities have sometimes used the word to demand silence from injured people and immunity for powerful offenders. Such demands are not genuine expressions of mercy. They turn forgiveness into an instrument through which vulnerable people are made to bear the cost of protecting institutions. Any philosophy built upon Yeshua must refuse this corruption from the beginning.

The Gospel traditions speak with startling frequency about debt and reconciliation. The Lord’s Prayer connects the request for forgiveness with the practice of forgiving others. Matthew 18 places the parable of the unforgiving servant in a broader setting of conflict within a community. The literature’s moral concern is plain: a person who has received generosity should not become merciless in the exercise of power over others. But forgiveness cannot be reduced to the immediate restoration of a relationship irrespective of the offender’s conduct. Matthew’s own communal instructions recognize wrongdoing, witness, and the possibility of separation. The presence of accountability is not a betrayal of forgiveness; it can be among its necessary conditions.

A Son of Man reading asks what happens when power is removed from the cycle of humiliation. Retaliation can present itself as balance. An injury is answered by another injury, and the injured person experiences a momentary recovery of agency through imposing suffering. Yet the cycle can generate new wrongs without restoring what was lost. Forgiveness challenges the assumption that hurting the wrongdoer is the only meaningful response to harm. Justice may still require consequences, repayment, exclusion from responsibility, or intervention by civil authorities. The difference lies in the purpose of the response. Is it protecting people and repairing what can be repaired, or is it celebrating the power to cause pain?

The distinction becomes concrete in a local chapter. Suppose a host misuses donated funds or pressures participants into personal obedience. A healthy society does not call the behavior an unfortunate misunderstanding and urge everyone to move on. It investigates, preserves evidence, protects those affected, reports criminal conduct where appropriate, and removes the person’s authority. It can act without teaching hatred of the offender. Compassion does not require continuing to entrust someone with powers they have abused. Indeed, protecting future victims may be the most merciful course toward the wider community.

Within a household, forgiveness likewise requires the courage to tell the truth about injury. Parents cannot demand automatic absolution from children while refusing to recognize harm. Partners cannot invoke spiritual ideals to erase patterns of coercion. Friends cannot repair a relationship by agreeing never to mention the betrayal that fractured it. Honest acknowledgment is often the beginning of restoration. Sometimes restoration is not possible. The human way does not promise that every conflict can end in reconciliation. It insists that even failed reconciliation be handled with dignity and truthful restraint.

The cosmic language of judgment makes this ethical problem more complex. If the Son of Man is imagined as future judge, what relationship does that judgment have to present mercy? Some texts envision severe punishment. We cannot simply remove them from the record. But we can refuse to imitate imagined severity as permission for cruelty now. Human beings rarely possess complete knowledge of motives, harms, and possible repentance. A post-dogmatic community should therefore be reluctant to pronounce anyone’s ultimate destiny. It can judge conduct where necessary while recognizing the limits of its authority. Forgiveness becomes part of humanization when it frees people from revenge without demanding that truth or justice disappear.



33. Children, Greatness, and the Reversal of Rank

A recurring Gospel scene places Yeshua’s followers in an argument about greatness. The response is often unexpected: he draws attention to a child, someone outside the ordinary hierarchy of recognized public authority. It is tempting to romanticize the ancient child as a figure of innocence, but the social force of the scene also concerns dependence and low status. A child ordinarily lacks the power to bestow honor upon an ambitious adult. Welcoming such a person therefore cannot be justified by the familiar arithmetic of prestige. The gesture challenges the assumption that important people are the ones from whom something important can be gained.

Mark 9 places this teaching near the disciples’ failure to understand a prediction of suffering. They are concerned with their relative positions in a movement they expect to matter. Yeshua speaks of being last and serving all. The child becomes a living interruption of their competition. The narrative is especially powerful when read through the Son of Man: the human one has spoken of being handed over and killed, while his followers still organize their thoughts around rank. They have heard the words about suffering and continue imagining greatness in the language of those who dominate. The child’s presence exposes the gap between identification and understanding.

A modern society claims to value children while often designing daily life around adult convenience, consumer pressure, and displays of achievement. Children may become projects through which parents seek status. Education may become competition for a place in a hierarchy rather than an opportunity to cultivate attention and judgment. Families can talk about moral values while rewarding only performance. The teaching about the child asks whether a community is able to recognize dignity where no prestige can be returned. It also asks whether adults are willing to receive correction from the needs of those who depend upon them.

This does not mean children should be placed in unsafe settings or given the responsibilities of adults. Their vulnerability makes protection more urgent. A chapter that welcomes families needs clear supervision arrangements, boundaries, and procedures for responding to inappropriate conduct. An institution that celebrates children in slogans but neglects safeguarding has failed the very standard it claims to honor. The moral significance of the Gospel scenes lies not in sentimentality but in the reordering of attention around those whom a prestige-oriented society can overlook.

The same revaluation extends to other dependent people. Elderly neighbors, disabled community members, people recovering from illness, and those without public influence deserve more than respectful language. They deserve arrangements that make participation possible. A philosophical gathering in a library may need accessible seating, flexible discussion formats, quiet spaces, and a willingness to listen rather than merely admire eloquent speakers. An organization can reproduce domination without intending harm simply by assuming that the abilities of its most confident participants define what everyone ought to manage.

Yeshua’s use of children as a challenge to rank may be among the most practical forms of anti-imperial teaching. The beasts establish greatness through the capacity to command and consume. A humane society recognizes worth where neither command nor consumption is possible. The question for Resurrection Society is therefore not whether its members can explain the symbolism correctly. It is whether a child, a dependent neighbor, or a person with nothing to contribute to our public standing can experience the community as a place of genuine welcome. If that answer is no, our sophisticated interpretation of Daniel has achieved very little.



34. Wealth, Possession, and the Loss of Freedom

The Gospel teaching about wealth is far more disruptive than an occasional warning against greed. Yeshua repeatedly treats possessions as capable of governing their owners. The wealthy man in Mark 10 approaches with an earnest concern for eternal life and receives a demand that reveals the grip of his property. Teachings about treasure, anxiety, debt, and the difficulty of wealth appear across the Synoptic tradition. Their force cannot be reduced to a general encouragement to be generous while leaving every relationship to money untouched. They ask whether a human being can be free while organizing life around accumulation, security, and recognition.

Money is not intrinsically a moral failure. It can feed children, make medical care possible, support education, and give a household room to rest. The critical question concerns the transformation of a useful instrument into an authority over conscience. When the desire to preserve wealth determines whether we tell the truth, exploit workers, welcome strangers, or acknowledge harm, possession has become a form of bondage. A person may own little and still be ruled by envy or status. Another may manage substantial resources responsibly. But the Gospel warnings make it difficult to present wealth as the reliable measure of a successful human life.

The rich man’s encounter illustrates the difference between compliance and transformation. He can list commandments. He cannot easily release the structure of life that gives him security and identity. Yeshua’s challenge is therefore not another item on a theological examination. It is a summons to reconsider what freedom requires. The disciples’ astonishment reveals how deeply prosperity was associated with divine favor and social possibility. They have to imagine that outward success may conceal moral captivity. The lesson remains relevant in cultures where financial success is treated as evidence of personal superiority.

A movement dedicated to human ordinariness must examine its own finances accordingly. Donations can support gatherings and publications. They can also create dependency, status, and unaccountable control. There is no reason to assume that rejecting clergy will automatically prevent financial abuse. The practical form of our philosophy requires transparent accounts, modest operating costs, clear authorization of spending, and freedom from pressure to give. A founder should not acquire private entitlement to community funds merely because the founder articulated the philosophy. The common table is not a mechanism for enriching the person seated at its head.

We should also resist a form of ascetic display that turns poverty into another competition. Yeshua’s teaching can be distorted when people are shamed for owning ordinary comforts or for responsibly providing for their families. The moral problem is not solved by prescribing the same possessions to every household. Circumstances differ. The question is whether money remains a servant of human life rather than its master. The person who uses resources to care for others may live more faithfully than someone who performs public deprivation while secretly craving admiration.

Here the relation to Daniel’s beasts becomes practical. Systems of domination often rest upon the concentration of resources and the fear of losing access to them. A society of human beings who can refuse dishonest gain and share without humiliation has begun to resist that logic. It will not abolish economic injustice by personal virtue alone, but it can refuse to celebrate the appetite that sustains it. The Son of Man’s freedom from conventional status is not an optional spiritual quality. It is a challenge to the ordinary economic assumptions by which people learn to treat one another as instruments of private advancement.



35. The Parables as Studies of Another Civilization

A parable often succeeds because it refuses to deliver its argument as an abstract proposition. It places the listener inside a familiar world and then disturbs the assumptions that made the world seem predictable. A traveler encounters an injured stranger, and the person who behaves as neighbor belongs to the group the audience might least expect. A father welcomes a lost child, and the faithful older brother discovers anger at generosity. Workers receive payment that unsettles the ordinary relationship between labor, deserving, and gift. A tiny seed grows into something that exceeds its beginning. These stories differ in setting and purpose, but they repeatedly make social and moral calculation available for reconsideration.

The Samaritan narrative in Luke 10 is often flattened into a vague lesson about being kind. Its challenge is sharper. Yeshua responds to a question about the limits of obligation by telling a story in which the exemplary neighbor is socially unexpected. The question at the end turns attention away from defining the eligible recipient of love and toward becoming the kind of person who acts mercifully. This reversal matters for a movement resisting religious gatekeeping. The morally decisive issue is not whether the helper holds the approved identity but what the helper does in the presence of suffering.

The prodigal son likewise resists a rigid arithmetic of worth. The younger son’s return is not a denial that harm occurred. The story turns on the father’s welcome and the older son’s difficulty receiving generosity that appears to disrupt deserved status. A movement can easily become the older brother, certain that its careful study and principled living entitle it to superior standing before the Creator. The parable exposes how righteousness can be made into a weapon against mercy. Yet responsible interpretation must preserve the complicated emotions of people who bear the cost of another’s behavior. The story should not be used to demand that families ignore serious abuse or financial destruction.

The vineyard laborers challenge ordinary expectations about compensation, but they should not be converted into a comprehensive modern wage policy. A parable uses economic imagery to explore generosity and the Kingdom; it does not supply an exhaustive theory of labor law. Its provocation concerns the resentment that emerges when another receives a gift we believe ought to be measured by our own achievement. That resentment is common in religious movements that grade people by seniority, doctrinal precision, or ritual discipline. The parable asks whether our sense of fairness has become unable to recognize generosity except as a threat to our rank.

The mustard seed and leaven offer a different kind of reversal. Greatness need not announce itself through spectacle. A small beginning can alter a larger environment. Resurrection Society is drawn to this image not as proof of inevitable global success but as permission to value small human gatherings. A conversation in a public library, a meal at the House of the Way, an act of assistance to a sick neighbor—none resembles the establishment of an empire. Each may nevertheless transform the relationships through which a community lives. Scale is not the only measure of significance. A small group can matter without claiming destiny has guaranteed its expansion.

One should resist treating every parable as a coded illustration of a single political philosophy. Some are explicitly about judgment, readiness, and separation; others emphasize hidden growth or surprising mercy. The historical Yeshua likely spoke within an apocalyptic horizon that exceeds a modern ethic of social flourishing. The book’s interpretive task is to hear the distinct challenge of each story while asking what pattern emerges. The pattern need not be uniform to be meaningful. Many parables undermine the confidence of those who believe they already know which people matter, who deserves welcome, and where the Kingdom must appear. That repeated unsettling of settled status is an important part of the human way.



