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 It is difficult to fit Ps. 2 into an historical context.  Commentators date it everywhere from 

the time of King David all the way down to the 3
rd

 century B.C.E.; and it has been interpreted 

from at least three major perspectives:  (1) An eschatological Messianic interpretation, (2) a 

ritual drama scenario where it was read on specific occasions (e.g. cult or coronation events), or 

(3) it is a record of an actual historical event, or at least a traditional reckoning of an historical 

event.  John Willis argues that Ps. 2 is written as an actual historical situation.
1
  He reads Ps. 2 as 

an example of what modern readers would call “talking smack” or “dissing an opponent,” and 

suggests two possible scenarios for this particular genre.  By the end of this paper, I hope to paint 

a picture of how this “trash talking” would have worked for in its original context and for readers 

today.  

The first scenario might be two people bantering back and forth prior to a personal 

conflict, such as the interchange between David and Goliath in 1 Sam. 17:41-47.  A second is the 

same kind of bantering, only larger in scale, such as one army or its respective leader provoking 

or threatening another.  For example, Ben-hadad II taunted Ahab during the siege of Samaria (1 

Kgs. 20:2-9), and Sennacherib verbally provoked Hezekiah during the siege of Jerusalem (2 Kgs. 

18:19-28).  Regardless of the size of the opposing forces, the purpose of this kind of dialogue is 

twofold.  First, it served to encourage and motivate the speaker and his audience; and second, to 

discourage and demoralize the recipient.  Willis sees in Ps. 2, (1) a “…threat of impending 

conflict…(vv. 1-3), (2) …affirmations of certainty by the speaker that he (and his comrades) will 

prevail (vv. 4, 6, 8-9); and (3) warnings to the enemy that they will be defeated if they do not 

surrender…”
2
  It may well be that Ps. 2 was read during the coronation of the Davidic King, or 

that it was a part of a situational ritual such as coronation or annual affirmation; but the historic 

scenario wherein Yahweh established his regent in the midst of turmoil with an assurance of 

victory will be crucial to understanding later interpretations of Ps. 2. 

                                                           
1
 John T. Willis, “A Cry of Defiance-Psalm 2,” JSOT 47 (1990), pp. 33-50. 

2
 Willis, p. 44.  Thus, Ps. 2 may be divided into four strophes: (1) vv. 1-3:  The nations against Yahweh and his 

anointed, (2) vv. 4-6:  Yahweh’s installation of the Davidic King, (3) vv. 7-9:  The Davidic King’s assured victory 

by virtue of his divine appointment, and (4) vv. 10-12:  A call for Yahweh’s enemies to relent and submit to the 

Davidic King. 
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 The author’s confident assertion in the midst of political turmoil is founded upon the 

Ancient Near Eastern concept of divine sonship where the King was somehow connected to a 

deity.  Historians usually distinguish between sonship in Egypt versus the rest of the ancient 

Mediterranean world.  Ancient Egyptians, it is said, believed in a literal/physical relationship 

between a deity and the Pharaoh where, “The Pharaoh is Deus incarnates…The god Amon has 

begotten him with the queen mother.”
3
  Mesopotamians, on the other hand, held to a kind of 

adoptionism.  Kraus says, “Contrary to that [i.e. Egyptian mythology], in Babylonia and Assyria 

the king is most often understood to be a servant called, installed, and empowered through a 

‘statement’ by the gods.”
4
  We should exercise caution and restraint in asserting such broad 

generalizations for either position.  According to Jarl Fossum, while literal/physical sonship was 

portrayed in Egypt, “The enthronement [not divine parentage] was the definitive act of begetting 

or deification in Egypt too.”
5
  Likewise, while Mesopotamians held to a form of divine 

appointment, Fossum suggests that there are hints of literal/physical sonship amidst their 

mythology, “Beginning with the Sumerian king Mesilim of Kish, the Mesopotamian ruler was 

seen as the ‘son’ or ‘child’ of his god or goddess.  The king is said expressly to have been ‘born’ 

of the deity, and we should obviously understand his sonship in physical terms.”
6
  We should 

exercise this same sense of balance as we strive to understand Ancient Israel’s view of divine 

sonship. 

