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PREFACE

Theology during the first half of this century
continued to be characterized by the subjectivism and
scepticism of the latter nineteenth century. Throughout-the
reign of Dialectical and Existential Theology, the question
of the historicity of the resurrection of Jesus was viewed
largely with apathy or antipathy. But in the second half of
this century, a remarkable transformation appears to have
taken place in resurrection studies. The Marburg conference
in 1953 marked a turning point against Bultmann's view of
the irrelevancy of history for faith, and several of his
pupils, notably Ernst Kdsemann, began to seek new ways of
re-tying the Christ of faith to the Jesus of history.! The
so-called new quest for the historical Jesus spawned a fresh
interest in the historicity of the events of Easter and the
origins of the disciples’ Easter faith. Hans von
Campenhausen’s Der Ablauf der Osterereignisse und das leere
Grab (1952) and Hans Grass's Ostergeschehen und
Osterberichte (1956) were landmarks in the renewed attempt
to investigate and defend the historicity of the
resurrection of Jesus. Von Campenhausen defended the
essential historicity of the Markan narrative of the women’s
discovery of the empty tomb, while Grass, though rejecting
the empty tomb, argued that the post-resurrection
appearances of Jesus cannot be explained as subjective
visions, but ought to be understood as objective (veridical)
visions of the risen Lord. Together these works set the

‘Ernst Kdsemann, "Das Problem des historischen
Jesus," ZTK 51 (1954):125-53.



basis for subsequent discussion of the historicity of
Jesus'’'s resurrection.

Sceptical treatments of the resurrection continued, of
course, to be published. But by the late 1960's the
Barth/Bultmannian approach to the resurrection was a spent
force, moving foward only by its own inertia. Scepticism
reached its faltering apogee in Willi Marxsen’s popular book
Die Auferstehung Jesu von Nazareth (1968) and then began
quickly to recede. On the self-reversal of scholarship in
this area, Gutwenger comments:

It appears that a few years ago the attack on Jesus'’s

resurrection . . . reached its climax. This situation

was created through modern rationalism, which wants to

explain everything through immanent causes, through a

weariness with the divine, and a massive, hedonistic

materialism. Bultmann’s poorly understood teaching of
demythologization and the open confession of some
theologians that they cannot believe in the
resurrection of a corpse helped to bring about a crisis
of faith in Easter . ., . . Reaction came, and from the

Catholic as well as the Protestant side the theme of
the resurrection of Christ was taken up anew.:

Throughout the 1970's a continuing stream of works in
German, French, and English sought to re-examine the
question of the historicity of the resurrection. Perhaps
the most striking indication of the new appreciation of the
historical credibility of the resurrection of Jesus was the
declaration of one of the leading Jewish theologians of
today, Pinchas Lapide, that he is himself convinced on the
basis of the evidence that the God of Israel did raise Jesus
from the dead.? Theologically speaking, equally significant
has been Wolfhart Pannenberg’s attempt to construct his
entire Christology "from below," that is, based on the
historical evidence for Jesus and his resurrection, a move
that has been hailed as ushering in a new era in European

2g. Gutwenger, "Auferstehung and Auferstehungsleib
Jesu," ZRT 9 (1969):32,

3pinchas Lapide, Auferstehung (Stuttgart: Calwer
Verlag, 1977; Miinchen: Kdsel Verlag, 1977).

xi

protestant theology.! After the predominance of the
Barth/Bultmannian approach to the resurrection, Pannenberg’s
program is a surprising development that one would scar?el¥
have held for possible in German theology. Not that this is
all being taken in quietly: if I read the lay of the
theological land correctly, it appears that the 1980's are
now witnessing a re-assertion by sceptical critics of their
viewpoint. Still it is not unfair to speak of a veritable
resurrection of historical interest in and appreciation of
the resurrection of Jesus.

Despite the vastness and quality of the literature on
the resurrection, there has not yet appeared in English a
comprehensive treatment of the question of the historicity
of Jesus’s resurrection comparable in scope to, say, Grass's
Ostergeschehen und Osterberichte or Beda Rigaux’s Dieu l‘a
ressuscité (1973), both of which remain untranslated. 1In
view of the several controversial and important issues yet
unresolved, such a treatment is desirable, and it is with
this intent that I offer the present volume.

II
According to Norman Perrin in a recent book, thel
meaning which the evangelists give to the resurrection is ;
more important than the question of what actually happened.
This raises the knotty question of the relationship between

4Wolfhart Pannenberg, Jesus: God and Man, trans. L.
L. Wilkins and D. A. Priebe (London: SCM Press, 1968).
Pannenberg argues that the reports of Jesus’'s appearances
and empty tomb are most plausibly accounted for by the "
explanation that he really did rise'from the dead_anq tha .
this supplies the foundation for faith. On the significanc
of this development, see B. A. Willems, "W. Pannenberg,lé
Grundziige der Christologie," TvT 7 (1967):322; René Marlé,
"Comincia un ‘era nuova nella teologia protestante )
tedesca’?" CivCath 119 (1969):214-25; Daniel P. Fuller, "A
New German Theological Movement," SJT 19 (1966):160-75.

SNorman Perrin, The Resurrection according to
Matthew, Mark and Luke (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1977),
P. 84,
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history and theology in the New Testament documents. Perrin
maintains that because the gospels are primarily pieces of
theology, the question, "What actually happened on that
first Easter morning?" is alien to these ancient religious
texts; none of.the gospel writers is concerned to give
historical information.® Questions of historicity and
authorship are matters of "the most complete indifference"
compared to the coherence and integrity of the theological
viewpoint of the works themselves.’

Now I simply cannot bring myself to subscribe to such a
viewpoint. However fine a theological synthesis an
evangelist may present us, I cannot commit myself
existentially to it unless I am also convinced that it is
true. This is not to take the standpoint of theological
rationalism with regard to the resurrection, for certainly
God’s Spirit may move in the hearts of men to persuade them
of the truth apart from considerations of evidence. But it
is to deny that a dead man can be of decisive significance
for my life today and that this situation is somehow
reversed because the proclamation of this dead man'’s
Tesurrection has theological meaning, though the
proclamation is in fact historically false. I think this
perspective is nearer the attitude of the New Testament
writers than is Perrin’s. Indeed, they seem very concerned,
with their repeated emphasis on the witnesses to the events
surrounding the resurrection, to assure us that the
resurrection of Jesus is a historical fact and therefore is
of life-changing significance.

In this work, therefore, I am primarily interested in
the question of the historical credibility of the
resurrection accounts, not their theology, except insofar as
the latter impinges upon the former. Hence, I am
unashamedly pre-occupied with the question of what actually

b1bid., p. 7s.

?Ibid., pPp. x, 6.
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happened. This has its drawbacks, of course, but one must
place limits somewhere, and therefore I must refer the
reader interested primarily in the theology of the
resurrection narratives to one of the many fine books on
that subject.?

II1I

A final point ought to be discussed at the outset, and
that is the question of presuppositions.’ It is
increasingly recognized that presuppositions play an
important role in shaping one’s conclusions apart from
considerations of evidence. When it comes to a
theologically-charged subject like the resurrection, it
would be naive to think that any investigator comes to the
subject without a point of view. But this fact alone need
not vitiate profitable discussion of the issues so long as
one does not reason circularly from the presuppositions to
the truth of the hypothesis based on those presuppositions.
For example, Bultmann’s approach to the New Testament was
guided by two underlying presuppositions: (1) the existence
of a full-blown pre-Christian Gnosticism and (2) the
impossibility of miracles. While he sought to provide
evidence for (1), he simply assumed (2). Although these two
points of view guided most of Bultmann’s work, it would not
be enough for a critic of the Marburger to dismiss his work
by simply stating that his conclusions are determined by his
presuppositions. Rather a critic must refute the specific
arquments used by Bultmann to support any given position,
even though Bultmann’s view may have been determined in

8The best being perhaps the recently published work
of Grant Osborne, The Resurrection Narratives: A ’
Redactional Study (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker, 1984); cf.
his earlier "History and Theology in the Resurrection
Narratives: A Redactional Study" (Ph.D. thesis, University
of Aberdeen, 1974).

91 have profited in this regard from discussion with
D. A, carson.



xui

advance by one of his presuppositions. It is not why or how
the hypothesis in question came to be formulated, but the
evidence adduced in favor of the hypothesis that is
crucial. Consider specifically Grass’s Ostergeschehen und
Osterberichte. It seems evident that Grass’s scepticism
concerning the empty tomb and bodily appearances of Jesus is
largely determined in advance by a presuppositional
rejection of the "massiven Realismus" of the gospel
Tresurrection narratives; but woe to the critic who thinks
that, having pointed this out, he has thereby refuted
Grass’s lengthy catalog of arguments against the empty tomb!
By the same token, it would be invalid for a Bultmannian to
dismiss the conclusions of a writer who defends the
Tesurrection, say, Gerald O’Collins in his The Easter Jesus
(1973), on the grounds that his conclusions are determined
in advance because 0‘Collins is, after all, a Jesuit.