36. The Son of Man Came to Serve

Mark 10:42–45 may be the decisive passage for the argument of this book. The disciples have displayed ambition for positions of honor. Yeshua contrasts the recognized rulers of the nations, who exercise dominion, with the organization he demands among his followers. Whoever would become great must serve, and whoever would be first must become servant. The saying culminates in a declaration about the Son of Man coming not to be served but to serve and to give his life as a ransom for many. The placement is essential. Service is not a decorative virtue added to an otherwise unchanged model of rule. It is presented as the form of greatness appropriate to the human one.

This does not make the passage free from theological complexity. The ransom language has generated major debates about substitution, liberation, and the meaning of death. Some scholars detect an echo of Isaiah’s servant traditions; others stress the narrative’s own vocabulary and setting. Nor does the expression Son of Man prove a nonmessianic self-understanding. Mark’s portrayal integrates Son of Man language with confession, suffering, and vindication. Nevertheless, the ethical reversal cannot reasonably be removed from the scene. The claim about giving life comes as the culmination of an argument against domination. Any theory of atonement that ignores the argument must explain why it has made secondary what Mark places immediately before the ransom saying.

The passage is not simply about kindness in private relationships. It addresses leadership structures. It does not instruct those without power merely to endure domination patiently. It tells those aspiring to power that conventional domination cannot serve as their model. The instruction belongs to the formation of a community. Its seriousness can be tested by asking who controls resources, who is allowed to speak, how disagreement is handled, whether leaders are replaceable, and whether service is genuinely directed toward the well-being of others. A leader who claims to serve but punishes criticism has retained the beastly logic while changing the title on the door.

Daniel 7 provides a suggestive, though not demonstrably intended, background. The beasts express the kingdoms of the world through images of predation. The humanlike figure receives an alternative dominion. In Mark, the Son of Man identifies his coming with service, even costly service. Read together, the texts permit a striking hypothesis: the difference between the beastly and human kingdom is not chiefly which ruler occupies the throne but what authority means once the human one has arrived. The beast consumes; the human serves. The beast preserves its supremacy through fear; the human accepts vulnerability in the service of others. The beast regards people as instruments; the human treats their life as the purpose of authority.

One objection is immediately available: an ancient apocalyptic figure may still judge enemies with overwhelming power, and Daniel itself presents the destruction of the beasts. The human one is not simply a modern democratic administrator. This objection should stand. The textual tradition is not a seamless manifesto for nonviolence. The philosophical reading becomes more credible when it admits the violent horizon while choosing to develop the ethic of service as its governing principle. Our movement is not entitled to claim that every biblical depiction of judgment agrees with every modern ethical commitment. It is entitled to explain why Mark 10 offers the most compelling account of authority for the kind of community we seek to build.

This is also the passage that prevents the Son of Man thesis from being another exercise in speculative cosmology. We can argue indefinitely about preexistence, angelic identity, and the metaphysical status of a heavenly judge. At some point the argument must encounter the person beside us. Does the one organizing the gathering serve those who attend? Does the person interpreting Scripture protect the freedom of listeners to disagree? Does a person who claims the highest understanding of the Son of Man behave with patience toward the least celebrated member of the group? The truth of our interpretation does not depend entirely on the moral success of its advocates; a poor practitioner does not automatically disprove a sound idea. But the philosophy fails its own purpose when it leaves power unchanged. If the Son of Man came to serve, following him must be recognizable as service.





PART VI — THE HUMAN ONE AGAINST THE BEASTS


37. When the Broken Stand Again

The healing narratives can become evidence in a theological contest whose outcome was decided before the stories were read. One side says extraordinary acts establish Yeshua’s divine identity; another says such acts are impossible and therefore the reports have no historical value. Both approaches risk making the sufferer incidental to a debate about the healer. Mark’s narrative about the paralyzed man, the accounts of blindness and impaired movement, and the stories of people restored to community contain another dimension. Someone who could not participate in ordinary activities is portrayed receiving renewed agency. The event matters not only because it says something about Yeshua but because it changes the life of the person before him.

There are real historical questions. Ancient biographies and miracle stories employ conventions unfamiliar to modern clinical case reports. A scholar can study genre, source relationships, the social setting of illness, and the evidence for Yeshua’s reputation as a healer. The scholar cannot clinically verify individual diagnoses from the Gospel narratives, nor responsibly identify every exorcism as a description of one modern neurological or psychiatric condition. Likewise, the fact that ancient cultures interpreted certain afflictions spiritually does not establish that their supernatural explanation was empirically correct. An intellectually honest account maintains the difference between what the stories report and what can now be demonstrated about particular bodily events.

Yet the narratives’ social force remains strong. Illness may restrict movement, employment, participation in worship, and the ability to live independently. Some conditions also attracted stigma or ritual concerns in the ancient world. In the Gospel portrayal, Yeshua crosses boundaries to encounter suffering people, and the healing often returns them to ordinary relations. The point is not that every person with disability ought to be transformed into an able-bodied person in order to become fully human. Such a conclusion would be deeply mistaken. Human dignity is not contingent on cure. The moral issue concerns attention, inclusion, compassion, and the refusal to reduce people to the limitations they experience.

A Son of Man reading asks what authority is for. In Mark 2, healing and forgiveness become the occasion for a debate over prerogative. The authorities question who may pronounce forgiveness. The person in need of help becomes the setting of the dispute. Yeshua’s act, as narrated, ends with the man standing and leaving. The story invites the reader to see a direct relation between authority and human restoration. If the Son of Man possesses authority on earth, its use is not merely self-display. It turns toward an ordinary person’s life. The relationship between these two meanings is philosophically significant even when historical questions remain unsettled.

Modern medical practice can recognize the value of this orientation without importing ancient supernatural categories into clinical decisions. A patient is not a theological illustration, an opportunity for a healer’s fame, or a body whose value depends on the success of treatment. Genuine care respects autonomy, obtains informed consent, acknowledges uncertainty, and attends to the circumstances in which the patient must live. Clinicians should not tell sick people that failure to recover demonstrates deficient faith. Nor should a movement devoted to Yeshua’s example discourage evidence-based care in favor of unverified healing claims. Compassion is not a substitute for competent treatment; it is one of the moral conditions under which competent treatment becomes humane.

The healings therefore challenge the habit of treating a person as evidence for someone else’s greatness. The people restored in the narratives matter in themselves. The larger cosmic claim, if one holds it, should intensify that recognition. An authority associated with the Creator’s Kingdom is repeatedly shown attending to the wounded and excluded. The human one is not made significant by standing far above human weakness. He is portrayed entering its presence. For Resurrection Society, that is one of the most compelling reasons to read the miracle traditions even while discussing their historical status honestly: they ask whether our ideas about truth and authority make ordinary suffering people more visible or less.



38. Liberation from Powers That Dehumanize

The exorcism narratives carry a worldview in which hostile spiritual agents can afflict human beings. Their language should not be casually translated into modern psychiatry, as though every demon were simply an ancient word for mental illness. Nor should a historian present the existence of supernatural entities as established by the narrative. What can be studied is how the stories function within their world. They depict human beings losing agency, voice, safety, or communal belonging, and they portray Yeshua’s intervention as liberation. The dramatic elements may communicate spiritual authority while also exposing the social isolation created around those considered dangerous or unclean.

The Gerasene episode in Mark 5 is an especially powerful instance. A man is located among tombs and described as beyond ordinary attempts at restraint. His condition is narrated through violence, alienation, and a destructive relation to himself. After the encounter with Yeshua he is pictured clothed, composed, and able to speak. The transformation is represented not simply as expulsion of a hostile power but as the recovery of recognizable social existence. He wants to accompany Yeshua, but is sent back to tell his community what has happened. The story’s movement is from isolation toward relationship.

The name Legion is suggestive because it refers to a Roman military formation. Some scholars see anti-imperial resonance in the narrative; others caution against making a historical allegory out of every symbol. Both considerations matter. Ancient people knew the presence of Roman military power, and the name could evoke domination. Yet the Gospel does not supply an explicit interpretive key stating that the man represents Israel possessed by Rome. We should resist the temptation to turn a vivid possibility into a certainty. The narrative can be read with political attention without becoming a secret code whose meaning only our movement has decoded.

Human societies create many forms of dehumanizing power without requiring a supernatural hypothesis to describe them. Debt can trap a family, addiction can narrow agency, coercive leadership can capture a conscience, and stigma can expel a person from ordinary fellowship. These experiences are not identical and should not be treated as interchangeable metaphors. A person with psychiatric illness should never be described as spiritually possessed simply to enliven a sermon. Yet the larger question remains relevant: how do we organize communities so that those struggling with destructive conditions are assisted rather than made into objects of fear or spectacle?

Religious institutions have sometimes inflicted great harm through accusations of possession, coerced rituals, or refusal to seek appropriate healthcare. Some have also offered genuine comfort and social support. Truthfulness requires the full complexity. Resurrection Society’s rejection of religious gatekeeping means no chapter host may present himself as possessing extraordinary authority to diagnose spiritual forces or command vulnerable people. A community can study ancient exorcism stories, share convictions, and offer ordinary support while recognizing the responsibilities of clinicians, social workers, and lawful safeguards. Compassion must not become an excuse for reckless intervention.

The Son of Man reading brings us back to the destiny of the afflicted person. The story is not finished when a powerful figure wins a contest against an unseen adversary. It is finished when the individual can return to life among others. That attention to human restoration is one reason the exorcism traditions belong in a philosophy of ordinary life, though the specific ancient supernatural claims remain open to belief and investigation. Power is judged by what it makes possible for people who have been denied agency. The human one, in the narrative, does not collect trophies of conquest. He sends a restored person back into the human world.



39. Bread, Hunger, and the Purpose of Provision

The feeding narratives are sometimes read primarily as demonstrations of miraculous multiplication. That question is unavoidable for readers interested in the event’s historical character, but the story also concerns what happens when a large gathering has an immediate bodily need. People are hungry. The disciples are anxious about resources. Yeshua responds through provision and shared distribution. The narrative echoes wilderness traditions in which Israel depended upon divine sustenance, and the literary resonances may be central to the evangelists’ interpretation. Yet even if the miracle is read symbolically, the body’s need does not disappear. The people are not told that correct doctrine makes hunger irrelevant.

A popular modern reading explains the feeding as a moment when people were inspired to share food they already possessed. That may be a creative homiletic interpretation, but it should not be presented as what the Gospel texts plainly report. They portray an extraordinary provision. A historian may question the event’s mechanism or historicity; a philosopher may consider the narrative’s ethics. The fields of inquiry should remain distinct. Our concern is not to rescue every account from miracle by supplying a reassuring naturalistic substitute. It is to ask what the account says about authority and its orientation toward human life.

The contrast with empire is again suggestive. Predatory authority acquires resources from the vulnerable to secure the ruler’s abundance. Provision-oriented authority takes responsibility for the vulnerable person’s need. Of course ancient kings also claimed to feed their subjects, and a simple opposition between bad rulers who consume and good rulers who provide can conceal paternalism. Provision becomes humane when it preserves dignity and agency. People should not need to surrender conscience or loyalty in exchange for food. Charity that humiliates recipients or creates dependency for a leader’s prestige repeats the logic of domination under a benevolent name.