 On the one hand, even though the procreative language is only intended metaphorically, 

we should recognize some reference in Ps. 2 to a literal/physical connection between Yahweh 

and the anointed one.  Gard Granerød has drawn special attention to the word י  in (nā·sǎḵ·tî) ָנַסְכתִּ

Ps. 2:6.
7
  In the NASU, the word is translated as “installed” and there is a marginal note offering 

an alternvative translation of “consecrated.”  Thus, “But as for Me, I have installed My King 

                                                           
3
 Hans-Joachim Kraus, Psalms 1-59: A Commentary. A Critical Commentary, trans. Hilton C. Oswald (Minneapolis: 

Augsburg Pub. House, 1988), 130-131.  For several examples of the Egyptian concept of a literal/physical 

connection between a deity and Pharaoh see Gard Granerød, “A Forgotten Reference to Divine Procreation? Psalm 

2:6 in Light of Egyptian Royal Ideology,” Vetus Testamentum 60 (2010), pp. 323-336, and Robert Doran, 1 & 2 

Maccabees, Job, Psalms. New Interpreter’s Bible, vol. 4 (Nashville, Abingdon Press: 1996) 689. 
4
 Kraus, pp. 130-131. 

5
 Jarl Fossum, “Son of God,” in Anchor Bible Dictionary (New York, Doubleday: 1992), 129. 

6
 Fossum, p. 128. 

7
 Gard Granerød, “A Forgotten Reference to Divine Procreation? Psalm 2:6 in Light of Egyptian Royal Ideology,” 

Vetus Testamentum 60 (2010), 323-336. 
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Upon Zion, My holy mountain.” The verb’s root (נסך, nsk) occurs 25 times in the Hebrew Bible,
8
 

and according to Granerød, “…there are primarily two contexts where we find the verb and its 

derivations.  First, in metallurgy נסך describes the ‘pouring out’ of molten metal, the process of 

casting…Secondly, in the language of the cult, נסך denotes the ‘pouring out’ of libations and 

drink offerings.”
9
  Granerød’s concludes that, “…in the immediate context in Psalm 2 there are 

clear examples of procreative/parentage terminology.  In Psalm 2:7, Yahweh is quoted as saying 

‘I have begotten you’.  In light of this lexical field the possibility exists that the verb נסך refers 

specifically to the act of begetting, the emission of semen.”
10

  Instead of the NASU’s treatment, 

“I have installed My King” perhaps the idea is more accurately, “I have poured out My King.”  

Regarding Yahweh’s statement, “I have begotten you,” nearly all of the 460 times “beget” is 

used in the Hebrew Bible it is a reference to the “begetting” of a child by his or her mother, 

father or both.
11

  Thus, Ancient Israel, if only metaphorically, clearly had some concept of a 

literal/physical connection between Yahweh and the Anointed One. 

This is not to say that Ancient Israel actually believed that the Davidic King was literally 

begotten through the normal human process of conception.
12

  The word “today,” in Ps. 2:7 

(“today I have begotten you”) necessarily excludes this idea since it is not a reference to 

conception or birth; but neither should the metaphorical language of literal procreation be set on 

the shelf.  Peter Craigie says, “‘I have begotten you’ is metaphorical language; it means more 

than simply adoption, which has legal overtones, and implies that a ‘new birth’ of a divine nature 

took place during the coronation.”
13

  Nevertheless, since that “new birth” took place at 

coronation and not conception, adoption terminology is appropriate.  To summarize, Yahweh is 

portrayed as King of the universe, and the anointed one is his visible regent (Ps. 2:8-9, 12).  

Ruling the universe is no small task, and mere appointment will not suffice to equip one for such 

an undertaking.  Rather, through the divine investiture of sonship that is metaphorically 

                                                           
8
 Gen. 35:14; Ex. 25:29; 30:9; 27:16; Num. 28:7; 2 Sam. 23:16; 2 Kgs. 16:13; Is. 29:10; 30:1; 40:19; 44:10; Jer. 

7:18; 19:13; 32:29; 44:17, 18, 19x2, 25; Ezekiel 20:28; Hos. 9:4; Ps. 2:6; 16:4; Prov. 8:23; 1 Chron. 11:18. 
9
 Granerød, 327.  Many critical commentaries have a footnotes in their translations of Ps. 2:6 at least acknowledging 

this particular usage of the word. 
10

 Granerød, p. 332. 
11

 For several overwhelming illustrations of the familial usage see the genealogical lists in Gen. 4-5 (39 times), Gen. 