The point is that there is a difference between
innocuous and vicious pPresuppositions. A presupposition
remains innocuous so long as it does not enter into the
verification of the hypothesis. Like a chemical catalyst,
it guides the research but does not itself become a part of
the argumentation in support of the hypothesis. Grass, for
example, while having an aversion to nature miracles almost
as great as Bultmann's, usually refrains from allowing this
to be the grounds upon which he rejects an account as
unhistorical; for this he is to be commended. His usual
procedure is to adduce factual arguments in support of his

1005 this historiographical principle, see Maurice
Mandelbaum, The Problem of Historical Knowledge (New York:
Harper & Row, Harper Torchbooks, 1967), p. 184; Morton
White, "Can History Be Objective?" in The Philosophy of
History in Our Time, ed. Hans Meyerhoff (New York:
Doubleday, Anchor Books, 1959), pp. 199-201; Raymond Raron,
"Relativism in History," in ibid., p. 160. For a critique
of the view that one’s Weltanschauung obviates scientific
objectivity, see Frederick Suppe, "Introduction," in The
Structure of Scientific Theories, 2d ed., ed. F. Suppe
(Urbana, I1l.: University of Illinois Press, 1977), pp. 208-
17

xuvil

hypothesis, although these hypotheses are no doubt largely
shaped by his presupposition. A presupposition becomes
vicious, however, when it actually enters into the
argumentation and purports to be a ground for the acceptance
of the hypothesis. For example, when Bultmann or Grass
rejects an account as legendary because it is miraculous,
then the presupposition has ceased to be innocuous. For it
has become the ground for accepting the hypothesis it helped
for formulate, which closes a vicious circle. Similarly
were a conservative to accept the historicity of a
resurrection account, say, on the authority of the Church’s
teaching, this presupposition would remain innocuous only so
long as he, in contending for the historicity of that
account, argues solely on the basis of the evidence without
appealing to Church authority.

Now in this work, I have presuppositions of both
Bultmann’s first and second kinds. With regard to the first
type I presuppose (1) Markan priority, (2) the independence
of John from the synoptics, and (3) that Mk. 16:8 represents
the original conclusion to that gospel. Were these
assumptions shown to be false, that would substantially
alter many of my conclusions. But in each case, the
presupposition represents the consensus of the majority of
scholars today. With regard to the second type, I am
committed theologically to the doctrine of inspiration and,
hence, to the historical reliability of scripture. This
Presupposition remains, however, innocuous, since in no
place in this work do I argue for the credibility of an
account on the basis that it is inspired and therefore
authoritative.

Iv
This book has been a long-term project, many years in
the making. I wish to express my heartfelt thanks to the
Alexander von Humboldt Stiftung, not only for their gemerous
fellowship which funded my initial work several years ago at
the Universitdt Minchen and Cambridge University, but also
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for their warmth and personal concern for the comfort of my
family during our two years in Germany. Over the course of
time, certain portions of this work have appeared in
preliminary article form, including "The Bodily Resurrection
of Jesus," in Gospel Perspectives I (1980), “The Empty
Tomb, " in Gospel Perspectives II (1981), "The Guard at the
Tomb," NTS 31 (1984):273-81; "The Historicity of the Empty
Tomb of Jesus," NTS 31 (1985): 39-67; "Paul’s Dilemma in 2
Corinthians 5.1-10: A ‘Catch-22'? NTS 34 (1988): 145-47; and
"Pannenbergs Beweis der Auferstehung Jesu," Rerygma und
Dogma 34(1988):78-104. I am grateful for profitable
discussion and criticism of various parts of this work from
John Alsup, Craig Blomberg, E. L. Bode, Bruce Chilton, Craig
Evans, Robert Gundry, Ferdinand Hahn, I. H. Marshall, C. F.
D. Moule, Wolfhart Pannénberg, M. E. Thrall, and David
Wenham. Special thanks are due to my former secretary Bev
Faugerstrom and to my wife Jan for their lengthy hours spent
in producing the typescript and to Jan once more for
entering the entire tome all over again into the computer
and helping to prepare the camera-ready copy.

William Lane Craig

Westmont College Université Catholique de Louvain
Santa Barbara, California Louvain, Belgium
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CHAPTER 1
THE PRE-PAULINE FORMULA OF I COR. 15

The Existence of a Formula

Undoubtedly one of the most important respects in which
contemporary research on the historicity of the resurrection
differs from that of the previous two centuries is with
regard to the primacy of Paul. The discovery during this
century that I Cor. 15:3-7 contains an old, pre-Pauline
formula of the primitive church! has made Paul’s testimony

‘The point was first elaborated by Alfred Seeberg,
Der Ratechismus des Urchristentums, with an Introduction by
F. Hahn, TB 26 (Leipzig: A. Deichert, 1903; rep. ed.:
Minchen: Christian Kaiser, 1966), pp. 50-84. For
discussion, see Karl Holl, "Der Kirchenbegriff des Paulus in
seinem Verhdltnis zu dem der Urgemeinde," in idem,
Gesammelte Aufs&tze zur Kirchengeschichte, 3 vols.
(Tibingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1928), 2: 44-67; Ferdinand
Kattenbusch, “Die Vorzugstellung des Petrus und der
Charakter der Urgemeinde zu Jerusalem," in Festgabe von
Fachgenossen und Freunden Karl Miiller (Tibingen: J.C.B.
Mohr, 1922), pp. 322-51; Adolf von Harnack, Die
Verkldrungsgeschichte Jesu: Der Bericht des Paulus (I Cor.
15,3ff.) und die beiden Christusvisionen des Petrus SBA
(Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1922), pp. 62-80; Eric Fascher,
"Die Auferstehung Jesu and ihr Verhdltnis zur urchristlichen
Verkiindigung, " ZNW 26 (1927):1-26. More recent studies
include Ernst Lichtenstein, "Der &lteste christliche
Glaubensformel," ZKG 63 (1950-51):1-74; Ernst Bammel,
"Herkunft und Funktion der Traditionselemente in I Kor.
15.1-11," Tz 11 (1955):401-19; P. Winter, "I Corinthians XV.
3b-7," NT 2 (1958):142-50; Karl Heinrich Rengstorf, Die
Auferstehung Jesu, 4th rev. ed. (Witten: Luther-Verlag,
1960), pp. 128-35; Hans Grass, Ostergeschehen und
Osterberichte, 4th rev. ed. (Gdttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1970), pp. 94-112; Ulrich Wilckens, “Der Ursprung
der Uberlieferung der Erscheinungen des Auferstandenen," in
Dogma und Denkstrukturen, ed. W. Joest and W. Pannenberg
(Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1963), pp. 56-95; Hans-
Werner Bartsch, "Die Argumentation des Paulus in I Cor. 15,
3-11," ZNW 55 (1964):261-74; Ferdinand Hahn, Christologische
Hoheitstitel, 3d ed., FRLANT 83 (G&ttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1966), pp. 197-212; Hans Freiherr von
Campenhausen, Der Ablauf der Osterereignisse und das leere
Grab, 3d rev. ed., SHA (Heidelberg: Carl Winter, 1966), pp.




to the fact and nature of the resurrection the logical
Ausgangspunkt of virtually every modern discussion.

The classic statement of the argument for the existence
of a formula in these verses belongs to Jeremias.? He
observes: (1) The words napadauBdveLy  and  repasLédval used
by Paul to introduce vs. 3-7 correspond to the technical
rabbinical terms M?71p and p WD, which are used for the
transmission of tradition (cf. I Cor. 11:23). (2) Besides
this clear statement by Paul, the subsequent verses contain
Many non-Pauline traits: (a) OUndp Tav duapTidv AUV : The
word guaptla is used 64 times by Paul; but three of these
are in the Pastorals and five more are in quotations from
the 0l1d Testament. Of the remaining 56 times, in 50
instances duapria is singular and without the genitive case.
In those six cases where it is plural or with the genitive,
the influence of tradition is to be seen (I Cor. 15:3:
kerygmatic influence; I Cor. 15:17: consequence of the
kerygma; Gal. 1:4: Christological formula; Rom. 7:5; Eph.