Yeshua’s feeding actions also reveal the ordinary materiality of the Kingdom. Bread, bodies, hunger, conversation, and shared place are not merely symbols of a remote spiritual life. They are the conditions under which human beings exist. A philosophy centered on the Son of Man should therefore be suspicious of movements that promise lofty transformation while ignoring whether members can afford food, take rest, or receive care when ill. A society is judged by the life it enables for people, including those who contribute little to its public reputation. The common meal is not insignificant because it is ordinary. It is significant precisely because nourishment is one of the ways human beings receive one another.

At the House of the Way, a shared table can express these commitments without becoming a sacrament enforced by religious authority. People may bring food, serve each other, and speak as equals. Hosts should plan accessibility, dietary needs, and the comfort of those who cannot contribute. The practical details are not distractions from philosophy; they are philosophy made visible. If someone goes home hungry because an organizer was too occupied proving a theological point, the gathering has failed a simple human test. The feeding narrative can remind us that a crowd is composed of bodies before it is composed of possible adherents.

None of this excludes a believer’s conviction that the Creator provided miraculously through Yeshua. A community can respect that conviction without requiring it. The text’s historical meaning, literary design, and ethical application need not be collapsed. What emerges through all three is a serious question: what kind of authority turns first toward the need of others? A civilization of human ordinariness will not build an empire by multiplying bread. It may begin by noticing hunger, sharing resources without humiliation, and refusing to make provision dependent upon religious agreement. Such a beginning is modest, but modesty is not the same thing as insignificance.



40. Water, Storms, and the Restoration of Creation

The nature miracles stretch the human-restoration thesis beyond the scenes of healing and provision. Storms are stilled; Yeshua is depicted crossing troubled water in extraordinary ways; the disciples respond with fear and bewilderment. These stories invoke ancient scriptural imagery in which the Creator governs the sea, restrains chaos, and secures life against threatening forces. Their narrative function includes claims about Yeshua’s authority that should not be dissolved into an ethical parable. If our thesis can accommodate only the miracles that resemble compassionate social service, it has been tailored too narrowly to fit the evidence.

The sea in biblical literature can represent both actual danger and a poetic horizon of disorder. Israel’s exodus memories portray passage through threatening waters; psalms praise divine mastery over the sea; Jonah and other narratives place human vulnerability within the uncontrollable environment. When the Gospels tell of Yeshua overcoming storms, they may draw upon this larger tradition. Some interpretations make the episodes claims about divine identity. Others emphasize delegated authority or the restoration of faith. The precise historical circumstances of each episode cannot be verified by present methods, but their literary references can be examined carefully.

A Son of Man interpretation asks why the narratives show authority exercised in a threatened human setting. The disciples are endangered or afraid; the action restores a passage through which they can continue living. This reading does not exhaust the texts, which may aim principally to produce reverent recognition. Yet it gives their cosmic imagery an ethical direction. Authority over creation is not portrayed as an occasion for gratuitous spectacle before a royal audience. It comes amid ordinary vulnerability. If the human one is associated with a renewed creation, then human flourishing and the natural world cannot be regarded as separate concerns.

There is a danger of sliding into magical thinking. A modern movement might begin to promise that faithful members will always be rescued from natural dangers, recover from illness, or receive supernatural protection. The Gospel traditions themselves contain suffering and death, including the execution of Yeshua. They do not support a simple rule that good people escape every storm. A truth-first community should not encourage dangerous travel, inadequate preparation, or rejection of scientific knowledge because it expects miraculous intervention. Respect for the Creator, if one holds that conviction, need not involve contempt for the world’s discoverable conditions.

The creation dimension can instead deepen stewardship. Human beings depend upon ecosystems they did not invent and cannot command without consequence. A humane civilization respects the limits of land, water, and atmosphere while using knowledge responsibly to protect life. There is no reason to pretend the Gospel authors taught modern climate science or environmental policy. Their stories can nevertheless inspire reflection on the relation between authority and creation. Power worth having does not turn everything it touches into an object for extraction. It makes continued life possible.

The nature miracles remain an important counterweight to an overly tidy philosophy. They show that the Gospel authors understood Yeshua through categories reaching beyond moral excellence. Resurrection Society may disagree with some later ontological conclusions without erasing the texts that inspired them. The human one in the canonical story is both engaged in mundane human needs and invested with authority readers interpreted cosmically. If that tension cannot be resolved completely, it should remain a source of inquiry. The purpose of our interpretation is not to flatten the texts into modern comfort, but to ask whether the cosmic and the ordinary can be held together without making human life disappear beneath supernatural status.



41. Jerusalem, the Temple, and Competing Authorities

The final movement toward Jerusalem changes the scale of conflict. Yeshua’s teaching about service and the Kingdom encounters a city where religious tradition, pilgrimage, commerce, public order, and imperial oversight meet. The Temple was not simply a villainous institution or a convenient symbol of corrupt clergy. It was central to Jewish communal and religious life. Its practices supported multiple forms of belonging and identity, and its history cannot be reduced to the motives of the authorities opposed to Yeshua in the Gospels. Any account that converts the conflict into a story of bad Judaism defeated by good Christianity repeats the prejudices that have marred centuries of interpretation.

The action associated with the Temple and the controversies following it nevertheless suggest a confrontation with established authority. What exactly Yeshua intended—symbolic judgment, reform, a prophetic sign concerning destruction, or some combination—remains debated. The Gospel accounts develop the meaning through their own narrative structures. Mark places the Temple action within a series of symbolic and argumentative encounters; other evangelists frame the event differently. The historian can seek plausible reasons why such behavior attracted attention without assuming that each account supplies a complete record of motives or chronology.

The Son of Man reading brings a question to this confrontation: when does a structure intended to serve human encounter with the divine begin protecting its own status at the expense of people? This question can be asked of any tradition. It must not be answered in advance by declaring every Temple practice a form of domination. Ancient religious institutions supported genuine care as well as real hierarchies. The moral claim becomes credible when it distinguishes an institution’s legitimate purpose from specific abuses of authority and acknowledges that human communities always require some organization.

The danger reaches the center of Resurrection Society itself. We may declare that we have no pastor, priesthood, or official creed. Yet organizers still choose meeting places, handle money, decide what is published, and set expectations for participation. These are real powers. A movement that considers itself postreligious may become complacent about them. The Gospel critiques of status and hypocrisy should therefore apply first to our own arrangements. Is disagreement welcome in practice? Can a local chapter challenge the founder’s preferred interpretation? Are the books revisionable? Can participants leave without being shamed? Such questions determine whether our rejection of domination is genuine.

The Jerusalem story also points toward an ethical relation between criticism and love. Yeshua’s sharp public language should not become license for contempt toward whole populations. The Gospel polemics arose within intense intra-Jewish conflicts and were subsequently employed by Christians against Jews in ways that caused grievous harm. Historical context is morally essential. When we criticize institutional coercion in Christianity today, we must not attribute inherited collective guilt to Jews, ancient or modern. A movement that claims to recover humanity cannot begin by dehumanizing the people within whose tradition its central teacher lived.

The movement toward Jerusalem therefore tests the Son of Man thesis at a higher scale. Service is not merely kindness within a small circle; it can entail confrontation with practices that distort the relation between authority and life. The confrontation may be costly. But faithful criticism must remain truthful about the institution it criticizes and the people involved. A community driven by resentment can easily imitate the structures it opposes. A community driven by human dignity can be firm without making hostility its identity. The difference is the difference between wanting power over one’s opponent and wanting a form of life in which domination has less room to grow.



42. Cross, Resurrection, and the Human One Vindicated

The movement from teaching to execution is the culminating moral crisis of the story. Yeshua has been portrayed announcing the Kingdom, redefining greatness, healing sufferers, and challenging claims to religious authority. Now the mechanisms of coercion determine his fate. The cross is a Roman instrument of public degradation. In ordinary political arithmetic it proves the empire’s superior capacity to impose its will. A person has been made powerless and killed. Yet the Gospel proclamation refuses to accept that the capacity to kill is the same as the capacity to determine moral truth. The execution becomes the place where worldly power’s judgment is called into question.

Christian accounts of the death vary in theological emphasis. Mark’s ransom saying, Pauline language about participation and reconciliation, Hebrews’ priestly imagery, and John’s account of exaltation should not be forced into a single primitive theory of atonement. Later Christian doctrine developed multiple frameworks, some emphasizing sacrifice and others victory, representation, or moral transformation. Our Son of Man reading does not have to deny that the writers interpret the death redemptively. It asks whether those interpretations should displace the significance of the life that led to the death. The giving of life emerges in Mark amid a teaching against domination. To sever it from that teaching is to risk misreading the narrative’s moral direction.

The resurrection introduces another category of claim. The earliest Christian sources establish that followers proclaimed Yeshua had been raised and that this belief transformed their understanding of his identity. They do not enable the historian to observe the event directly. Resurrection Society believes the Creator raised him. We distinguish that conviction from the narrower historical conclusion that resurrection proclamation was early, sincere in important witnesses, and causally significant to the movement’s development. A critic may reasonably remain unconvinced of supernatural intervention; a believer may find the testimony compelling. Neither position should be secured by pretending the limits of historical method do not exist.

Within our interpretation, resurrection means more than a credential proving a king held the right title. It expresses the Creator’s vindication of the human life that imperial authority had condemned. Rome could determine the form of execution, but it did not thereby establish the final value of the person executed. The conviction that the Creator raised Yeshua refuses the world’s equation of triumph with truth. Its cosmic significance lies in what is being vindicated: not domination made more effective, but service, mercy, fidelity, and the human capacity to resist the beastly measure of greatness. We need not claim certain knowledge of every divine motive to articulate that philosophical meaning.

The judgment sayings make the horizon less comfortable. Mark and Matthew can portray the Son of Man as a figure of heavenly authority, and Matthew 25 describes the separation of people with reference to their treatment of the hungry, the stranger, the sick, and the imprisoned. This is an extraordinarily consequential association of cosmic judgment with ordinary care. Yet the same passages include severe imagery of exclusion and punishment, and other Gospel passages foreground allegiance and recognition of Yeshua. We cannot present all of them as though they teach a modern non-dogmatic ethics without remainder. A serious movement must acknowledge the tensions and decide openly which forms of interpretation it will develop into communal practice.

Resurrection Society does not claim to know the eternal fate of every individual. It refuses to make theological conformity to its own interpretation the gate of fellowship or the measure of a person’s worth. That refusal is compatible with believing the Creator raised Yeshua; it is not a deduction proved by the resurrection stories themselves. The practical demand is clearer: live in a way that honors the human being rather than imitating the executioner’s power. No one needs to resolve the metaphysics of heaven before refusing cruelty, repairing a wrong, or offering food. The Son of Man reading becomes substantial when the hope of cosmic vindication gives greater urgency to everyday human dignity, not when it replaces that dignity with an argument over who deserves ultimate exclusion.





PART VII — HOW THE SON OF MAN BECAME CHRISTIANITY’S CHRIST


43. From the Human One to the Expected Anointed One

The early Yeshua movement did not inherit a biography accompanied by neutral labels and then accidentally add theology. The surviving writings are already acts of interpretation. Mark opens with a declaration about Yeshua’s identity, Matthew presents a Davidic genealogy and scriptural fulfillments, Luke frames the narrative through the promises to Israel, and John organizes testimony around recognition of the Son. The term Messiah appears in different contexts and assumes different functions. Some scenes portray followers making the identification, others show opponents asking about it, and still others make secrecy or misunderstanding central to the drama. The historical question is therefore not simply whether a word was used but what particular work it performs within each source.