10-11 (37 times), 1 Chron. (118 times). 
12

 Neither does Granerød argue for this, see pp. 334-335. 
13

 Peter C. Craigie, Psalms 1-50. Word Biblical Commentary, vol. 19 (Waco, TX: Word Books: 1983), 67.  

Emphasis mine. 
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portrayed as physical parentage, the King is imbibed with the ascribed honor and wherewithal 

required to rule the world. 

Even if the language of literal procreation was only ever intended to be accommodative, 

it was a concept that later Judeans were not willing to perpetuate.  There is an intentional 

movement away from the notion of literal procreation in Judean literature.  For example, the 

Masoretic Text (MT) of Ps. 2:6 is markedly different from the Septuagint (LXX), “Ἐγὼ δὲ 

κατεστάθην βασιλεὺς ὑπʼ αὐτοῦ ἐπὶ Σιων ὄρος τὸ ἅγιον αὐτοῦ…” (“But I have been made king 

by him on Sion his holy mountain…
”14

).  BDAG defines καθίστημι/καθιστάνω, “to assign 

someone a position of authority”
15

 which is a noted difference from the idea of “pouring out” 

י)  or literal procreation language, which was discussed above.  The LXX demonstrates a ,(ָנַסְכתִּ

conscious move from divine procreation towards divine appointment.  It is also worthy of note 

that most English versions favor this move.  The NASU combines the morphology of the MT 

and the vocabulary of the LXX.  “I have installed my king” represents installation or 

appointment (LXX not MT) and the active sense of where Yahweh is the one doing the 

installation (MT not LXX).  Brenton’s translation expresses the aorist passive κατεστάθην (“But 

I have been made king by him…”) where the Davidic king is speaking, not Yahwey.  A true 

comparison of the MS and LXX looks something like this: 

  MT: “I have poured out my king…” (Yahweh speaking) 

  LXX: “I have been installed as king…” (Davidic King speaking) 

Why did the LXX translators move from divine procreation to divine appointment?  I think 

Granerød might be onto something when he suggests, “The possibility exists that the translators 

recognized a case of an unbearable anthropomorphism in the Hebrew text of Ps 2:6.  When the 

Hebrew text of Psalm 2 was read in light of the Egyptian royal ideology, they may have thought 

that the birth of the king was depicted in a far too physical way.”
16

  I will offer another 

suggestion later. 

                                                           
14

 Lancelot Charles Lee Brenton, The Septuagint Version of the Old Testament: English Translation (London: 

Samuel Bagster and Sons, 1870), Ps. 2:7a. 
15

 William Arndt, Frederick W. Danker and Walter Bauer, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and 

Other Early Christian Literature. 3rd ed. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press: 2000), 492. 
16

 Granerød, pp. 335-336. 
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 A similar transition from procreation to installation can be seen in the Targum on the 

Psalms (approx. 1
st
 century C. E.); but even more striking is its rendering of Ps. 2:7.  Instead of, 

“You are my son; today I have begotten you” it reads, “You are as dear to me as a son to a 

father.”
17

  There is also a transition in the Psalms of Solomon.  Ps. Sol. 17 (approx. 50 B.C.E.) 

provides an astonishing picture of the Messianic King that is clearly based upon 2 Sam. 7, Ps. 2, 

and Ps. 89.
18

  Each of the canonical texts (i.e. 2 Sam. 7; Ps. 2; 89) portrays a Father/Son 

relationship between Yahweh and his Anointed One.  2 Sam. 7:14a says, “I will be a father to 

him, and he shall be a son to me.”  Ps. 89:26-27 says, “He shall cry to me, ‘You are my Father, 

my God, and the Rock of my salvation!’  I will make him the firstborn, the highest of the kings 

of earth.”  In Ps. Sol. 17 here is what we see: The Messianic King is portrayed as the future Son 

of David [not Yahweh] (v. 21) who will purge Gentiles from Jerusalem (v. 22, 30), defeat 