8-10; Philipp Seidensticker, "Das Antiochenische Glaube
bekenptn;s 3. Kor. 15, 3-7 im Lichte seiner Traditions-ns
geschlchte, TGL §7 (1967):286-323; Josef Blank, Paulus und
Kes:.l:s, SANT 18 (Miinchen: Koésel Verlag, 1968), pp. 133-43;
3:: FLepmann, Auferweckt am dritten Tag nach der Schrift, QD
2 ( relbyrg: Herder, 1968), Pp. 68-157; J. Charlot, "The
gnstruct;op of the.Formula in I Corinthians 15, 3-15"
é .Theol. d;ﬁsertatlon, Universitdt Miinchen, 1968); Jacob
eﬁeme;é Das &lteste Zeugnis von der Auferstehung Christi, 3d
Leéﬁh g 17 (Stuttga;t: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1970);
e igr Goppelt, “Die Auferstehung Jesu: Ihre Wirklichkeit
Christre Wirkung nach I. Kor. 15," in Der auferstandene
3855) us und das Heil der Welt (Witten: Luther-Verlag,
Liede; gp. 98-11}; Klaus Wengst, Christologische Formeln und
o es Urchristentums, SNT 7 (Gitersloh: Gerd Mohn,
= _)E_pp. 92-101; TR (1979),s.v. "Auferstehung Jesu
97Fl;e;ém:Iéi;pgengSCTEStament’“dby Paul Hoffmann, pp. 478-
; y-O0'Connor, "Tradition i i
Cot. 155307 & = Gl {1981;:582—89. and Redaction in I

2
Developed through the successive editions, th
: e
;Egugent Summarized here is from Joachim Jeremias,'Die
Ruen mahlsworte Jesu, 4th ed, (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Precht, 1967), PP. 95-98. For a discussion of the

d
agff%g?ment of the argument, see Lehmann, Auferweckt, pp.

2:1; Col. 1:14: un-Pauline formulations). (b) wotd Tas
youpds: The expression appears nowhere else in Paul; he
always writes wa%Ws vyéypanmtav . (C) éyfyepra. : The perfect
passive of this verb is also found only in vs. 12-14, 16,
and 20 as a result of its appearance here in v. 4 and in II
Tim. 2:8, which is a pre-Pauline confessional formula. (d)
ti huéog i tpltrH ¢ The nachgestellte ordinal number is
unique for Paul in this verse. (e) &g$n: The word is found
only in I Cor. 15:5-8 and in the confessional formula of I
Tim., 3:16. (f) ol &d6exa : Paul always writes ol &ndotolou
(Gal. 1:19; I Cor. 9:5: II Cor. 11:5; 12:11). To these
considerations Conzelmann adds the following:® (3) Similar
formulas are found elsewhere in the New Testament (Mk. 8:13;
9:31; 10:32-34; Acts 10:42; II Tim. 2:8; I Pet. 2:21-25;
3:18-20). (4) The contents of these verses are appropriate
to a formula. (5) What is cited in these verses exceeds
that which needs to be proved, namely the resurrection.
Taken together these considerations have persuaded virtually
all New Testament scholars tﬁat vs. 3-7 do contain a pre-

Pauline formula.
The Length of the Formula

More disputed has been the exact length of the
formula.? Everyone agrees that v. 8, in which Paul reports

3Hans Conzelmann, Der erste Brief an die Korinther,
KEKNT 5 (Gbttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1969), p. 296.

41n addition to the entries in note 1, consult
Eduard Norden, Agnostos Theos (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche
Buchgesellschaft, 1956), p. 270; Martin Albertz, "Zur
Formgeschichte der Auferstehungsberichte," ZNW 21
(1922):259; Ethelbert Stauffer, Die Theologie des Neuen
Testaments (Stuttgart and Berlin: Kohlhammer, 1941y, p. 223;
Hermann Strathmann, "Die Stellung des Petrus in der
Urkirche," 2ZST 20 (1943):240-41; Wilhelm Michaelis, Die
Erscheinungen des Auferstandenen (Basel: Heinrich Majer,
1944), p. 10; Oscar Cullmann, Die ersten christlichen
Glaubensbekenntnisse (ziirich: Evangelischer Verlag, 1949),
P. 18; Walter Schmithals, Das kirchliche Apostelamt, FRLANT
81 (GSttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1961), p. 65; Klaus
Wegenast, Das Verstédndis der Tradition bei Paulus und in den



his own vision of Christ, is an addition from the hand of
the apostle himself. Bammel’s suggestion, on the other
hand, that the formula ends at dg%n with no naming of
witnesses has also been rejected by virtually all critics.’
Although this would create a Pleasant symmetry between étdgn-
GpSn , it would leave the formula incomplete, since the
indirect object is implied in the verb itself, and would
contradict the evidence of Acts that the mention of
witnesses was part of the early kerygma.

Most critics hold that the formula ends at v. 6, since
there is a definite break in the sentence structure and
rhythm. Michaelis does caution that I Cor. 11:25 shows that
Paul will break a tradition stylistically;® but it is
difficult to see the analogy. Dodd asserts that the entire
list of witnesses must have been a unity, for Paul says it
was common to all missionaries, which was an important point
for Paul, since James’'s followers were his greatest
opponents.’” But thisg seems to confuse the conditions for
Paul’s citation of the formula with the conditions for the
origin of the formula itself. Even if Paul wanted to prove
that James’s followers preach this gospel, that does not
seem to imply that any such motive inspired the authors of
the formula itself. and it is doubtful that Paul has

Deuteropaulinen, WMANT 8 (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchner
Verlag, 1962), PP. 54-56; Peter Stuhlmacher, Das paulinische
Evangelium, FRLANT 95 (Gttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1968), pp. 268-69; C.F. Evans, Resurrection and the New
Testament, SBT 12 (London: SCM Press, 1970), pp. 43-47;
Reginald H. Fuller, The Formation of the Resurrection
Narratives (London: SPCK, 1972), p: 11,

?Bammel, "Herkunft, " PP. 402-03. For a critique,
see Schmithals, Apostelamt, p. 65; cf. Giinter Klein, Die

Zwdlf Apostel, FRLANT 59 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1961), p. 40.

GMichaelis, Erscheinungen, p. 10.

Tc.xn. Dodd, "The Appearances of the Risen Christ: A
Study in form-criticism of the Gospels," in idem, More New
Testament Studies (Manchester: Manchester University Press,
1968), p. 125.

Judaizing opponents in mind here when he includes James in
the list, for these were not the source of the heresy aﬁ
corinth.® Besides, in saying all missionaries preach th{é'
gospel, Paul undoubtedly did not mean that the same specific
names were always mentioned, but just that witnesses were
adduced, as in Acts.

More compelling are the arguments of Stuhlmacher for
the tradition’s extending through v. 7.° He maintains ?hat
while v. 6b is typically Pauline, v. 6a is un-Pauline: éndvw
is hapax legomenon for Paul; ¢gpéinat is here unPauline,
meaning "at once," not "once for all" (as in Rom. 6:10; cf.
Heb. 7:27; 9:12; 10:10). In addition to this, "all the
apostles" was a pre-Pauline group. Therefore, vs. 3-7 is a
tradition interrupted by v. 6b and appended with v. 8. 1In
favor of Stuhlmacher’'s argument, it can be said that Paul's
own understanding of the term "apostle" was quite broad and
included himself, so that he would not write in his own
terms that Christ appeared to "all the apostles," for this
would exclude not only himself, but probably others as well
from being apostles.® His own formulation would perhaps
have qualified the term in some way: Christ appeared to the
"first" apostles, or with some other modification. That v.

81t is true that Schweizer contended that Paul’s
opponents at Corinth were ultra—conse;vatlve, Pharlsalg
types who believed that only those alive at the Parousia
would be ushered into the Messianic age (Albert Schweizer,
Die Mystik des Apostels Paulus [Tibingen: Mohr, 1930], pp.
92-94). But as Davies observes, Corlnth.was Gentile in
character, and it would be strange to.fzyd ultra- .
Conservative Jews there; certaiglyhthxs is le;stﬁiauSLble
than alternative explanations of the source of .
Corinzhian error {W?D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism, 2d
ed. [London: SPCK, 1965], p. 292).

gStuhlmacher, Evangelium, pp. 268-69.

10 i is i I think, the correct
Ironically, this is, : ' t
implication of Kﬁmmei's argument in Werner Georg Kumme%,d
Rirchenbegriff und Geschichtsbewusstsein in der Urgemeig e
und bei Jesus, 2d ed. (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1968), p. 6.