Mark’s pairing of Peter’s confession with the first passion prediction is fundamental. Correctly naming Yeshua as Christ does not secure understanding of his way. Peter’s resistance to suffering exposes the limits of his confession. A movement that treats doctrinal identification as the whole of discipleship may therefore overlook a problem Mark places at its heart. The name can be pronounced while its meaning remains inverted. The disciples may imagine rank, victory, and the privileged distribution of power even after hearing a teacher challenge these very things. Calling Yeshua Messiah does not prevent them from thinking like the rulers whom the human one has criticized.

The relation between Son of Man and Messiah remains historically complicated because the terms could overlap. The Similitudes of Enoch and 4 Ezra show Jewish traditions where a humanlike heavenly agent bears messianic significance. Mark 14 explicitly places a question about the Messiah beside Son of Man cloud imagery. These are serious obstacles to a theory that the expressions always represented mutually exclusive alternatives. We should not solve them by claiming every contrary passage was necessarily inserted by an editor hostile to the original teacher. Source criticism requires reasons, not merely preferences. Our more defensible claim is that beginning with Son of Man changes which features of the narrative become central.

The theological transformation also had motives that should not be reduced to a conspiracy. Followers sought to make sense of a life that had altered them and of a death that appeared to contradict their hopes. Scripture furnished a language of significance; resurrection belief made vindication central; communal practices preserved loyalty to the absent teacher. Over time, these interpretive choices formed patterns of worship and doctrine. One may criticize the outcomes without imputing dishonesty to every generation. Religious institutions often grow by preserving convictions that began in authentic experience, and the mechanisms of preservation can gradually become means of control. The difference between a living witness and an unquestionable institution is the human problem we must examine.

At each stage a shift of attention is possible. The question ‘What must we do to live as he lived?’ can become ‘What propositions must we affirm about him?’ Those questions need not be mutually exclusive, and many Christian teachers have kept ethical transformation central. Yet the second can displace the first when membership, salvation, or institutional authority comes to depend chiefly on correct answers. Historical study exposes the plurality of answers and the processes by which certain formulations gained priority. Philosophical study asks whether the priority has served the life of those asked to accept it. A movement committed to Yeshua’s human example is entitled to conclude that no doctrinal formula should carry authority over truth and conscience.

The Son of Man reading therefore does not seek to erase the messianic witnesses. It seeks to give them their proper place as early interpretations within a larger history of understanding. Some may be sound; some may overreach; some may be meaningful as typology without being historical predictions. The expression repeatedly placed on Yeshua’s lips remains a test of how the life is narrated. Does the exalted identity make his acts of service more important or less? Does it invite ordinary followers into a way of being human, or does it place his life beyond meaningful imitation? The answer depends partly on the theology the reader chooses to construct. Our choice is to let the life challenge the categories rather than letting the categories exhaust the life.



44. Paul, Lordship, and the New Humanity

The authentic letters of Paul are among the earliest surviving Christian texts. Their historical importance is enormous because they predate the composition of the canonical Gospels in their final forms. They reveal communities proclaiming a crucified and raised Lord, debating the inclusion of non-Jews, and organizing life around convictions about the Spirit, resurrection, and the coming transformation of creation. They also reveal significant ethical teaching about mutual care, restraint, and the rejection of rivalry. Any account that treats Paul only as the inventor of a false religion, with no connection to Yeshua’s ethical concerns, would fail to describe the complexity of the letters. Criticism must be as exact as admiration.

The distinctive vocabulary is nevertheless important. The expression Son of Man, so common in Gospel speeches attributed to Yeshua, is essentially absent as a developed christological title from Paul’s extant letters. Paul’s preferred language centers on Christ, Lord, Son, Adam, and the risen figure through whom God’s purposes are being enacted. That contrast demands explanation. It could reflect different communities’ traditions, rhetorical choices shaped by Paul’s mission, or the limited occasions on which his letters discuss the remembered earthly teaching of Yeshua. The absence of a title cannot alone prove Paul knowingly rejected it. It can show that the terminology did not become indispensable for every early Christian account of Yeshua.

Paul’s Adam language is especially intriguing for the Son of Man thesis. In Romans 5 and 1 Corinthians 15, Yeshua is related to humanity through a comparison with Adam. The contrast involves death, life, solidarity, and transformation. A philosophy interested in a representative human figure should not overlook these passages merely because Paul is associated with later doctrinal difficulties. They may preserve a different route toward understanding Yeshua’s significance for humanity as a whole. The first human and the last Adam are not simply titles of an inaccessible divine exception. They belong to a story about the destiny of human beings, even when Paul’s account rests upon convictions Resurrection Society does not require every participant to adopt.

There are also tensions. Paul’s arguments about justification, faith, law, and participation in Christ differ in vocabulary and sometimes emphasis from the Synoptic sayings. His authority in later Christianity often exceeded that accorded the remembered teacher, especially in debates where isolated phrases became universal rules. Yet Paul’s letters are occasional communications to specific communities, not a systematic constitution written for all possible civilizations. Reading them historically can reduce the temptation to universalize every instruction without context. It can also reveal why an evolving Gentile movement required conceptual tools unlike those available in the remembered Galilean ministry.

Our criticism of Paul should therefore be selective and evidence-based. We can question whether his theological framework has sometimes drawn readers away from Yeshua’s practical teachings. We can challenge institutional uses of his writings that silence women, enforce hierarchy, or turn belief into an examination. We should also acknowledge his appeals for generosity, mutual obligation, and care for the vulnerable, as well as the radical inclusion of non-Jews in his mission. A source is not required to be entirely right or entirely wrong. Post-dogmatic reading refuses the childish economy in which a person must be either our master or our enemy.

The question for Resurrection Society is whether Paul’s interpretation should function as the gate through which every saying of Yeshua must pass. We conclude that it should not. The earlier letters are historically indispensable evidence for the movement’s development, but the human way we propose takes the teachings and example of Yeshua as its principal inspiration. Other writers can clarify or complicate that example. None is exempt from inquiry. This stance need not entail excluding Paul’s letters from academic study; it entails refusing to treat his interpretation as the compulsory grammar of every person’s relationship with Yeshua. The human figure at the center remains a historical person whose life deserves consideration before the later systems built around him.



45. John and the Heavenly Son of Man

The Fourth Gospel offers a markedly different portrait of Yeshua from the Synoptic Gospels. Its long discourses, explicit identity claims, signs, and theological organization invite questions about literary development and historical memory. The traditional association with an apostle named John does not settle modern debates about authorship, sources, and community setting. Many scholars understand the text as emerging through a complex history of tradition and composition toward the end of the first century, though particular elements may preserve older memories. It would be careless to declare every Johannine scene invented solely because the speeches differ from Mark. It would be equally careless to read every discourse as a verbatim transcript whose theological vocabulary bypassed decades of interpretation.

The Son of Man remains important in John, though with distinctive associations. Sayings about ascent and descent, being lifted up, and heavenly authority connect the title to the Gospel’s developed christological vision. The expression that in some Synoptic settings could describe vulnerability or service becomes integrated into a more elaborate account of Yeshua’s origin and destiny. This is a vital part of the reception history. The title itself did not protect readers from developing a theology of a heavenly savior. Nor did the shift from Son of Man to Christ occur in a simple linear sequence where one term vanished and another replaced it. Different communities and authors arranged the titles differently.

John’s theology presents both a challenge and an opportunity. It can make belief about Yeshua’s person unusually prominent, especially in passages linking life to recognition of the Son. Those claims deserve serious attention because they complicate the post-dogmatic refusal to treat assent as the gateway to salvation. A movement committed to truth should not pretend they are absent. It can ask how such formulations developed, what they meant within their literary world, and whether a contemporary philosophical community is obligated to make them membership conditions. The answer may be no without requiring a claim that every Johannine writer acted dishonestly.

The Gospel also contains moving scenes of care and service. The washing of feet makes the reversal of status visible in an action. The command to love one another and the language of friendship present a demanding communal ethic. A reader who approaches John solely as the enemy of the human Yeshua will miss these elements. We should not conduct the historical argument by removing every source that offers a developed Christology. A more mature criticism recognizes that identity-centered theology and service-centered ethics coexist in complex ways within the text. The question is which dimension we make foundational for contemporary life.

It is tempting to resolve every difference between John and the Synoptics by declaring that one of them alone preserves the authentic historical person. The evidence rarely grants such clean certainty. Historical reconstruction assesses particular traditions, literary interests, independent attestation, and possible development. Some Johannine material may be rooted in early memories; some Synoptic formulations are themselves unmistakably theological. The historian should weigh passages rather than canonize a favored Gospel as a perfect recorder. Resurrection Society gives special practical attention to the Synoptic teachings because of their prominence of human action and ordinary relationships, not because their every sentence is beyond criticism.

The Johannine Son of Man therefore illustrates a central warning. No title automatically preserves the historical person from interpretation. A community can make Son of Man a cosmic metaphysical category as readily as it can do so with Messiah. Our safeguard is not a magic word. It is a method: examine texts in context, acknowledge development, distinguish evidence from conviction, and keep human life at the center of practical imitation. If the Son of Man becomes a new slogan that forbids inquiry, we will have exchanged one dogma for another. The point is not to find the title no one can question. It is to recover an interpretive discipline that remains open even where its conclusions are deeply held.



46. Creeds, Councils, and the Making of a Boundary

The councils of the fourth and fifth centuries did not begin Christian devotion to Yeshua. They worked within a tradition of worship, scriptural interpretation, and dispute already centuries old. Nicaea in 325 addressed controversies about the Son’s relation to the Father; Constantinople, Ephesus, and Chalcedon belong to the later history of increasingly precise formulations. Their institutional authority developed within changing imperial and ecclesial circumstances. To say this is not to prove that all their theological conclusions are false. It is to recognize that definitive creedal language is a historical product of argument, political circumstance, and philosophical vocabulary rather than a simple repetition of every word spoken in Galilee.

Christian communities had reasons to seek coherence. Different understandings of Yeshua could imply different approaches to worship, salvation, and scripture. Arguments about the unity of God, the humanity of Yeshua, and the meaning of divine sonship were not trivial games invented by bored theologians. They mattered to people attempting to live faithfully. Yet the move from theological debate to enforceable institutional boundary creates a new moral problem. An interpretation acquires power over belonging. Dissent may be punished. The authority of the organization can begin to function as the guarantor of truth rather than as one human community’s best attempt to explain it.

The question is not whether agreement is ever necessary for cooperation. A medical organization needs standards of practice; a research society needs rules about falsifying evidence; a community needs safeguarding commitments. The issue is the nature and purpose of the boundary. A rule that prohibits exploitation protects people. A requirement that members accept a specific metaphysical formula as the price of fellowship places a different claim upon conscience. Resurrection Society refuses the latter. It may hold convictions about the Creator and Yeshua while admitting that historical and philosophical disagreements cannot simply be settled by the vote of a council, ancient or modern.

The later creeds also transformed the grammar of Yeshua’s humanity. Debates about nature and person were attempts to preserve what theologians regarded as essential truths, including the reality of his humanity and the significance of divine action. Some Christian traditions have produced sophisticated accounts of imitation and service within those dogmatic frameworks. It would be inaccurate to say that every Christian who confesses Chalcedon must regard the human example as irrelevant. The critique is about a persistent risk: the more energy devoted to defining how Yeshua differs metaphysically from ordinary human beings, the easier it becomes for imitation to be displaced by correct description.

A Son of Man-centered movement confronts the opposite risk. In resisting metaphysical formulas, it might become vague about the convictions that motivated its origin. We should not pretend to be indifferent to whether the Creator raised Yeshua. We believe this occurred, and the belief shapes our horizon of hope. We must, however, distinguish a conviction a community shares from a test imposed upon every person who wishes to gather. The right to hold a belief does not entail the right to coerce another conscience. Nor does disagreement license dishonesty or contempt.