Yahweh’s enemies and punish sinners (v. 25), gather together the people of Israel (v. 26), and the 

Lord himself will be his King [not his Father] (v. 34).
19

  What we do not see in the later Ps. Sol. 

is a Father/Son relationship between Yahweh and his Anointed One despite that being an 

outstanding feature in each of the three canonical references.  Janse notes, “…we may say that 

PsSol 17 is the chief witness for a Messianic interpretation of Ps.2 in Early Judaism.  At the same 

time we must say that PsSol does not define the Messianic king as the Son of God.  On the 

contrary, the texts in which this does happen (Ps.2:7; 2Sam.7:14; Ps.89:28), are not used, or are 

used in a way that the entire people is seen as 'sons of God' (PsSol 17.27, cf. 18.4).
20

   

 To follow up on Janse’s last observation, not only do we see an intentional move from 

procreation language to divine appointment, we also begin to see a transition from a single 

messianic figure (i.e. the Davidic King) to application of sonship to the author’s respective 

community.  In other words, if one must see a Father/Son relationship in the text, then it is there 

only to the extent that the author’s community is composed of Yahweh’s children.  We see this 

particularly in Qumran, specifically 4Q174 I.10ff., where, again, 2 Sam. 7 and Ps. 89 are cited 

alongside Ps. 2.  “It is striking that in this Messianic context, Ps.2 is interpreted non-

                                                           
17

 Sam Janse, “You are My Son”: The Reception History of Psalm 2 in Early Judaism and the Early Church 

(Leuven, Peeters: 2009), 47. 
18

See Janse pp. 57-60 for a chart illustrating the literary connection between these four texts. 
19

 Janse, p. 55. 
20

 Janse, p. 67. 
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Messianically.  The Messiah of Ps.2 is explained in a plural sense…”
21

  To summarize, Early 

Judaism departed from Ancient Israel in their understanding of Ps. 2 in two significant ways:   

First, even though the idea of divine appointment is present in Ps. 2, later Judeans consciously 

moved away from any sense of literal/physical procreation between Yahweh and his Anointed 

One.  Second, if a Father/Son analogy must be made, then that relationship existed between the 

author’s respective community and their Father, Yahweh. 

 In direct opposition to their Judean contemporaries, the New Testament authors 

categorically forsook these two alterations.  A careful examination of Rom. 1:3-4 demonstrates 

that the Son was not merely appointed as the Anointed One, but that he was also infused with 

divine honor:  “…the gospel concerning his Son, who was descended from David according to 

the flesh and was declared to be Son of God with power according to the spirit of holiness by 

resurrection from the dead, Jesus Christ our Lord…” 

Most English versions render v. 3 as, “…who was descended from David…” but perhaps 

“descended” is not the best word to convey Paul’s thought here.  He uses γίνομαι, which 

certainly can mean, “to come into being through process of birth or natural production.”
22

  Thus, 

Jesus was descended from David according to the flesh…”   If Paul intended to convey the idea 

that Jesus was “descended” from David, we might have expected him to use γεννάω, which will 

be addresses shortly, because γίνομαι can carry an idea far beyond natural lineage such as, “to 

experience a change in nature and so indicate entry into a new condition, to make a change of 

location in space, to come into a certain state or possess certain characteristics, or to be present at 

a given time.”
23

  Instead of “was descended from”, on the basis of γίνομαι and not γεννάω, one 

might translate Rom. 1:3 as, “…concerning his son, having come about (or, having become) out 

of the seed of David…”  Moo follows this alternative, “The first participial clause (v. 3b) focuses 

on the Son of God coming into human existence.  This clause assumes the preexistence of the 

Son.”
24

  The sense, then, is not so much “Jesus was David’s relative” as it is “through David’s 

lineage, Jesus experienced a change in nature and entered into a new condition;” or that “through 

David’s lineage, Jesus changed location in space, or came to a different state possessing certain 

                                                           
21

 Janse, pp. 51-52.  
22

In fact, BDAG cites Rom. 1:3 under this definition. 
23

 BDAG, γίνομαι. 
24

 Douglas Moo, The Epistle to the Romans. NICNT (Grand Rapids, Eerdmans: 1996), 46. 
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different characteristics.”  In this regard, the New Testament concept of divine sonship, and 

especially the notion of divine procreation, far exceeds anything we see in the Hebrew Bible. 