7 states "all the apostles" seems to indicate a pre-Pauline
formulation that probably designated a restricted circle
somewhat wider than the Twelve (as in Acts 1:21-23). It is
this formulation that Paul gquotes, not thinking to exclude
himself from being an apostle, but merely from being a
member of that early group which all Christian hearers of
this familiar formula would recognize and not confuse with
Paul’s own wider group of latter day apostle-missionaries.
It must be kept in mind that although the groups mentioned
in this formula are vague to us, to the primitive church
they were probably quite perspicuous and needed no
identification.!” Thus there would be no thought at all
that by citing an appearance to an early, well-known group
of "all the apostles," Paul was thereby implying that he and
others were not also apostles. Aand it might be added that
if the formula is very old, reaching back to the years
before Paul’s conversion, then it would be true that when
the formula was drafted, Christ had appeared to "all the
apostles," for there was as yet no wider circle of Christian
missionaries. That was all the apostles there were, and in
quoting the formula, Paul does not mean that since that time
more have not been added to their ranks, as apostles in the
wider sense of "ones sent out." But had Paul formulated
this sentence himself, he would perhaps not have said that
Christ appeared to all the apostles, for that would be
manifestly untrue at the time of Paul’'s writing.

So it could be argued that vs. 6-7 are also part of the
traditional formula. But there remains the break between
vs. 5 and 6. It is possible that the formula proper extends
to v. 6, but that vs. 6-7 also contain traditional material
not formulated by Paul, but appended to the formula itself.
It seems best to leave the question open and to regard the
formula as extending at least through v. 5.

115, Stuhlmacher, Evangelium, p. 275.

The Geographical Origin of the Formula

Even more disputed is the place of origin of the
formula. Traditionally, under the influence of Heitmiiller,
Bousset, and Dibelius, the material in vs. 3-7 was thought
to stem, not out of the Palestinian Urgemeinde (Jerusalem),
but from a Hellenistic community of believers (like Damascus
or Antioch).?

But Jeremias almost single-handedly overturned the
opinion of New Testament scholarship with his argument for a
palestinian origin of the formula.' He argues that the
highly semitized Greek of the formula points to a Semitic
Urtext behind the Greek. 1In support of this contention, he
argues: (1) The structure of the formula is a parallelismus
membrorum. The first and third lines are longer, have the
same construction (verb, closer modification, scripture
proof), have the phrase "according to the scriptures" at the
end, and are followed by a short sentence introduced by &,
whose function is to secure the reality of the preceding
statement. (2) The four-fold dti is Semitic. (3) The
absence of all particles except wai is Semitic. (4) The
avoidance of God's name by the passive éyfyeprar is Semitic.
(5) The Aramaic Knedis is employed instead of Lluwve  (Lk.
24:34)., The face that Paul often uses Kngds (Gal. 1:18;
2:9, 11, 14; I Cor. 1:12; 3:22; 9:5) does not count against
this, for the formula has already been proved to be pre-
Pauline. (6) It is unusual in Greek to have the ordinal
number nachgestellt, but in Semitic language this is the
only possibility. (7) Semitic is the use of &p9n instead of

todun , for this harks back to the Hebrew ™7 (Aramaic

12yi1helm Heitmiiller, "Zum Problem Paulus und
Jesus," ZNW 13 (1912):331; Wilhelm Bousset, Kyrios Christos,
5th ed., FRLANT 4 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, }965),
pP. 76; Martin Dibelius, Die Formgeschichte des Evangeliums,
2d ed. (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1933), p. 17.

13Jeremias, Abendmahlsworte, pp. 96-97. For
discussion of Jeremias’s argument, see Lehmann, Auferweckt,

Pp. 102-13.



DTN ), which has the double meaning "he was seen” or "he
appeared.” (8) Kngd stands as the logical subject in the
dative case after the passive instead of the expected
construction Und + genitive. (9) The wording is independent
of the LXX of Isaiah 53, which lacks Unép Tav duaptidy Auav.
Finally, Jeremias adds, the reference in I Cor. 15:11 to the
other apostles points to a Palestinian origin of the
formula. Moreover, Paul did not himself formulate the
kerygma, but it came from Jewish-Christian origins.

When Jeremias broke with the prevailing opinion of a
Hellenistic origin for the tradition in vs. 3-7, other
critics followed him in droves. Not until 30 years later,
in an essay by Conzelmann that threatened to turn the tables
once again, was Jeremias’'s case seriously challenged.’
Conzelmann first attempts to show that all the factors
adduced by Jeremias can be explained on the basis of a
semitized Greek text from a Greek-speaking, Jewish-Christian
church, without resort to a Semitic Urtext. (1) The
parallelism only shows the Jewish style of tradition, which
characterizes all primitive Christian formulas. (2) The
adversative xai at the beginning of the third line would be
good Greek and may not necessarily be adversative. (3) The
avoidance of God’'s name by the passive says nothing for the
Ursprache (cf. Mt. 16:21 as a change of Mk. 8:31). (4)
Cephas is a translation variant of Lk. 24:34. To say it
proves an Aramaic Urtext presupposes the exact wording of
the formula, which is never given in New Testament formulas;

14Among others, W. G. Kiimmel, E. Lichtenstein, J.
Gewiess, E. Bammel, F. Hahn, E. Lohse, J. Dupont, O.
Cullmann, J. Schmitt, K. H. Schelkle, A. Vogtle, L. Cerfaux,
K. H. Rengstorf, H. Grass, P. Winter, H. v. Campenhausen, J.
R. Geiselmann, J. Kremer, W. Thiising, F. Mussner, B.
Gerhardsson, J. Roloff, B. Klappert, R. Deichgrdber.

15gans Conzelmann, "Zur Analyse der Bekenntnisformel
I Kor. 15,3-5," EvT 25 (1965):1-11. Conzelmann's statement
of his argument also developed, and I summarize the final
form in Conzelmann, Korinther, Pp. 298-99.

rather they are variants of the same tradition. (5) The use
of &gen rather than ¢£gdvn could come from the LXX. It is so
used in Greek as well. And it is a kerygmatic word, and
thus says nothing about the Ursprache. (6) The
nachgestellte ordinal number could come from the LXX (Hos.
6:2). It is also part of Christian tradition (cf. Mk.
10:34-Lk. 18:32; Jn. 2:1; Acts 13:33). (7) In the LXX of
Isaiah 53 there is no Untp, but there is =ep¢ , which is
closer than the Hebrew . The terms Unép and nepd
interchange in kerygmatic formulas: Mt. 26:28-Mk. 14:24;
cf. I Pet. 3:18 ( nep’ next to {nip ); Heb. 10:26 ( mepc); I
Jn. 2:2 (gep¢s but in 3:16 Orip); Tit. 2:14; 3:18 ( Hrep)-
Conzelmann then presents two positive arguments against a
Semitic Urtext: (1) "Christ" as the subject at the
beginning of a sentence is, if not impossible, at least
unusual in Aramaic. On the other hand, it so occurs in
Christian formulas (Gal. 3:13; Heb. 9:11; I Pet. 3:18). It
also heads up relative clauses (Rom. 5:6; 6:9; 8:10; 14:15;
I Cor. 8:11; 15:12, 14, 17; I Pet. 2:21; cf. Rom. 6:4; 14:9;
Gal. 5:1). (2) There is no Aramaic equivalent to the
expression “"according to the scriptures." Immediately
scholars began to desert from the fold and join
Conzelmann.!®

Jeremias replied to his critics a year later in an
important essay.!” Vielhauer, who had asserted that the
anarthrous use of "Messiah" was not customary in Palestinian
Judaism, is buried in references from Strack-Billerbeck I.6,

15Philipp Vielhauer, "Ein Weg zur neutestamentlichen
Christologie?" EvT 25 (1965):24-72; Ernst Kdsemann,
"Konsequente Traditionsgeschichte?" ZTK 62 (1965):137-52.

1730achim Jeremias, “Artikelloses XpLotds , zur
Ursprache von I Cor.15, 3b-5," ZNW 57 (1956):211—}5; cf.
idem, Abendmahlsworte, p. 98. Two important earlier
discussions include Rengstorf, Auferstehung, pp. 129-31;
Hahn, Hoheitstitel, pp. 208-09.
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Targum, Midrash, Talmud, and Qumran;!® Jeremias puts
particular emphasis on Jn. 4:25: olsa Stu Meoolas Epyetar .
Against Conzelmann, Jeremias notes that anarthrous mtn is
used as the subject at the beginning of a main sentence in b
Sanhedrin 98a, of a nachgestellten main sentence in b
‘Erubin 43b (twice), of a relative clause (like I Cor.
15:3b) in Pesigtha 149a, and of a conjunctive clause in b
Sukka 52a Bar; b Sanhedrin 96b. In response to Conzelmann's
other objection to a Semitic Urtext, he maintains that xath
14¢ youpds could be a rendering of svoTy .20 (Yoma 6:2);
mw o> (Midrash Quoheleth 2:8); 33 mwo (Genesis R 53
to 21:16). At any rate, the "according to the scriptures"
probably does not belong to the earliest formula.’
Jeremias then reiterates his argument that because the
formula was preached by all the apostles, it must go back to
the Aramaic or Hebrew languages. On the independence of the
formula from the LXX, Jeremias contends the mep’ in Is. 53:4
changes nothing. Paul’s formula is closest to the Targum
text (cf. Mk. 14:12's citing Is. 6:9-10 in paraphrase).
Jeremias points out that Rom. 4:25 rapesdSn 6ud & rapartduota
nuwv corresponds exactly to Tg Is. 53:5b Rigmyo onny -
This could also stand behind the rendering in I Cor. 15:3.
Jeremias concludes that there are indications of a Semitic
Urtext or at least of a Semitic Urgestalt (a more modest
conclusion than that of Abendmahlsworte).