History suggests that the practical structure of authority may be more consequential than the official vocabulary used to defend it. A community can declare itself nonreligious and still produce a dominant founder, a protected canon, and informal punishments for dissent. Conversely, a church with formal theology may cultivate extraordinary hospitality and genuine accountability. We should judge institutions by what they do as well as what they say. The significance of post-dogmatic life is not the achievement of a superior label. It is the construction of relationships in which inquiry remains possible, leadership remains limited, and no one is asked to surrender truthfulness for a place at the table.



47. When the Teacher Becomes the Exception

There is a deep philosophical difference between revering an example and treating the example as an exception whose most important qualities are unavailable to everyone else. A figure elevated beyond imitation may inspire awe without changing conduct. The person can be praised for perfect mercy while followers remain satisfied with ordinary resentment. The figure can be hailed as servant of all while leaders preserve structures of privilege. The figure can be called the truth while the community forbids inconvenient questions. In each case devotion and imitation have become detached. It is possible to admire a life so intensely that one no longer believes one is expected to live anything like it.

Christian traditions have often recognized this danger themselves. Monastic communities, reform movements, and practical discipleship traditions have emphasized living according to Yeshua’s example. The problem is therefore not that Christianity has entirely forgotten the life. The problem is that some dominant forms of Christian identity have made assent to claims about his divine nature, sacrificial death, and unique saving office function as a more immediate marker of belonging than conduct resembling his teaching. Someone may pass a doctrinal examination while continuing to be cruel. Someone else may practice extraordinary mercy while failing the examination. If the institution regards the first as safely inside and the second as outside, its priorities deserve criticism.

The Son of Man reading attempts to correct the reversal. The historical human Yeshua becomes our principal example. We believe the Creator raised him, but the conviction does not render his humanity theatrical. He faces danger, eats with people, argues, experiences fatigue, criticizes status, and suffers. The canonical records are theological narratives, not neutral modern biographies, and a reader should resist claiming exact knowledge of every inner motive. But the form of life they portray is intelligible enough to challenge our own. Truthfulness can be practiced. Mercy can be practiced. Service can be practiced. The refusal to humiliate another human being can be practiced. The demand is not less because the example is human; it may be more demanding precisely for that reason.

This perspective does not require the historically implausible claim that Yeshua’s contemporaries saw him only as an ethical philosopher. He operated within Jewish apocalyptic expectation and proclaimed divine rule. Nor does it compel other readers to abandon every metaphysical conviction about him before learning from the texts. The task is to change the function of those convictions. If a belief makes the human example inaccessible, we question its effect. If it inspires compassionate and courageous living, it may support the ethical purpose of following. The outcome cannot be assessed by terminology alone.

A community shaped around this distinction would resist the creation of spiritual elites. There would be facilitators, researchers, hosts, and people whose experience deserves respect. There would not be a class of people claiming that their interpretations give them privileged ownership of Yeshua. Books, including this one, would be open to criticism. The founder would not be an infallible custodian of meaning. Members would not be told that the Creator withholds love because they cannot affirm a disputed historical conclusion. Such arrangements are not optional cosmetics. They are the organizational form required by a philosophy that regards domination as a betrayal of human greatness.

The danger of exceptionalism is especially visible in the phrase ‘become like Yeshua.’ It can be reduced to harmless admiration or inflated into impossible perfectionism. Neither serves the life we seek. To become like him is not to claim his historical mission, reproduce his miracles, or achieve moral impeccability. It is to learn the pattern of how he relates to people and power. The pattern will be practiced imperfectly, corrected through experience, and renewed in community. We do not become exceptional beings by following the human one. We learn how to become more responsibly ordinary: people whose lives are increasingly truthful, hospitable, merciful, and free.



48. Why Identification Became an Entrance Test

Belonging requires some shared practices, but religious belonging has often been defined through a more demanding act: affirming that a particular figure possesses the correct saving identity. The transformation is historically understandable. A movement centered on a revered teacher must distinguish its commitments from neighboring traditions. It preserves stories, recognizes authorities, and develops language for what its members believe happened. Yet the boundary can gradually become more important than the person it was meant to honor. Someone’s ability to pronounce the authorized formula may count for more than the way they treat a hungry neighbor. The formula becomes the visible mark by which the institution secures itself.

The New Testament itself contains more than one way of describing the relation between belief and life. John’s Gospel gives distinctive prominence to belief in the Son. Paul’s letters explore trust, union with Christ, and the relation of grace to works. The Synoptic Gospels contain warnings about empty verbal profession and powerful scenes in which mercy toward the vulnerable becomes morally decisive. We should not pretend that all these writings teach one simple system or that the Synoptics never make claims about recognition of Yeshua. A truth-first inquiry must allow their differences to remain meaningful rather than resolving them with a slogan.

The demand for an entrance formula becomes especially problematic when it claims to determine a person’s ultimate destiny. A human being may live in a culture with little access to a particular religious tradition, encounter distorted presentations of it, or investigate sincerely and remain unconvinced. It is morally troubling to present such epistemic circumstances as grounds for eternal condemnation. Resurrection Society therefore rejects doctrinal correctness as a legitimate test of human worth or community fellowship. It does not claim to possess a complete and verifiable map of postmortem judgment. It refuses to appoint itself the office through which the Creator must assess every conscience.

This stance goes beyond mere tolerance. A movement can tolerate outsiders while continuing to believe only insiders possess the truth necessary for ultimate life. We seek a different relation to uncertainty. We hold convictions, including belief that the Creator raised Yeshua, while refusing to infer that people lacking those convictions are morally disqualified. Someone may investigate the resurrection critically and remain undecided. That person’s intellectual honesty is not a failure to be punished. We can discuss evidence, argue, disagree, and continue sharing a table. The presence of disagreement does not render the conversation pointless; it is part of our commitment to truth.

There remains a legitimate question about identity. If everyone can participate while disagreeing about the movement’s historical claims, what makes Resurrection Society distinct? The answer is not the absence of all commitments. Yeshua is the principal human example. Truth is the standard governing inquiry. Fellowship is the practical expression. Members who organize chapters accept obligations of noncoercion, transparency, and care. These features establish a recognizable way of life without making a supernatural proposition the entrance examination. A visitor should know what the community affirms; the visitor should not need to pretend affirmation as the price of welcome.

The historical movement from teacher to creed may never be reconstructed to everyone’s satisfaction, and it did not occur in exactly the same way in every Christian community. But the practical choice remains ours. We can reproduce the old pattern by treating our Son of Man interpretation as a sacred secret that grants insiders superior status. Or we can make the interpretation available for open discussion and demonstrate its significance through ordinary life. The second path carries more risk because it gives no institution complete control over the conclusions people draw. It is also the path most consistent with our conviction that truth cannot be owned and that the human one came not to be served but to serve.





PART VIII — RECOVERING THE HUMAN WAY


49. Following Without Becoming Jewish or Christian

The historical Yeshua was Jewish. That is not an inconvenient obstacle to our interpretation but one of its essential starting points. His Scriptures, debates, images of the Kingdom, and expectations of the Creator belonged to the world of Jewish life under Roman power. The claim that people today may learn from him without adopting Jewish identity must never be made by erasing that history or suggesting that Judaism was merely a defective stage on the way to something superior. To study a human being seriously is to acknowledge the world that made his thought intelligible. We do not recover him by stripping away every cultural feature until only a modern philosophical mirror remains.

Yet historical origin and contemporary participation are different questions. Socrates can be studied without becoming Athenian, and Confucius without reproducing every practice of ancient Chinese civilization. The analogy is imperfect because Yeshua’s own proclamation was bound up with convictions about the Creator and Israel’s future. Still, the principle is sound: a practice can acquire relevance beyond its original cultural setting without making participation a claim to possess that culture. One can learn from the Sabbath saying about human welfare without pretending the history of Jewish Sabbath observance has been dissolved. One can take the command to love enemies seriously without first resolving every dispute over ancient covenant law.

Christianity presents another kind of boundary. To become Christian in many traditions entails acceptance of claims about Yeshua’s identity, death, resurrection, and saving work, though the nature of those claims varies significantly among churches. Some emphasize creedal assent, others communal participation, trust, discipleship, or sacramental life. There is no single experience of becoming Christian. Resurrection Society is not seeking a new denomination within that range. It is seeking a community whose principal basis of fellowship is not religious identification. We are inspired by Yeshua’s life, believe the Creator raised him, and invite others to pursue his human way without demanding that they declare themselves Christian.

This position may seem paradoxical to observers who use religion as a broad sociological category. A community with a central historical exemplar, shared convictions about resurrection, weekly rhythms, and a distinctive ethical practice may reasonably be classified as religious from outside. We need not spend our energy policing the dictionary. Our claim is institutional and practical. We reject the requirements of clergy-mediated salvation, sacred rank, mandatory doctrinal conformity, and the treatment of religious allegiance as a measure of human worth. Our philosophical center can be explicit without becoming a mechanism for coercion.

The freedom to participate must be real rather than rhetorical. A member who doubts the resurrection should not be pressured to say otherwise. A Jewish participant should not be asked to renounce Judaism. A Christian visitor should not be humiliated for confessing the Trinity. An atheist should not be treated as a curiosity whose proper destiny is eventual conversion. The community can explain why it centers Yeshua and how its founding convictions arose. It may publish rigorous criticism of doctrines. It must also honor the freedom of conscience that allows others to reject its arguments. If every gathering quietly becomes a campaign to make participants accept the founder’s conclusions, post-dogmatic language has become a disguise.

There is no need to claim that religious identity is never meaningful to anyone. Millions find genuine relationships, moral discipline, and compassionate service within religious traditions. Our judgment is that religion as a system of gatekeeping and supernaturalized authority is not necessary for following Yeshua, and that such systems can place doctrinal possession above human life. We choose a different arrangement. The question in our community is not whether someone can pass a historical theology examination. It is whether we can learn together to become more truthful, merciful, responsible, and free. This choice makes the ancient Jewish teacher accessible without claiming to own him. His history remains his own. The way he demonstrated becomes an invitation.



50. Truth Must Govern the Son of Man Thesis

The most dangerous moment in the life of a new movement comes when a fruitful interpretation becomes a protected possession. The Son of Man thesis offers Resurrection Society a powerful way to connect Daniel’s beasts, Yeshua’s service, the restoration of suffering people, and the hope of resurrection. It is tempting to treat that coherence as proof that every element must have been intended exactly as we have assembled it. But coherence is not equivalent to historical certainty. A beautiful interpretation can be constructed out of true passages and still describe connections the authors themselves did not make. The discipline of truth requires that our central thesis remain exposed to the very criticism we direct toward messianic fulfillment systems.

Some historical claims in this book are relatively secure: Yeshua was a Jewish teacher in Roman Palestine, he was executed under Roman authority, and his followers very early proclaimed him raised. Other claims are debated: the exact origin of each Son of Man saying, the dating of the Similitudes of Enoch, the intentions behind Matthew’s infancy narratives, and the scope of Yeshua’s expectation about the coming Kingdom. Still others are philosophical commitments of the present movement: that Mark’s service teaching provides an especially fruitful organizing principle, that the humanlike figure’s contrast with the beasts can illuminate a civilization opposed to domination, and that following Yeshua should not require agreement about metaphysical claims. We need to keep these categories distinct.