To illustrate this, Matt. 1:18-25 and Lk. 1:26-35 describe Jesus as having been conceived 

in Mary by the Holy Spirit.  Luke specifies, “The Holy Spirit will come upon you, and the power 

of the Most High will overshadow you; therefore the child to be born will be holy; he will be 

called Son of God” (Lk. 1:35).  Later, when Luke traces Jesus’ genealogy through Joseph, he 

parenthetically remarked that, “He was the son (as was thought) of Joseph…” (Lk. 3:23).  

Although Mark does not include the miraculous conception, he records that when people talked 

about Jesus they referred to him as, “the son of Mary” (Mk. 6:3), and not the son of Joseph.  The 

language used to describe Jesus’ coming into the world is procreative at its core.  In the same 

way that ילד (begotten) in Ps. 2:7 is a word that is used almost exclusively to describe a child’s 

coming forth from his or her parent(s), γεννάω is used almost exclusively the same way in the 

NT.
25

  And then there is the Fourth Gospel where, “…Jesus’ divine sonship has a transcendent 

connotation expressed with an explicitness and emphasis unmatched in any other NT writing…In 

John, Jesus’ claim to be God’s Son amounts to a claim to divinity…”
26

 

Having noted the New Testament’s unique application of divine sonship, in Ps. 2 the 

divine begetting of the Anointed One did not happen at conception or birth, and there is no 

indication that the Anointed One was to be considered half human, half deity.  Just as was the 

case in the ancient Mediterranean world, the moment of divine “begetting” happened specifically 

at the King’s coronation.  In the New Testament, and especially for Paul, Jesus was begotten by 

God, not only in terms of his physical birth, but more so when he was raised from the dead, 

But God raised him from the dead; and for many days he appeared to those who came up 

with him from Galilee to Jerusalem, and they are now his witnesses to the people. 
 
And 

we bring you the good news that what God promised to our ancestors he has fulfilled for 

us, their children, by raising Jesus; as also it is written in the second psalm, ‘You are my 

Son; today I have begotten you’ (Acts 13:30-33). 

                                                           
25

 BDAG defines γεννάω as 1) become the parent of, beget:  a: by procreation; b: by exercising the role of a parental 

figure; 2) to give birth to, bear; 3) to cause someth. to happen, bring forth, produce, cause. 
26

 Larry W. Hurtado, “Son of God” in Dictionary of Paul and His Letters (Downers Grove, IL, InterVarsity Press: 

1993), 902. 
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This clearly does not refer to procreation in terms of Jesus being conceived by the Holy Spirit.  

The moment of divine begetting (i.e. today) was Jesus’ resurrection. 

Consider, again, Rom.1.  Paul describes the son as one who, “…was declared to be Son 

of God…”  “Declared” comes from ὁρίζω, which should be translated as the one who, “…was 

appointed the Son of God…” (NIV’11).
27

  To speak of Jesus as being “appointed as” or 

“determined to be” the Son of God might excite some readers.  Is Paul disregarding Jesus’ 

eternal and inherent Sonship and claiming that Jesus was, at a specific point, appointed as Son?  

Does this mean that at some point Jesus was not the Son – at least until he was appointed?  Moo 

says, “The tautologous nature of this statement reveals that being appointed Son has to do not 

with a change in essence – as if a person or human messiah becomes Son of God for the first 

time – but with a change in status or function.”
28

  Paul’s vocabulary in Rom. 1:3-4 indicates the 

unique position that Jesus attained through his resurrection.  Conveniently enough, there does 

appear to be a semantic connection here to Ps. 2:  Jesus as Son (cf. Rom. 1:3-4; Ps. 2:7, 12), 

Jesus as Messiah (cf. Rom. 1:4; Ps. 2:2), Jesus as Lord (cf. Rom. 1:4; Ps. 2:6).
29