18Tg Song 4.5; 7.4; Tg Hos. 3.5; Midrash Psalms
43:1; p Sukka 52a Bar; CD 12:23-13:1; 14.19; 19.10; 20.1.
Accordlng_to_Jeremias both the span and age of these
passages indicates a common Palestinian usage of New
Testament times,

198ge also Jeremias, Abendmahlsworte, p. 98. He
suggests this to be a Hellenistic-Christian addition (Rom.
5:8; cf. I Thess. 5:9-10; II Cor. 5:15; Rom. 5:6; 14:15; I
Pet. 3:18; Jn. 11:51; I Cor. 15:4 ™ Lk. 24:34).
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Berthold Klappert also sought to support Jeremias’s
case.20 He argues that Rom. 4:25 cannot stem from LXX Is.
53:12 because the word order is reversed ( 6.& t&s Gpaptlac
giridv tapebddn ) and the LXX has durgv not nuav, while
nepattduata  js altogether lacking. I Cor. 15:3 and Rom.
4:25 are probably translation variants of the same passage:
Tg Is.53:5ab. If Gal. 1:4 is also a translation of this
passage, then this would support this conclusion. The words
urtp and ©&ve are alternate translations of 1. In response
to Conzelmann’s argument on the interchangeability of ingp
and rep’ , Klappert notes that Mt. 26:28 has to do with a
peculiarity of Matthew who has Urtp + genitive only one time
(5:44), but mep’ 20 times. While nep¢ is often substituted
for Ondp the reverse is not the case. Only in late writings
does nepl AuapTLGY occur (I Pet. 3:18; Heb. 10:26; I
Jn. 2:2). Turning to the argument concerning the placement
of the ordinal number, Klappert rejoins that it is
illegitimate to appeal to New Testament texts for «f fudpg 1@
tplty because these have been influenced by the kerygma. In
classical Greek the construction does sound harsh.

In a meticulously researched study two years later
Ehrhardt Giittgemanns attempted to turn back the force of
Jeremias’s citations for anarthrous "Messiah."? The
references given in Strack-Billerbeck span the second to the
twelfth centuries and thus do not clearly testify to first
century use in Palestine. The references from Targum, the
rabbinical writings, and Qumran are not to the point because
either the grammar requires that there be no article or the
word "Messiah" does not stand alone as a name, but appears
as ™I 4 hm or o8 T 7w . The reference to Jn.
4:25 is invalid because it is Greek, and the original

20gerthold Klappert, "Zur Frage des semitischen oder
griechischen Urtextes von I. Kor. XV. 3-5," NTS 13 (1966-
67):168-73.

. 2lghrhardt Giittgemanns, " Xprotds in I. Kor. 15, 3b--
Titel oder Eigenname?" EvT 28 (1968):533-54.
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language may have been much different. In Jn. 1:41
"Messiah" appears with an article; for John it made no
difference, since Messiah is a proper name. Siphre
Deuteronomium 1:37 is also invalid because it is citing a
fixed formula of the word "Messiah" with the word “come, "

Giittgemanns concludes that : (1) over half of
Jeremias's examples are anarthrous due to linguistic
necessities, while others are non-Palestinian or too late;
(2) there is no genuine use of n“wm as a proper name; (3)
there is no contemporary parallel to I Cor. 15:3; (4) the
stereotyped use of nwp with ¥ is no parallel to I Cor.
15:3; and (5) since Paul understands XpLotds as a personal
name (I Cor. 15:12), it is questionable that the formula is
a translation of a Semitic original.

Gittgemanns’'s conclusions were, however, questioned by
Ina Plein, who argued that the "bar Ephraim" is determined
by "Messiah," and so one would expect "Messiah" to be
determined as well by an article.? Jeremias agrees with
her that expressions like "son of David* ought to be
understood as appositions and the passages are thus valid
instances of anarthrous "Messiah."® He also points out
that Number R 13-17:13 is a Palestinian use, and he then
furnishes three additional texts (b Baba Bathra 75b; b
Sanhedrin 97a; b Sanhedrin 93b). He concludes that mun
without the article was widespread use in Palestine and that
it is therefore no surprise that the pre-Pauline, Greek
speaking church should use the anarthrous Xpuotdc .

The result of this debate appears to be that the
opponents have each effectively criticized their
opposition’s viewpoint without being able to establish their
own. Thus, Jeremias was forced to hedge on so many of his

221na Plein, "Hinweise," EvP 29 (1960):222-23. See
also the reply by Ehrhardt Gittgemanns, "Hinweise,"EvT 29
(1969):675-176.

3 ; ;
) s Joachim Jeremias, "Nochmals: Artikelloses ¥pLotdc
in I Cor. 15, 3," ZNW 60 (1969):214-19.
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original points that the case for a Semitic Urtext no longer
appears compelling. For example, in asserting that KaTd ThS
ypapds may be a loose rendering of the Aramaic original, he
gives up any literal translation of a Semitic Urtext. But
then the distinction between a Semitized Greek text as
posited by Conzelmann and a loose Greek rendering of a
semitic Urtext or even Urgestalt becomes fuzzy indeed. It
would seem to make it virtually impossible to weigh the
significance of the various Semitisms listed by Jeremias.
The appeal to Tg Is. 53:5 is also not very compelling when
one reads the context of the two words which are supposed to
have been extracted: it concerns the temple whose
destruction was the result of Israel’s sins--it has nothing
to do with death for sins or atonement whatsoever.? It is
not impossible that this text afforded the words used in the
formula, but one doubts whether the LXX Is. 53:12 is not
equally as likely. While Klappert is certainly correct in
rejecting Conzelmann's parallels for ti fHuépa i Tty  within
the New Testament, this does not nullify the point that the
expression is a common Septuagintism and in conjunction with
"according to the scriptures" could very well reflect the
LXX rendering of such a text.

On the other hand, the arguments against a Semitic
Urtext appear to be no more compelling. Jeremias has suc-
ceeded in showing that Palestinian anarthrous use of mum
cannot be ruled out; this is all he must do to neutralize
the objection. Giittgemanns’s treatment of Jn. 4:25 seems
also inadequate: the very fact that the Greek could be
different from the original language is surely precisely the
point. If John could translate the Aramaic into Greek with
or without the article, then the absence of the article in I
Cor. 15:3 ought to be no problem. In this sense, I think
the hunt for an anarthrous 7wmn seems to be rather beside

24p point made by Conzelmann, Korinther, p. 299;
Wengst, Formeln, p. 100; Stuhlmacher, Evangelium, p. 272.
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the point. The real question would appear to be whether the
nom with the article could be translated into anarthrous
Xpuotés .  Giittgemanns dismisses John’s anarthrous Xpuotdc
because it is for John a personal name; Conzelmann similarly
states that in I Cor. 15 "Christ" is more a personal name,
not the title "Messiah." But now the objection loses all
force. For if John and Paul use anarthrous Xpiords as a
personal name, then the reason that Jewish parallels are so
hard to find is that the Jews probably did not use fwp as
a personal name. Now if the formula in I Cor. 15 has a
Semitic Urtext, then either those who drafted the formula
understood YN as a personal name or not. If they did,
then the anarthrous Xpuotdc reflects such usage. But if
they did not, then ex hypothesi at least the translators of

the formula did so, and they have translated 1sgm with the

article by Xpuotés without the article. So whether the
original formula understood fi'wm as a name or as a title,
those who translated it into Greek, since they understood
Xpuotbs as a name, rendered it without the article. It
cannot be urged that the translators were too early to know
Xpuotés as a name, for if the formula does not have a
Semitic Urtext, then the persons I have called translators

were properly authors and on this view did know XpLotds as a

name. Hence, whether the original Aramaic formulators took
iToym @s a name or a title, writing it without or without
the article, the point is that the Hellenistic translators
of the formula understood XpLot6c as a name and so
translated it without the Greek article. If one wishes to
deny that Xpiotds in I Cor. 15:3 is a personal name, but
rather a title, then again the objection is lost, since as a
title it would properly translate fl»gm with the article.
Thus it seems to me that wholly apart from Jewish references
to anarthrous iisyn --indeed, on the above account, we ought
not to expect them--, the presence of Xpuotds Without the
article in the formula says nothing against a Semitic

Urtext.
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As for Conzelmann’s second objection, that "according
to the scriptures” has no Semitic parallel, all this would
seem to prove is that the Greek translators have not given a
literal, word for word translation, but have rendered one of
the Semitic expressions noted by Jeremias by a Greek
equivalent. In saying this, however, one cannot avoid the
problem that a free Greek rendering of a Semitic formula is
virtually indistinguishable from one formulated in Semitized
Greek. Wengst concludes that ". . . from linguistic
considerations at hand no decision over the original
language of the formula in I Cor. 15:3b-5 can be reached,
and this judgment seems quite reasonable. It ought to be
noted, too, that the presupposition of this entire debate on
both sides is that the primitive Jerusalem church could not
itself have drafted a formula in Greek--a presupposition
which according to Stuhlmacher needs to be revised.”® Thus,
linguistic considerations alone cannot, it seems, determine
the place of origin of the formula.