There are practical consequences to doing so. Our books should carry dates and be revisable. Important corrections should be acknowledged rather than hidden. Chapter hosts should encourage readers to compare interpretations and sources. The question ‘What evidence would change your mind?’ should be normal within gatherings. A critic who exposes a historical mistake has contributed to the movement’s stated purpose, even if the correction unsettles the founder. We should not reward people for defending a conclusion more intensely than they have examined it. The obligation of inquiry is not a private virtue reserved for academics; it is the public ethic of a community that claims nothing stands above truth.

The method should not be confused with the belief that every question can be solved by measurement. Historical probability, textual interpretation, philosophical coherence, moral reasoning, and metaphysical conviction operate with different kinds of evidence. A claim about a manuscript’s date is not tested like a claim about the good life. A conviction concerning resurrection cannot be reduced to a laboratory repetition. Recognizing these differences prevents a false certainty that simply changes costume from religion to science. Intellectual discipline means knowing which questions our methods can answer and where they leave ambiguity.

Nor does post-dogmatism require a person to live without convictions. We regard Yeshua as an extraordinarily compelling human example and believe the Creator vindicated him through resurrection. Those convictions matter to the society’s story. They do not justify punishing a participant who finds the evidence insufficient. Conviction becomes ethically dangerous when it regards honest doubt as a moral defect or converts the preservation of a doctrine into the purpose of community. The person who changes a belief after good evidence may be demonstrating fidelity to truth, not disloyalty to Yeshua. A movement that cannot celebrate such correction has ceased to understand its own philosophy.

The Son of Man thesis should therefore remain a research program as well as an interpretation. We ought to collect sayings, evaluate textual variants, compare Jewish apocalyptic traditions, and read scholarly arguments that challenge our preferred conclusions. The same openness should apply to the question of Messiahship. It is possible that future work will find a closer relation between Yeshua’s self-understanding and certain messianic expectations than we currently assume. Such a result need not destroy the ethical importance of service. The civilization we seek must not depend upon an unchangeable historical reconstruction. It should grow through truthfulness precisely because its aim is larger than winning a title dispute.



51. A Society Without a Sacred Office

There is no serious civilization without organization. People need places to meet, books to read, funds to administer, and ways to resolve disagreements. A declaration that we have no hierarchy cannot eliminate the ordinary differences in responsibility created by hosting, writing, teaching, or safeguarding. The question is whether those responsibilities are limited, accountable, and directed toward the welfare of others. A society inspired by the Son of Man who serves must refuse to turn organizational convenience into permanent spiritual authority. The person who knows the most Greek, the person who wrote the founding book, and the person who hosts the largest gathering do not thereby gain ownership of anyone’s conscience.

The practical image is the common table. People sit together to read, question, share food, and consider how their lives might change. A facilitator may guide the conversation, but should not determine in advance which questions are safe or which historical conclusions are obligatory. A host may set reasonable limits for the use of a home, but should not treat hospitality as permission to control guests’ private choices. A chapter steward may handle money and scheduling, but should report transparently and welcome review. The structure is modest on purpose. The more complicated the machinery becomes, the greater the temptation to make preserving the machinery the central task.

The House of the Way embodies this vision in domestic form. A first-Saturday open house can consist of ordinary conversation, shared meals, attention to children, and time with people who want to think seriously without entering a religious institution. Local gatherings may meet in libraries, parks, community rooms, or homes. A Saturday morning telephone conversation can begin a voluntary day of rest. None of these practices needs to be described as a sacrament or imposed as a duty upon every participant. Their significance lies in the relationships they cultivate. A small group in which a shy person can speak without fear may be a more faithful expression of the human way than a spectacular event centered on a charismatic leader.

There must also be boundaries. A community that refuses spiritual rank should not become an unregulated space where coercive personalities acquire power informally. Safeguarding children and vulnerable adults requires clear procedures. Financial gifts must be handled through transparent arrangements. Harassment should be addressed promptly. Serious allegations must not be buried in the name of forgiveness. The freedom to leave or disagree should be protected in practice. These commitments are not a new theology of salvation. They are the ethical conditions under which ordinary human fellowship remains safe and credible.

Chapters should be encouraged to take initiative without requiring doctrinal certification from a central office. Yet a chapter publicly using the Resurrection Society name should agree to basic conduct and safeguarding standards. The founder’s role is to articulate a beginning, preserve useful research, and encourage a philosophy whose truth can outlive its first author. The ultimate goal is not personal loyalty. A healthy chapter should continue functioning if its most celebrated organizer departs. A philosophy that cannot survive ordinary succession has become the possession of a person rather than the practice of a community.

The measure of success will not be the number of converts. It will be the quality of relationships formed and the good made possible through them. Do members become less interested in domination? Are disagreements handled more honestly? Are the vulnerable more visible? Do families find support? Are books corrected when mistaken? Can children grow into adults free to think rather than trained to fear difficult questions? The answers will rarely be complete and may be discouraging. A human society must be capable of acknowledging failure without collapsing into despair. The Son of Man does not give us a scheme for becoming impeccable. He offers, through the narratives we have investigated, a demanding example of authority redirected toward human life.



52. A Civilization Beginning in Small Rooms

We began this investigation with an enormous question about the history of religious identity. What was Messiah supposed to mean? Which expectations went unfulfilled? Why were ancient passages reused as predictions? How did the Son of Man become associated with heavenly authority, suffering, and future judgment? The route has taken us through languages, empires, Gospel composition, apocalyptic literature, and centuries of Christian reflection. It would be strange if the destination were merely a new label that members could pronounce with superior confidence. A civilization of human ordinariness must be more than a correction of theological vocabulary. It must become a quality of shared life.

Imagine a handful of people gathering in a library room. One person believes Yeshua was raised bodily by the Creator. Another regards that as a sincere but unverified ancient claim. Someone has come from an evangelical church, someone from a secular household, and someone from a religious tradition far removed from Christianity. They read Mark 10 and ask what leadership ought to mean. Their interpretations differ. But an organizer listens without humiliating anyone. A participant recognizes a habit of control at work and decides to change it. Another offers help to a neighbor who is ill. The gathering ends without a doctrinal verdict. Something more important than agreement may nevertheless have begun.

Nothing about that scene looks cosmic. There are no thrones, beasts, or heavenly books opened in judgment. Yet the contrast in Daniel 7 has reached ordinary life. A person can respond to conflict through domination or through truthful service. A community can make power self-protective or accountable. A leader can demand privilege or accept responsibility. A movement can use Scripture to silence questions or invite deeper investigation. In these choices, the difference between beastly and human civilization becomes visible on a scale people can actually inhabit. The ancient vision has not been completed by the library conversation. It has become a source of disciplined imagination about what human beings may do next.

The temptation will be to exaggerate. Founders often speak as though their modest beginning is the final solution to the failures of history. Such language can become another form of domination, because it places the organization above ordinary criticism. We should say instead that the society is an experiment in living a demanding philosophy together. It has real convictions, recognizable practices, and serious aspirations. It also has much to learn. Some meetings will be awkward. Some leaders will fail. Some interpretations will be corrected. Some chapters may close. A civilization of ordinariness need not disguise these realities. It can make its humility part of its strength.

Yeshua’s human example remains central because it unites a challenge to power with attention to people. In the stories, he notices the vulnerable, exposes hypocrisy, teaches mercy, refuses ordinary measures of greatness, and directs authority toward service. The resurrection, in our conviction, is the Creator’s vindication of that human life rather than merely confirmation of a religious credential. This conviction does not give us complete knowledge of the future. It gives us a reason to hope that humanity’s final meaning is not exhausted by the empires that have injured it. Such hope becomes ethically serious only when it changes what we do with the lives entrusted to us now.

There is therefore no need for a person to become Jewish in order to explore the way of this Jewish teacher, nor to join Christianity in order to begin taking his human example seriously. Some who participate will retain those religious identities; others will not. We do not define human worth by the answer. We define our task by inquiry and practice. Nothing is above truth, not even the thesis of this book. No person owns the Son of Man, and no institution can make its interpretation true by requiring allegiance. We gather because learning to be human together is worth the effort. We begin with a conversation, a meal, a day of rest, an act of service. In such ordinary things, the long history of religious argument may finally make room for the life that gave the argument its subject.





Epilogue — Behold the Human One

The expression Son of Man entered this book as a historical problem. It has emerged as a philosophical possibility. Between those two points lies a necessary discipline. We cannot claim to know precisely what Yeshua intended by every saying that the Gospels place on his lips. We cannot prove that he rejected every form of Messiahship, or that all the ancient authors understood Daniel’s humanlike figure as we do. The evidence is more varied than that. We can say that the familiar Christian account of a clearly predicted Messiah depends upon significant interpretive decisions, that early followers had to rethink their expectations after Yeshua’s execution, and that Son of Man language carries an extraordinary tension between vulnerability, service, judgment, and vindication.

That tension is not a defect to be eliminated through one final formula. It may be the very place where the life becomes interesting again. A human one can be homeless and associated with heavenly dominion. He can exercise authority and direct it toward a sufferer. He can confront rank and become the servant. He can be killed by an empire and remembered by followers who refuse to grant the empire the final verdict. For Resurrection Society, his resurrection by the Creator is a deeply held conviction concerning the vindication of this human life. We can acknowledge the limits of historical proof without reducing the conviction to a decorative metaphor or making it a test of fellowship.

What remains when the doctrinal examination is removed? The difficult work of living. A person must decide whether to tell the truth at personal cost. A family must learn to repair injury without humiliating the injured. A leader must accept accountability. A host must make room for a stranger. A society must remember the vulnerable when it measures success. These acts do not solve every puzzle of Daniel, Enoch, Paul, or John. They are the practices through which the image of a humane Kingdom becomes visible in a world still capable of beastly power.

We were looking for the right figure in the right category. We began to suspect that the category had acquired greater authority than the life it was intended to explain. The Son of Man does not give us permission to pretend the historical questions are settled. It gives us reason to ask a different question while continuing to investigate them: what form of human existence is worthy of the name human? We find in Yeshua of Nazareth an answer that is difficult, unfinished in our own lives, and remarkably practical. We do not need to become extraordinary beings to begin. We need to become more truthful, more merciful, less domineering, and more responsible for one another.

There is no priest waiting to admit us to that work. There is no office we must acquire. There is no requirement that every uncertain historical claim be settled before a person can practice mercy. The human one calls forth a human response. The path begins wherever someone refuses to treat another person as an instrument of power. It continues wherever service replaces rank and truth replaces protected doctrine. Our hope is that these beginnings can become a civilization. Not a civilization that worships its own exceptional status, but one that has finally learned to take ordinary humanity seriously.




APPENDIX A — A CRITICAL GUIDE TO THE MESSIANIC PROOF TEXTS

The purpose of this appendix is not to provide a numerical scorecard in which every Christian use of Scripture is either declared proved or dismissed. It offers a method of reading. For each frequently cited passage, identify its original setting, the later Christian application, the type of connection, and the historical question that remains. A successful reading must acknowledge that ancient scriptural interpretation often worked through correspondence and reenactment rather than the narrow modern category of advance prediction. Conversely, a meaningful literary correspondence should not be presented as independently verified historical forecasting. These distinctions are more important than the sheer quantity of cited verses.