 

There is, without question, a sense in the New Testament of divine appointment; but what 

about that elusive element in Ps. 2:6-7 where the Anointed One is spoken of in literal/physical 

procreation language?  I have previously suggested that this is metaphorical language used to 

indicate that the Lord’s anointed one is imbibed, or infused, with the ascribed honor required to 

rule the universe as God’s regent.  Paul says that Jesus, “…was declared the Son of God with 

power by the resurrection from the dead, according to the Spirit of holiness…”  On “the Spirit of 

holiness” I will quote Ben Witherington at length, 

                                                           
27

 “Most translations render the Greek participle ὁρισθέντος (horisthentos, from ὁρίζω, horizō) ‘declared’ or 

‘designated’ in order to avoid the possible interpretation that Jesus was appointed the Son of God by the 

resurrection.  However, the Greek term ὁρίζω is used eight times in the NT, and it always has the meaning ‘to 

determine, appoint.’  Paul is not saying that Jesus was appointed the ‘Son of God by the resurrection’ but ‘Son-of-

God-in-power by the resurrection,’ as indicated by the hyphenation.”  from The NET First Edition Notes (Biblical 

Studies Press), Rom. 1:4.  The same concept is found in Heb. 1:2 where the Son was appointed (τίθημι) heir of all 

things. 
28

 Moo, p. 48 (emphasis mine). 
29

 For a progressive appointment to sonship see Mary R. Huie-Jolly, “Threats Answered by Enthronement: 
Death/Resurrection and the Divine Warrior Myth in John 5.17-29, Psalm 2 and Daniel 7,” in Early Christian 
Interpretation of the Scriptures of Israel. Edited by Craig A. Evans and James A. Sanders (Sheffield, GB: Academic 
Press: 1997), 206. 
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Many Church Fathers thought they found here a testimony about the two natures of 

Christ, human and divine.  But, against this, v. 3 does not focus on Jesus’ human nature 

per se, but rather on his human lineage through David, and v. 4 is not about what Christ is 

according to his divine nature but rather about what happened to Jesus at the resurrection, 

when God’s Spirit raised him from the dead and designated or marked him out as Son of 

God in power.  In other words, these are comments about two phases in the trajectory of 

Jesus’ career…The unusual phrase “Spirit of Holiness” is surely not a reference to Jesus’ 

human spirit.  Rather it refers to the effect of the Holy Spirit on Jesus – Jesus enters an 

entirely sanctified or glorified condition when he is raised from the dead by the Spirit.
30

 

In this, we see both Egyptian and Mesopotamian concepts of divine sonship.  On the one hand, 

since it is not a matter of physical conception or birth, we are addressing something that happens 

at the coronation of the King when Yahweh declares him to be Son.  On the other hand, we must 

recognize that the Biblical texts describe something beyond mere proclamation, appointment or 

even figurative adoption.  Incidentally, in other contexts reminiscent of the language of Ps. 2, 

such as Jesus’ baptism (Matt. 3:17, “This is my Son, the Beloved, with whom I am well 

pleased.”) and transfiguration (Matt. 17:5; Mk. 9:7; Lk. 9:35) we see Jesus being infused with 

some kind of special quality that sets him apart and signifies that he is worthy of honor.  

Regarding the Davidic Kings, we should not take this to mean that they somehow became deity, 

but rather that they ruled on Yahweh’s behalf.  Likewise, as tempting as it may be to see “Son of 

God” as a reference to Jesus’ divine nature (which I do not think is wrong) in so far as Ps. 2 is 

concerned, this entirely misses the point.  Larry Hurtado summarizes the conclusion nicely, 

From the entire fabric of Paul’s Christology, it is apparent that Paul saw Jesus as 

participating in God’s attributes and roles, as sharing in the divine glory…But neither in 

the Jewish background of Paul nor in his own usage (unlike John’s) did the language of 

divine sonship in itself attribute divinity.  In Paul’s Jewish tradition to call a human figure 

God’s ‘Son’ meant primarily to attribute to him a special standing, status and favor with 