But now the question must arise whether there are non-
linguistic considerations which might prompt one to incline
toward a specific place of origin for the formula. The
question here is not the Ursprache, but rather the Urgestalt
of the formula. What was almost an afterthought in
Jeremias’s case ought now to be more seriously considered:
the fact that in I Cor. 15:11 Paul states that all the
apostles preach this kerygma seems to point to Jerusalem as
the place of origin of the formula.?” For when Paul speaks
here of the apostles he undoubtedly includes Peter and the
Twelve (and perhaps implicitly Jesus’s brothers; cf. I Cor.

w5

25Wengst, Formeln, pp. 99-100.
258tuhlmacher, Evangelium, p. 272.

. 27Interesting1y, it is the age of the formula and
this consideration that swings Lehmann in favor of a
Jerusalem origin of the formula (Lehmann, Auferweckt, pp.
112, 131). So also Fuller, Formation, pp. 10-11.
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9:5), and for them to preach this kerygma, it seems that it
must have stemmed originally out of Jerusalem.

This appears to be confirmed by more recent research
establishing the Judaeo-Christian traditions behind the
sermons in Acts.® The primitive Schema that lies behind
the missionary speeches is the same as the Urgestalt of 1
Cor. 15:3-5. Writes Wilckens: “The formula of I Cor. 15:3f
on the one hand and the kerygma of the speeches of Acts on
the other hand presuppose a similar pattern (ein
gleichartiges Schema) that stems out of the tradition of the
passion and Easter reports."”  Such a Schema could only
have arisen in Palestine, not in a Hellenistic community,
and thus points to Jerusalem as the place of origin of the
formula.

According to Grass, Paul probably received the formula
in Damascus immediately after his conversion.® For we know
that three years after his conversion, Paul visited
Jerusalem, where he met personally Peter and James (Gal.
1:18-19). It is unthinkable, says Grass, that the
resurrection of the Lord would not have been a subject of
discussion. Paul would thus have received at that time the
information in vs. 6-7 which he appends to the formula at v.
5. Because he mentions both Cephas and James, we may assume
personal contact behind these references. Paul probably
received the formula mentioning the appearances to Peter and
the Twelve in Damascus shortly after his conversion before
he got to know Peter personally, and he doubtlessly served
in missionary work both in Arabia and Damascus. In his ‘

285¢e notes 67 and 75. This undermines the position
of Hoffmann, who relies on Haenchen and the early Wilckens
to hold that the Acts sermons are essentially Lukan
constructions (TRE, s.v. "Auferstehung," p. 479).

29Ulr_ich Wilckens, Die Missionsreden der
Aposgelgescb;chte, 3d ed., WMANT 5 (Neukirchen-Vluyn:
Neukirchner Verlag, 1974), p. 199.

30Grass, Ostergeschehen, p. 95. i
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later work he held on to the formula which he had received
and did not replace it with a self-formulated expression, as
he could have after his visit with Peter. The opposite is
more improbable, that he would replace personal information
from Peter during the visit to Jerusalem with a formula that
first came to him later (in Antioch).

Grass'’'s reasoning makes good sense. It does seem
likely that during his Jerusalem visit Paul would have
spoken with Peter about Jesus's resurrection. One thinks of
Dodd’s famous quip, "We may presume that they did not spend
all their time talking about the weather.*¥ As a matter of
fact, the very word used by Paul to describe this visit
confirms this assumption: toropficat , used only here in the
New Testament, is generally used elsewhere to designate
fact-finding missions to well-known cities and other points
of interest with a view toward acquiring first-hand
information about them. Accordingly, it implies that Paul’s
visit to Cephas and Jerusalem was for the purpose of gaining
information about the faith from first-hand witnesses.®
But he may well have received the formula in Damascus prior
to this visit. Since Paul says that he was in Damascus for
three years after his conversion, he most likely received as
a young Christian instruction in the faith during that time,
and such a formula would be suitable for that purpose as
well as for preaching the gospel.® It might be thought

3¢, n. Dodd, The Apostolic Preaching and Its
Developments, 3d ed. (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1967), p.
26.

32G, p. Rilpatrick, "Galatians 1:18 {orophoar xnodv ,"
in New Testament Essays in Memory of Thomas Walter Manson,
ed. A. J. B. Higgins (Manchester: Manchester University
Press, 1959), pp. 144-49.

33The fact that the formula may be catechetical
(Stuhlmacher, Evangelium, p. 274; Wilckens, Missionsreden,
pp. 195-200) is not mutually exclusive with its being a
kerygmatic summary as well (C. K. Barrett, A Commentary on
the First Epistle to the Corinthians, BNTC [London: Adam &
Charles Black, 1968), p. 337).
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that this contradicts Paul’s statement concerning the gospel
which he preached: "For I did not receive it from man, nor
was I taught it, but it came through a revelation of Jesus
Christ" (Gal. 1:12). But the context of the verse makes it
clear that "Paul’s gospel" was the gospel of grace apart
from the law (Gal. 1:6-9; 2:2-10, 14, 16) and does not
exclude his learning the historical facts contained in the
formula from persons older in Christ than him. In fact it
is difficult to imagine Paul’s not receiving at least the
contents of this formula soon after his conversion, and, as
Grass observes, had he not received the formula itself
before or at least during the Jerusalem visit, it is
difficult to imagine his adopting it later as a veteran
preacher. This would seem to point to a Palestinian origin
of the basic formula.

Finally, I think one other consideration weighs in
favor of an origin of the Urgestalt of the formula in
Jerusalem. According to Acts, Paul with Barnabas was
largely responsible for grounding and teaching the church in
Antioch (Acts 11:25-26), and Paul's activity there with
Barnabas is confirmed by Paul’s own testimony (Gal. 2:11,
13). But if this is so, then Paul could not have received
( nopéraBov , @ word which denotes the reception of a prior
tradition; cf. I Cor. 11:23; II Thess. 3:6) the formula from
the church at Antioch, for he himself was the person
responsible for the catechesis there. Given his role in the
church, he would have been the one to have drafted the
formula. But we have already seen that the formula is
replete with un-Pauline characteristics. Therefore, it must
have been drawn up beforehand elsewhere than Antioch.*

Once again, we are drawn back to Jerusalem.

347his consideration militates against the view of
Hoffmann that the formula reflects the Antiochian-Syrian
missionary preaching which allegedly combined the simple
formula “God raised Jesus from the dead" with the confession
to Christ and the appearance of the Son of Man (TRE, s.v.
"Auferstehung, " pp. 485-89),
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The solution that may best account for the data would
be that the Urgestalt of the formula stems out of th? mother
church in Jerusalem and that Paul, after his conversion,
received the formula itself as it was used in Damascus.'
This would satisfy the linguistic demands of both Jeremias
and Conzelmann as well as the non-linguistic probabilitie?
discussed. This conclusion is, of course, far from certain,
put seems nevertheless the most plausible account of the
matter.