Isaiah 7:14 and the child of the sign

Isaiah 7 belongs to a political crisis involving Ahaz and the threats confronting Judah. The sign of a child growing up is located within that setting. The Hebrew almah denotes a young woman, whereas the Greek translation supplies wording that Matthew can connect with a virgin conception narrative. The questions are whether the original speech referred to a near-term child, how the Greek wording shaped later interpretation, and whether Matthew is using typology or claiming a second level of direct prediction. Christian treatments sometimes posit an immediate and ultimate fulfillment. Such a theory may be coherent within a doctrine of divine scriptural authorship but cannot be established through the earliest context alone. See Isaiah 7–8; Matthew 1; and standard critical introductions to First Isaiah.



Hosea 11:1 and the exodus recalled

Hosea’s declaration about a child called from Egypt occurs in a retrospective discussion of Israel’s history and conduct. Matthew 2 transfers the language to Yeshua’s childhood return from Egypt. Its strongest explanation is commonly typological: Yeshua recapitulates the story of Israel. To present this as a clear prediction made by Hosea is to disregard the passage’s grammar and literary horizon. The historical question about the flight to Egypt remains distinct from the literary correspondence. Matthew’s narrative can be evaluated for possible independent historical memory, but the existence of the citation cannot be used as independent verification of an event narrated in the same source.



Micah 5 and the location of a ruler

Micah’s oracle associates the emergence of a ruler with Bethlehem and the Davidic hope. Christian readers connect it with the infancy narratives. The prophet’s language belongs within ancient Judah’s concerns about kingship, threat, and restoration. A study should compare Matthew and Luke, their different accounts of how the family came to be associated with Bethlehem, and the prominence of Nazareth in descriptions of Yeshua’s public identity. The fact that Bethlehem is scripturally fitting does not establish the location as a fact independently corroborated by contemporaneous records. Nor can one rule it out simply because the evangelists had a theological motive to report it.



Isaiah 11 and the world of righteous rule

Isaiah 11 imagines a shoot from Jesse, the exercise of justice, protection for the poor, and extraordinary peace described through animal imagery. The text is central to later expectations of a righteous ruler. The principal question for this book is what historical fulfillment would look like. Yeshua did not publicly establish universal peace or a visible Davidic government during his life. Christians often interpret such hopes as partly inaugurated and partly awaiting consummation. A historian can describe that two-stage reading and note its development; the historian cannot independently verify the future stage. The social content of Isaiah’s vision should not be erased in favor of purely interior spiritual comfort.



Jeremiah 23 and Ezekiel 34–37

Jeremiah’s righteous branch and Ezekiel’s shepherding and reunification imagery speak to historical crises of leadership, exile, and national restoration. The texts do not present a simple checklist of supernatural acts. They picture legitimate governance and the repair of a people. Their later use in Christian interpretation should be assessed against what happened publicly under Yeshua: a movement arose, but Roman domination remained, and the ancient tribes were not visibly gathered under an earthly monarch. These observations do not determine the truth of later resurrection belief. They identify the distance between the ordinary horizon of prophetic restoration and the historical outcome to which followers had to respond.



Isaiah 52:13–53:12 and the suffering servant

The servant poem belongs to Isaiah’s larger exilic and restorative literary setting. The identity of the servant is debated, with collective and individual readings having substantial interpretive histories. Christian writers found in it language through which to understand Yeshua’s suffering. The principal questions concern original referent, relationship to other servant passages, and the nature of later application. A reader should not claim that the original poem provides an unmistakable advance account of Roman crucifixion, nor dismiss the text’s later moral and theological resonance merely because direct prediction is difficult to establish. The ethical use of suffering language must not become a justification for harming vulnerable people.



Psalm 22 and the cry of the righteous sufferer

The psalm is a lament, not a narrative written in advance about a named Galilean. Its language of mockery, distress, appeal, and eventual praise provided a powerful scriptural register for the passion accounts. Textual variants concerning descriptions of hands and feet deserve attention rather than polemical certainty. The decisive questions are whether the Gospel narratives independently preserve particular scenes and how the psalm shaped the way those scenes were told. Literary resonance can be real without converting the entire psalm into a direct prediction. A Son of Man reading also restores the poem’s wider value as a human cry under suffering.



Psalm 110 and the enthroned Lord

Psalm 110 is royal language capable of varied historical and theological use. In Mark 14, it is paired with Danielic cloud imagery to convey vindication and authority. In early Christian interpretation it became especially important for explaining Yeshua’s exaltation after death. The original poem’s royal horizon must be distinguished from later claims that it straightforwardly predicted the metaphysical status of a person in the first century CE. The use of enthronement imagery after resurrection belief is historically intelligible and early. Its doctrinal implications remain subjects of interpretation rather than the result of a self-evident translation alone.



Zechariah 9:9 and the approaching king

Zechariah’s peaceful royal imagery provided language for the Gospel accounts of Yeshua’s entry into Jerusalem. One should examine the distinctive ways the evangelists narrate the scene, particularly Matthew’s handling of poetic parallelism. The presence of scriptural shaping is evident, but the historical action might also have been deliberately symbolic by Yeshua himself. The alternatives deserve consideration. A person can stage an act that evokes an ancient text; a later author can shape a report of the act; both processes can operate together. The presence of a donkey in a narrative is not, without further analysis, independent proof of supernatural advance prediction.



Daniel 7 and the humanlike figure

Daniel 7 is different from the preceding texts because its imagery lies near the center of the title investigated in this book. The beasts are interpreted as kingdoms, the humanlike figure appears in heaven, and the kingdom is associated with the holy ones. Later Jewish and Christian readings often identify the figure individually and sometimes messianically. The original interpretation remains debated. A claim that Daniel plainly names Yeshua would exceed what the text says. But a philosophical reading can legitimately develop the contrast between predatory power and human likeness while openly acknowledging that it is a contemporary reception of an ancient apocalypse.



Malachi and the expected messenger

Passages concerning a preparatory messenger have been applied to John the Baptist and the coming of Yeshua. The historical setting of Malachi concerns covenant fidelity, priestly conduct, and coming judgment. The Synoptic Gospels use prophetic messenger language to frame John’s role. A historian should ask how widely these expectations circulated, whether the later application reflects independent events or narrative framing, and how the figures were related in the communities that preserved the traditions. The preparation motif is significant, but its use does not collapse all the prophetic literature into an unambiguous messianic biography.



How to use this catalogue

A researcher should resist assigning a binary verdict without specifying the claim being assessed. A passage may fail as an independently established prediction yet succeed as typological interpretation. A narrative may be historically plausible yet lack independent attestation. A literary relationship may tell us more about the later author’s convictions than about the intentions of the earlier author. A future edition of this book should expand each case with manuscript witnesses, alternative translations, and discussion of scholarly positions. The recurring methodological demand is simple: identify the type of connection before treating the connection as proof. We do not strengthen Scripture by asking it to perform a task the passage never claimed to perform.





APPENDIX B — A READING GUIDE TO THE SON OF MAN SAYINGS

A full concordance requires meticulous attention to every Gospel occurrence, its Greek wording, literary parallels, and possible source history. The present guide provides the principal groups and the interpretive questions that should accompany them. It should not be mistaken for an exhaustive critical apparatus. Counting occurrences can also mislead: parallels in Matthew, Mark, and Luke may derive from shared tradition rather than three independent eyewitnesses. Every saying should be examined both within its present Gospel context and, where possible, in relation to earlier forms of the tradition.


The sayings about present human existence

Matthew 8:20 and Luke 9:58 place the Son of Man within homelessness and dependence. Mark 2:10 and its parallels connect the term with authority to forgive sins, while Mark 2:28 links it with the Sabbath. Luke 7:34 and Matthew 11:19 associate the Son of Man with eating and drinking in the company of people whom critics disapprove. These scenes raise the question whether Yeshua is using a generic or indirect self-reference, whether a distinctive title has already formed, and how a claim to authority operates within ordinary life. They are especially valuable because they do not all depend upon an explicit future judgment scene. They place the human one among meals, disputes, bodily needs, and social reputation.



The sayings about suffering and being given over

Mark 8:31, 9:31, and 10:33–34 present the Son of Man being rejected, killed, and raised. Parallel texts appear in Matthew and Luke, with differences that reveal the evangelists’ literary work. The sayings have an obvious relation to later passion history and resurrection proclamation. That relation may indicate authentic anticipation, retrospective shaping, or a combination. A historian should compare the details and the narrative placement rather than pronounce every prediction obviously authentic or obviously fabricated. Mark 10:45, with its language of service and ransom, belongs in this conversation even though it is a distinctive formulation. It prevents the suffering material from being isolated from the question of how authority is exercised.



The sayings about future coming and judgment

Mark 8:38 and 13:26, Matthew 24–25, and Luke 21 present the Son of Man in relation to future vindication or cosmic judgment. Mark 14:62 and parallels combine enthronement and cloud imagery in a scene of interrogation. These sayings have the clearest visible links with Daniel 7 and, in certain formulations, Psalm 110. Their historical origin and development remain vigorously debated. Some scholars have argued that Yeshua expected a future figure distinct from himself; others see him identifying himself with the figure; still others place decisive weight on the Gospel communities’ interpretation after resurrection belief. No single theory should be treated as settled merely because it coheres with our ethical thesis.



Matthew’s expansion of the tradition

Matthew contains a large number of Son of Man sayings and places the figure prominently in teaching about judgment, gathering, and enthronement. The scene in Matthew 25 is important because acts of care toward the hungry, stranger, sick, and imprisoned become criteria within an apocalyptic judgment. Yet Matthew also contains severe language of punishment, warnings concerning discipleship, and clear messianic framing. The interpreter must preserve this breadth. One cannot make Matthew a simple manifesto for salvation by ethical conduct without addressing the other passages. The value of the judgment scene for our philosophy lies in the profound linkage of cosmic authority to ordinary human need, even while the wider text remains complex.



Luke’s narrative of social reversal

Luke places notable emphasis on the poor, outsiders, meals, and the reversal of established social status. Son of Man sayings appear within this distinctive narrative. The interpreter should compare shared Synoptic material with Luke’s literary interests, especially where an inherited saying becomes part of a sequence concerning wealth, hospitality, or the Kingdom. Luke’s concern for Israel’s hope and future expectation remains substantial. His ethical emphases therefore do not support the claim that the historical Yeshua had no apocalyptic horizon. They do show how a community could narrate the significance of Yeshua in ways that connect salvation with social relationships and the restoration of those pushed to the margins.



John’s heavenly and exalted Son of Man

The Fourth Gospel’s Son of Man language belongs to a different literary pattern, including sayings about descent, ascent, and being lifted up. These references should not simply be assumed to preserve Yeshua’s exact Aramaic wording. They demonstrate how the title was developed within Johannine theology. For our thesis they serve as a corrective against the belief that the expression automatically remains purely human or nonmessianic. The Son of Man can be used to articulate extraordinary heavenly identity as well as vulnerability. Any claim that this expression alone eliminates later Christology fails to account for the text of John.



The unusual distribution of the title

The concentration of Son of Man sayings in the Gospel speech of Yeshua, contrasted with their rarity as a preferred title in Paul’s letters and other early Christian writings, is historically important. The pattern may suggest that the expression preserved distinctive features of the remembered teacher’s language, or that Gospel communities cultivated it for their own literary reasons. Both possibilities deserve examination. We should not leap from distribution to authenticity. The absence of a phrase in an occasional letter is not proof that its author had never heard it. Nevertheless, the difference prompts the central historical question of this book: why did an expression so prominent within the narrated speech of Yeshua become less central to the standard vocabulary through which Christianity described him?