                                                           
30

 Ben Witherington III, Paul’s Letter to the Romans: A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary (Grand Rapids, Eerdmans: 

2004), 32-33. 
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God.  Paul’s references to Jesus as the ‘Son’ of God meant that Jesus possessed a unique 

standing, status and favor with God.
31

 

 The literature of Early Judaism witnesses a departure from procreation language in Ps. 2, 

but the authors of the New Testament revived it.  The second departure was that Early Judaism 

began to understand divine sonship in terms of their respective communities instead of in 

reference to an individual.  The New Testament authors reverted back to the language of Ps. 2 

and unequivocally proclaimed Jesus as the one and only Messiah/Son.
32

  The Hebrew writer 

cited seven passages to bolster his argument that Jesus is superior to the angels.  He began the 

polemic by citing Ps. 2:7, “For to which of the angels did God ever say, ‘You are my Son; today 

I have begotten you’?” (Heb. 1:5a).  Perhaps the author intended a bit of irony since angels were 

collectively referred to as “sons of God” on a number of occasions.
33

  The argument, however, is 

that while the angels (plural) may have been referred to as sons, no angel (singular) was ever 

referred to as Son.  That position is reserved for Jesus alone.  

 We can only speculate why Ps. 2 has been understood in these different ways.  Earlier I 

cited Gard Granerød who wonders if the literal procreation language in Ps. 2:6-7 presents 

“unbearable anthropomorphism” that reeked too much of Egyptian ideology for Early Judaism to 

stomach.  I wonder if it was not simply a matter of impracticality.  To whom would Judeans 

willingly ascribe divine honor following Solomon’s reign?  Tremper Longman III notes, “What 

strikes me as I survey the history of the monarchy from Solomon through Zedekiah is just how 

hollow this poem would sound - that is, if it was actually used - during later reigns of the kings 

of Judah.  I say this in the light of the fact that apostasy, syncretistic worship, and the like were 

rampant among later Davidic rulers.”
34

  Ps. 2 presents a divine promise of victory and universal 

dominion in the midst of political turmoil.  At what point in history would the Judeans have 

reveled in this?  Perhaps they moved away from literal procreation language that described a 

single messianic figure, not because they couldn’t theologically stomach the idea of 

physical/literal procreation language, but because it was simply not practical. 

                                                           
31

 Hurtado, p. 903 (underline mine). 
32

 There are several texts in the Hebrew Bible where Israel is described as God’s “son” (e.g. Ex. 4:22-23; Ps. 80:15).  

Hos. 11:1 is an interesting example because it refers to Israel as Yahweh’s “son,” but Matthew applied it specifically 

to Jesus (2:15).  See also Gal. 3:16. 
33

 cf. Gen. 6:2, 4; Job 1:6; 2;1; 38:7. 
34

 Tremper Longman III, “The Messiah: Explorations in the Law and Writings,” in The Messiah in the Old and New 

Testaments. Edited by Stanley Porter (Grand Rapids, Eerdmans: 2007), 19. 
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Recall Willis’ proposal for the genre of Ps. 2, which includes (1) a “…threat of 

impending conflict…(vv. 1-3), (2) …affirmations of certainty by the speaker that he (and his 

comrades) will prevail (vv. 4, 6, 8-9); and (3) warnings to the enemy that they will be defeated if 

they do not surrender…”
35

  The New Testament authors returned to the ideas of procreation and 

individual sonship found in Ps. 2; and they were able to do this by reading Ps. 2 in the light of 

Jesus the Son as a result of his resurrection.  His victory over death was not only a prime 

example of triumph in the midst of turmoil, but also the point at which Yahweh conferred upon 

him universal dominion (i.e. Sonship).  In the resurrection, Yahweh has poured Himself and all 

of the ascribed honor and power that goes along with that into Jesus who now reigns as king over 

the universe.  There is a message here that rings true even still today.  We might look around and 

see the nations conspiring and plotting in vain while kings of the earth set themselves against 

Yahweh and his Anointed.  The Psalmist assures us that he who sits in the heavens laughs 

because he has poured out his king on Zion and said to him, “You are my son; today I have 

begotten you.” 

                                                           
35

 Willis, p. 44. 