Paul’s Purpose in Citing the Formula

Why does Paul cite this formula in I Cor. 15? He
states that he wants to remind the Corinthians of the
content of the gospel which he preached to them (v. 1). The
reason for this reminder is that some of the Corinthians
were maintaining ". . . there is no resurrection of the
dead" (v. 12). Paul saw that the logic of such a statement
would imply that Christ himself did not rise from the dead,
which would make the Christian faith a sham. If, however,
Christ rose from the dead, then the general statement is
false. The crux of Paul's argument, therefore, is to show
that Christ did rise from the dead (v. 20). For this
purpose, he cites the formula, which culminates in Jesus's
resurrection and appearances, and adds his own comment in v.
6b, the appearance to himself in v. 8, and perhaps the
appearances in vs. 6-7. Pannenberg draws attention to the
fact that the method employed by Greek historians, such as
Herodotus, in proving a historical event was the naming of
witnesses, a method which Paul follows here.® wWith regard
to Paul’s comment in v. 6a, Dodd observes, “There can hardly
be any purpose in mentioning the fact that most of the 500
are still alive, unless Paul is saying, in effect, ‘the

35W01fhart Pannenberg, "Ist Jesus wirklich
auferstanden?" in Ist Jesus wirklich auferstanden? )
Geistliche Woche fiir Siidwestdeutschland der Evang. Akademie
Mannheim von 16. bis 23. Februar 1964 (Karlsruhe:
Evangelische Akademie Mannheim, 1964), p. 24.
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witnesses are there to be questioned.’"¥® 1In short, Paul
seems to be arguing historically for the resurrection of
Jesus. "The intention of this enumeration is clearly to
give proof by means of witnesses to the facticity of Jesus’
resurrection, " concludes Pannenberg; ". . . one will hardly
be able to call into question Paul’s intention of giving a
convincing historical proof by the standards of that time

w37

Conzelmann's objection that Paul cannot be trying to
prove the resurrection since the Corinthians already
accepted the authority and content of the formula (vs. 1-2,
13)® misses the point. Of course, he is not now trying for

36Dodd, "Appearances," p. 128. Cf. Berthold
Klappert, “"Einleitung," in Diskussion um Kreuz und
Auferstehung, ed. idem (Wuppertal: Aussaat Verlag, 1971), p.
10; Murphy-O’Connor, “Tradition and Redaction," p. 586.

37wolfhart Pannenberg, Jesus: God and Man, trans. L.
L. Wilkins and D. A. Priebe (London: SCM Press, 1968), p.
89. Cf. Trilling’s judgment: "This entire testimony aims to
establish the cause of Easter faith: Jesus has proven and
shown himself to be alive" (Wolfgang Trilling, Fragen zur
Geschichtlichkeit Jesu [Diisseldorf: Patmos Verlag, 1966], p.
153).

3BConzelmann, Rorintherbrief, pp. 294-95, 313,
Conzelmann asserts that because the credo is accepted in
Corinth, Paul does not want to prove Christ is risen, but to
draw out the meaning of "from the dead" (Ibid., p. 295). But
Paul never does draw out the meaning of this phrase, which
is not even found in the formula: the "from the dead" plays
no special role in Paul’s argument. It is the fact that
Christ is risen that makes the difference and provides the
key to the argument (I Cor. 15:20), for if he is risen, we
shall rise also. The fact that Christ is risen is supported
by the testimonial evidence of vs. 5-7. If Paul does not
want to prove the resurrection, then why does he continue to
pile up witnesses in vs. 6, 7 after the formula ends in v.
52 Conzelmann thinks the extra names are not listed as
evidence for the resurrection because that would contradict
vs. 12ff. There Paul arques "If . . . ;, then . . ." because
the Corinthians accept the resurrection of Christ. This is
no formallogische Ronsequenzmacherei. The point is to show
that the resurrection is temporally removed from us, as is
the Parousia, and that we live in the Zwischenzeit (1bid.,
PP. 304, 314). But it seems to me that the feared
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the first time to convince the Corinthians of Jesus’s
resurrection, but he is reviewing the evidence which
underlies the crucial assertion of v. 20. Weiss also
appears to misunderstand Paul’s argument, declaring it to be
purely ad hominem: if Christ is not raised, then our faith
is in vain; but this cannot be affirmed because our
experience is too real.” Though Paul does draw out the
disastrous consequences of denying Christ's
resurrection,®perhaps to bring home the gravity of just
what the Corinthians were asserting, he does not then arque,
"But our experience is too real . . . ." Rather he states,
“But in fact Christ has been raised from the dead . . ." (v.
20). He appeals, not to subjective experience, but to
historical fact. On Weiss’s view there would seem to be no
reason to cite the formula at all; the chapter could have
beqgun at v. 12. The logic of Paul’s argument and his
insertions and additions to the formula make it likely that
he is recounting the historical testimony for the
resurrection of Jesus in order to undergird his statement
that Christ has been raised.

That this understanding of the passage is probably
correct is reinforced, I think, by the famous Barth-Bultmann
debate over I Corinthians 15." Barth asserted, ". . . it

contradiction is imaginary. The "if . . . then"
argumentation spells out the disastrous consequences of the
Corinthian error; but the evidence of vs. 5-7 secures the
fact of v. 20. Therefore, the disastrous results will not
follow. The naming of extra witnesses is thus important to
secure v. 20; but it would not be necessary to prove we live
in the Zwischenzeit--Paul could have stopped the list at the
500 brethren in order to make that point.

3930hannes Weiss, Der erste Rorintherbrief, 9th ed.,
KEKNT 5 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1910), p. 355.

4Ochiefly three in number: (1) Christian faith would
be in vain and we should still be in our sins, (2) the
apostles would be liars, and (3) Christian loved ones who
have died would be no more (cf. I Thess. 4:13-18).

4lpor an analysis, see Manfred Kw.:}.ranE The )
Resurrection of the Dead, TD 8 (Basel: Friedrich Reinhardt
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must be emphasized that neither for Paul nor for the
tradition, to which we see him appealing here, was it a
question of giving . . . a ’historical proof of the
resurrection.’"® The expression "according to the
scriptures" twice repeated would have no meaning in a
pistorical proof. The "he was seen" is connected to the "he
rose again" by "and," not "then," as would be the case if
the passage aimed at historical demonstration. The most
serious objection to the historical interpretation is that
the historical fact of Jesus's resurrection, if it occurred,
is according to verse 13 dependent upon the general
resurrection of the dead. Barth asks incredulously, "What
kind of historical fact is that reality of which (sic),

- + is bound up in the most express manner with the
perception of a general truth, which by its nature cannot
emerge in history . . . ?"#® The point of the passage is
actually to demonstrate the continuity of Paul’s preaching
with that of the primitive church.® Paul adduces the
witnesses "not to confirm the fact of the resurrection of
Jesus, not for that purpose at all, but to confirm that the
foundation of the Church, so far as the eye can see, can be
traced back to nothing else than appearances of the risen
Christ."% Barth means by "appearances," not optical
phenomena, but the incomprehensible revelation of Christ.®

Kommissionsverlag, 1972), pp. 235-325; Adriaan Geense,
Auferstehung und Offenbarung, FSOT 27 (GSttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1971), pp. 13-33.

42Ke_arl Barth, The Resurrection of the Dead, trans.
?' J. Stenning (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1933), p. 138.
Verses 5-7 have nothing whatever to do with supplying a
historical proof . . .» (Ibid., p. 150).

431bid., p. 140.

441bid., p. 147.

451bid., pp. 150-51.

461y
Ibid., pp.’146—47. "0Of what these eyes see it can
really be equally said that it was, is, and will be, never
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paul’s mention of the 500, most of whom were still alive
though some had died, was intended to show that though some
of these men who had seen the Lord nevertheless died, the
ultimate victory over death would be won through Christ’s
resurrection.

Bultmann responded that Barth’s interpretation of I
Cor. 15:1-11 was simply false exegesis.’ In the mind of
paul and the whole Christian community, a historical account
would be the more meaningful if it were “in accordance with
the scriptures." And since Paul also accepted the final
resurrection of the dead as a historical event, the truth of
Christ’s resurrection could be said to depend on the fact of
the resurrection of the dead. That Christ’s appearances
were localized is evident from the expressions "most of whom
are still alive" and "last of all" (I Cor. 15:6, 7). Says
Bultmann, "I can understand the text only as an attempt to
make the resurrection of Christ credible as an objective
historical fact."* Although Bultmann characterizes such
historical argumentation as "fatal" because it tries to
adduce proof for the kerygma,” he acknowledges that Paul
does "think he can guarantee the resurrection of Christ as
an objective fact by listing the witnesses who had seen him
risen, "%

and nowhere, as that it was, is, and will be, always and
everywhere possible" (Ibid., p. 143).

47Rudolf Bultmann, Faith and Understanding I, 6th
ed., trans. L. P. Smith, ed. with an Introduction by Robert
W. Funk, Library of Philosophy and Theology (London: SCM
Press, 1969), pp. 83-84.

481hid., p. 83.

49Rudolf Bultmann, “Reply to the Theses of J.
Schniewind," in Rerygma and Myth, 2 vols., ed. H. W.
Bartsch, trans. R. H. Fuller (London: SPCK, 1953), 1:112.