A disciplined interpretive sequence

For each occurrence, begin with the narrative scene and ask what issue is being addressed. Then compare Synoptic parallels and manuscript variations where relevant. Identify plausible Semitic background without pretending to reconstruct lost speech with certainty. Examine possible links to Daniel 7 or other Jewish apocalyptic texts. Ask what the evangelist’s literary purpose would have been. Finally, distinguish the historical judgment from the philosophical application. A saying can offer a powerful challenge to domination without proving it is an unedited transcript. A text can be theologically profound while resisting the use we wish to make of it. The willingness to preserve such distinctions is what allows the Son of Man thesis to remain an investigation rather than another sacred formula.





APPENDIX C — THE RESEARCH METHOD AND ITS LIMITS

The practice of history is not the collection of certainties from which doubt has been banished. It is a disciplined comparison of sources, contexts, and explanatory possibilities. In the study of ancient religious movements, the surviving evidence is partial, literarily shaped, and often written by participants whose convictions are central to what they report. An author’s sincerity does not guarantee factual precision. An author’s theological purpose does not prove that every narrated event is false. The historian must resist both the apologetic impulse to equate a sacred claim with established fact and the skeptical impulse to treat every religious narrative as invention before examining it.

Dating matters because it limits what one source can establish about another. Paul’s authentic letters predate the final literary form of the canonical Gospels, making them early witnesses to resurrection conviction and the spread of Yeshua devotion. That does not make them superior witnesses to every saying of the historical teacher. Mark is commonly dated before Matthew and Luke, but the Synoptic relationships involve ongoing discussion of Markan priority, shared sources, oral tradition, and editorial practice. John is generally treated as a distinctive late first-century Gospel, though particular traditions may be older. These are working scholarly judgments supported by arguments; they should not be presented as if every manuscript carried a modern date of composition on its cover.

Language matters because translation changes how people hear texts. A Hebrew poem may acquire distinctive resonance in Greek. An Aramaic idiom may become a repeated Greek expression functioning as a title. A term such as mashiach may move from a description of anointed office to a proper designation of a future deliverer. Researchers should identify when a conclusion depends on one translation or a particular textual variant. They should also resist claims that knowledge of a single ancient word proves a complete theology. Words operate in sentences, literary genres, and historical arguments. Their meanings are constrained by usage but not exhausted by a dictionary gloss.

Source relationships matter because three similar Gospel passages are not necessarily three independent reports. A saying present in Matthew and Luke may derive from a shared written source, shared oral tradition, or literary contact. A passion detail reported in a Gospel alongside a scriptural citation might reflect memory, theological composition, or both. The historian asks whether independent traditions corroborate a claim and whether the claim fits the broader historical setting. The criterion of embarrassment, when used, must be handled carefully: the fact that a detail seems difficult to later believers does not guarantee it was historically true, because difficulty itself can have a literary function.

Probability matters because conclusions differ in strength. It is historically secure that Yeshua was executed under Roman rule. It is secure that early followers proclaimed his resurrection. It is a further claim that the Creator acted to raise him; historical method by itself cannot verify divine action. It is plausible that the Gospels preserve genuine features of Yeshua’s teaching about the Kingdom and the reversal of status. It is disputed which individual Son of Man sayings are authentic in their existing form. It is a contemporary philosophical interpretation that Mark 10 should organize the entire narrative around service. We can hold these conclusions together only if we refuse to mislabel one category as another.

Moral philosophy matters because historical findings do not automatically dictate a complete account of how we ought to live. A historian might establish that an ancient teacher expected imminent judgment. That finding does not require a modern community to reproduce every feature of the expectation. A philosopher might admire the teacher’s attention to vulnerable people while questioning severe punishment imagery. The relationship should be explained rather than concealed. Resurrection Society is not a reenactment society tasked with reproducing first-century Palestine. It is a contemporary human community learning from a historical figure in conversation with evidence, reason, and ordinary experience. Fidelity to the past requires truthfulness about the past; it does not require abandoning present moral responsibility.

Correctability matters because every research project can become possessive about its discoveries. The earliest versions of this interpretation may contain errors. A date may prove less certain than we thought; a text may be better explained by an alternative context; a scholar may expose a distinction we neglected. These developments are reasons to revise the book. We should not protect the founder, the series, or the movement by hiding corrections. A public corrections record, dated editions, and clear separation of research from conviction are part of the philosophy’s ethical structure. No interpretation is made true by the fact that a community loves it.




APPENDIX D — SELECTED SCHOLARSHIP AND SOURCE NOTES

The primary sources for this investigation are the Hebrew Bible, the Greek New Testament, the Book of Daniel in its Aramaic sections, the Similitudes of Enoch, the relevant portions of 4 Ezra, the Dead Sea Scrolls, and ancient testimony concerning the Jewish world under Rome. Critical editions and translations should be consulted for detailed textual comparison. The following works are suggested as routes into the larger literature, not as a list of authorities who endorse the Resurrection Society thesis. Indeed, several directly complicate central portions of it. That is why they belong here. A research edition worthy of the name should place strong alternative explanations before its readers.

John J. Collins, Daniel (Hermeneia, 1993), provides an indispensable critical treatment of Daniel’s literary and historical setting, the beasts, the heavenly court, and the figure resembling a human being. His The Scepter and the Star: Messianism in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls examines the variety of messianic expectations in ancient Judaism and the importance of not presupposing one universally fixed portrait. His article ‘The Son of Man in First-Century Judaism’ (New Testament Studies, 2009) surveys the debates surrounding Daniel’s later reception, Enoch, and Fourth Ezra. These works are essential for readers who want to test the book’s claims about the relation between Messiah and Son of Man rather than simply accept the contrast as stated.

Maurice Casey’s Son of Man: The Interpretation and Influence of Daniel 7 (1979) and The Solution to the ‘Son of Man’ Problem (2007) develop a major account of Daniel’s reception and the possible Aramaic background of Gospel sayings. Casey’s ‘Method in Our Madness, and Madness in Their Methods’ (Journal for the Study of the New Testament, 1991) and ‘Aramaic Idiom and the Son of Man Problem: A Response to Owen and Shepherd’ (2002) make plain that linguistic reconstruction is contested terrain. A reader should compare Casey with scholarship that favors stronger titular or apocalyptic interpretations and should not treat his reconstruction as the one permitted meaning of lost Aramaic speech.

George W. E. Nickelsburg and James C. VanderKam’s work on 1 Enoch in the Hermeneia series supplies important critical background to the Enochic corpus. Peter Schäfer’s Two Gods in Heaven (2020) discusses exalted figures and ancient Jewish conceptions of divine plurality, including the Enochic Son of Man. Ted M. Erho’s research on dating the Similitudes cautions against false precision and shows why dating remains methodologically difficult. Michael E. Stone’s Fourth Ezra (Hermeneia, 1990) provides a substantial guide to the post-70 CE apocalypse and its humanlike figure. These sources guard against the oversimplified claim that a cosmic Son of Man was entirely foreign to ancient Jewish thought.

Adela Yarbro Collins’s commentary Mark (Hermeneia, 2007), Joel Marcus’s two-volume commentary on Mark (Anchor Yale Bible, 2000 and 2009), and Dale C. Allison Jr.’s work on the historical Yeshua and apocalyptic expectation are useful guides to the relationship among Kingdom, suffering, service, and future vindication. E. P. Sanders’s The Historical Figure of Jesus (1993) situates the teacher within Jewish history without treating later church dogma as the primary starting point. Amy-Jill Levine’s Short Stories by Jesus (2014) helps readers recover the Jewish texture and provocations of the parables, countering the habit of converting the stories into generic moral slogans.

For the formation of early Christian devotion and Christology, Larry W. Hurtado’s Lord Jesus Christ: Devotion to Jesus in Earliest Christianity (2003) and his essay ‘Early Devotion to Jesus: A Report, Reflections and Implications’ (2011) argue that significant reverence for Yeshua appears remarkably early. His work is particularly important as a challenge to the idea that divine status was simply invented in the fourth century. John J. Collins and Adela Yarbro Collins’s King and Messiah as Son of God (2008) examines the ancient background of royal and divine-son language. Paula Fredriksen’s work on the Jewish Jesus and the early movement provides another essential route into the historical and social setting of the first followers.

For Isaiah’s historical setting, the Yale Bible Study materials on First Isaiah and major critical commentaries remind readers that the book contains layers from different periods. Serious study of Isaiah 7 must attend to the crisis of Ahaz and the history of Greek translation. Study of Hosea 11 must begin with the chapter’s explicit recollection of Israel’s exodus. Study of Psalm 22 must begin with the poem as lament and with its complex textual tradition. The book’s disagreement with certain popular apologetic readings is therefore not based upon hostility to Scripture but upon the elementary discipline of reading a passage in its own setting before examining later reception.

Readers should also consult interpretations offered by confessional Christian scholars who accept the historical complexities while defending typological and christological readings. Such work helps distinguish weak claims of literal prediction from stronger accounts of canonical reuse. A Jewish scholarly interpretation of Daniel, Isaiah, and messianism is equally necessary, not as a token dissenting view but as direct engagement with the traditions in which these texts first circulated. The aim is not to stage an artificial balance between all interpretations. It is to make the strongest relevant arguments available and let the quality of evidence matter more than the identity of the person presenting it.


Online research starting points

John J. Collins, ‘The Son of Man in First-Century Judaism,’ New Testament Studies (Cambridge University Press, published online 2009): https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/new-testament-studies/article/abs/son-of-man-in-firstcentury-judaism/195A44A0D986E0396F68415999504EA2 . Maurice Casey, ‘Method in Our Madness, and Madness in Their Methods’ (1991): https://doi.org/10.1177/0142064X9101304202 . Ted M. Erho, ‘Internal Dating Methodologies and the Problem Posed by the Similitudes of Enoch’ (2010): https://doi.org/10.1177/0951820710391229 . Peter Schäfer, ‘The Son of Man–Enoch in the Similitudes of the Ethiopic Book of Enoch’ (2020): https://doi.org/10.23943/princeton/9780691181325.001.0001 . Larry W. Hurtado, ‘Early Devotion to Jesus: A Report, Reflections and Implications’ (2011): https://doi.org/10.1177/0014524610388102 . Yale Bible Study, ‘First Isaiah: Historical Context’: https://yalebiblestudy.org/courses/first-isaiah/lessons/historical-context-study-guide/ . These links identify sources for further checking, not proof that their authors endorse the philosophical conclusions advanced here.



A final methodological confession

This book has argued that a Messiah-first account can turn Yeshua’s life into a sequence of credentials, while a Son of Man account may place the meaning of human life back at the center. That is a serious proposal, but it is not a result that can be established by counting the number of times one title appears. The sources remain complicated. Some Son of Man sayings were likely shaped through later interpretation; some Jewish texts connect the figure to messianic hopes; some Gospel passages explicitly unite suffering, royalty, and heavenly authority. The philosophy grows stronger when it leaves these difficulties visible. We do not claim the last word about the historical Yeshua. We seek a responsible way to take his human example with the seriousness it deserves.

A movement claiming that nothing stands above truth should never ask readers to protect its preferred conclusion from the sources. The right to question applies to the whole book, including its organizing insight. What we hope survives criticism is not a sacred title but an ethical challenge: greatness cannot be measured by the capacity to dominate. A human being may exercise authority through care, establish freedom through truthfulness, and give life through service. We believe Yeshua embodied that possibility with extraordinary force and that the Creator raised him from the dead. Others may disagree about the historical and metaphysical questions. The door to shared inquiry and humane life remains open. That openness is not the weakness of the civilization we seek. It is one of the ways we refuse to become another beast.
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