50Rudolf Bultmann, Theologie des Neuen Testaments,
7th ed., ed. Otto Merk (Tiibingen: JCB Mohr, 1961), p. 295;
cf. p. 305. Referring specifically to Acts 17:31 and I Cor.
15:3-8, he admits, "Yet it cannot be denied that the
resurrection of Jesus is often used in the New Testament as
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a mlraculogs_proof' (Rudolf Bultmann, "New Testament and
Mythology," in Rerygma and Myth, 1:39). The post-Bultmannian
James M. Robinson disagrees: ", . . Paul explicitly
recognized the rejection of such signs as inherent in the
exlstept;al meaning of the kerygma (I Cor. 1:17-25)" (James
M. Robinson, A New Quest of the Historical Jesus, BT 25
[London: sCM Press, 1959], p. 51). When Paul does discuss
the signs legitimizing himself in II Cor. 10-13, he begins
by listing the facts which demonstrate his superiority--"but
all under the admission ‘I am speaking as a fool,’ i.e. such
a method is contrary to the kerygma"; but then he shifts to
speaking of his humiliation, the only Christian way of
spe;k}ng of one’s self (Ibid). But Paul in no way rejects
legltlmlglng signs for the kerygma and in fact appeals to
them as its factual foundation. 1In I Cor. 1:17-2:13, Paul
is not denying that his preaching has either miraculous
attestation or wisdom; rather he is rejecting the ability of
the natural man to reach God by his own religious or
intellectual efforts (cf. I Cor. 3:18-21). To the eye of
unregenerate man the simple gospel of faith appears to be
foolishness, and the notion of a crucified Messiah is a
ftumbllgg blocg. Nevertheless it is true, and Paul does not
dress it up" in any way to make it appear more respectable.
But this does not mean Paul will not argue for its truth

(cf. Acts 17:15—3?) nor adduce signs on its behalf (I Cor.
15:3-8). Indeed in the very passage in question, Paul says
that Els preaching was "in demonstration of the Spirit and
power (I Cor. 2:4), which were the apostolic miracles:

Thg signs 9f a true apostle were performed among you in all
patience, with signs and wonders and mighty works" (II Cor.
12:12; notice he says this after speaking of his
Eum;llatlon}. Robinson’s assertion that Paul’s interjection

I am speaking as a fool" means that the method of
legitimizing signs is contrary to the kerygma seems
groundless; Paul simply recognizes that self-centered
boasting of one’s own worth is contrary to the "meekness and
gentleness of Christ" (II Cor. 10:1-2) and therefore to
Chrlgtzgn Ch§racter (II Cor. 10:12, 18; 12:11). But
furnishing signs to legitimate the truth of the content of
preaching has nothing to do with selfish boasting (as I Cor.
1:31-2:? shows) and is not at all opposed to humility. Look
at Paul’s juxtaposition of the two: "Last of all, as to one
untinely born, he appeared also to me. For I am the least
of the apostles, unfit to be called an apostle, because I
persecuted the church of God" (I Cor. 15:8, 9). Indeed the
legltlmat19n of the kerygma by Jesus’s resurrection focuses
Ehe a?tent;on.on God’s act: ". . . we testified of God that
b: ra;f:d Cgrlst e et (I Cor. 15:15b). Robinson seems to
thaguoutyog, ;:E?Tng his existentialist kerygma into, rather

el |
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More recently, however, R. H. Fuller has resupported
He acknowledges that Paul uses the list
But they are cited as proof, not
Paul proves

parth’s position.®
of witnesses as evidence.
of the resurrection, but of the appearances.
the appearances to show that his gospel is identical with
the original disciples’, who the Corinthians insisted
preached a gospel with no future resurrection (I Cor. 1:12;
3:4).

But Fuller’s distinction between appearances and
resurrection seems to be artificial. The witnesses are
cited as proof for the appearances--and thereby for the
resurrection. Once it is known that a man "died" and "was
buried," what better way to prove that he "was raised" than
by adducing reliable testimony that he "appeared" alive to
people after his death (¢f. Acts 1:3)? Thus, in Acts to be
a witness of the appearances is bluntly said to be a witness
of the resurrection itself (Acts 2:32; 3:15; 5:30-32).
Moreover, Paul’s primary aim does not seem to be to show
continuity with the disciples’ doctrine, a tangential truth
which appears only incidentally in v. 11. Paul'’'s foremost
aim appears to be a refutation of the Corinthian heresy by a
step-by-step argument. His first point is to remind the -
Corinthians of the content of the gospel preached to them by
Paul. Then from v.12 he proceeds to show that the content
of this preaching would be false if the dead were not
raised. If the content of the preaching is false, then all
sorts of rueful consequences follow, with the final result
that we are of all men most to be pitied. But the content
of the preaching is true: "But in fact Christ has been
raised from the dead . . ." (I Cor. 15:20); therefore, the
dead are raised: ", . . the first fruits of those who have

For as by a man came death, by a man has
(I Cor. 15:20b-

fallen asleep.
come also the resurrection from the dead"
21). Therefore, the rueful consequences do not follow

51Fuller, Formation, pp. 28-30.
THE MASTER'S COLLEGE LIBRARY
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either (I Cor. 15:22-28).%
content of the preaching is not false (= Christ has been
raised) that harks back to verses 5-8; it is the historical
evidence for this fact upon which the entire argument
depends. Hence, Paul is probably citing these witnesses as
evidence for the resurrection.®® Finally, there seems to be
no evidence that the Corinthians believed that the other
apostles preached no future resurrection. The bickering
church described in the first chapter is so factional (with
even Paul and Jesus parties) that the problems are probably
not reducible to the rather black-and-white issue of whether
the dead are raised. The source of the Corinthian heresy
most likely lies in Greek secularism, not apostolic
proclamation. The evidence, therefore, does not seem to
support Fuller’s exegesis, which appears to have been
affected by the same theological assumption that inspired

It is in establishing that the

521¢ might be said that Paul commits a logical
fallacy in concluding that the rueful consequences do not
follow, but this would be to treat his argument
unsympathetically. His argument is logically equivalent to
saying: if the car has an engine, it will run; the car does
not have an engine; therefore, it will not run--technically
fallacious, but hardly offensive in ordinary discourse.
Conzelmann emphasizes that for Paul, Christ’s resurrection
was not an isolated fact, but is causally connected with our
personal resurrection. Hence, the Corinthians could not
even have objected that Christ was an exception to the
general rule that the dead do not rise (Conzelmann,
Rorintherbrief, pp. 313-14). Thus, implicit in Paul’s
reasoning is the assumption that if Christ is raised, then
his redemptive work on our behalf is efficacious.

530n the logic of Paul’s argument, see Archibald
Robertson and Alfred Plummer, First Epistle of Saint Paul to
the Corinthians, 2d ed., ICC (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1967),
P 3?6; Ernst-Bernard RAllo, Premiére Epitre aux Corinthiens
(Paris: Librairie Lecoffre, 1934), p. 401; Hans Lietzmann,
An die Korinther I, II, 4th ed., rev. Werner George Kiimmel,
HNT 9 (Tibingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1949), p. 79. Contrast
Marxsen’s misunderstanding of the arqument (Willi Marxsen,
The Resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth, trans. Margaret Kohl
[London; SCM Press, 1970), pp. 108-09). I cannot recommend
the various writings of T.G. Bucher on Paul’s logic, though
he agrees that Paul is arguing syllogistically here.
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parth’s, namely, that the resurrection "is not an event
within history."%

So whether we regard it as fatal or not, it seems that
paul, as Bultmann admitted, is arguing for the historicity
of the resurrection in I Cor. 15. Dodd has drawn an
interesting comparison between the gospels and Paul on this
count: both wish to provide historical evidence to the
resurrection, the gospels by appealing to corporate
apostolic testimony, Paul by focusing on the availability of

individuals to be questioned.®

The Unity and Tradition History of the Formula

So far we have assumed that the formula is a unity.
paul presents it as such as a transmitted summary of the
central points of the apostolic kerygma (vs. 1, 11, 12, 14,
15). The issue is important because if the formula is a
unity, it is therefore probable that the adduction of
witnesses for the resurrection was part and parcel of the
earliest proclamation of the gospel. Fuller, however, has
disputed that the kerygma entailed the naming of
witnesses.® Drawing attention to the repetition of
before each of the four main statements in I Cor. 15:3-7,
he, in dependence on Wilckens,” believes that 3r. serves
the function of modern quotation marks. Usually &t is
regarded simply as typical of credal formulas, but,
according to Fuller, in the only multiple example of this (I
Thess. 4:13-17) the three occurrences of gr. combine quite
separate elements (a credal formula in 4:13, a dominical
logion in 4:15, and an apocalyptic elaboration in 4:16) and
therefore are used as quotation marks to combine different

54Fuller, Formation, p. 23.
55podd, “Appearances," pp. 127-28.
SGFuller, Formation, pp. 13-14.

5Twilckens, "Ursprung," pp. 56-95; idem,
Missionsreden, pp. 74-80.
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traditions. From this Fuller believes it follows that in I
Cor. 15 we also have four different traditions combined by
ér. . The first three statements summarize basic incidents
in the act of salvation, whereas the fourth validates the
third. The Semitized Greek suggests Damascus as the origin
of the first three; the mention of Cephas and James suggests
that Paul received the fourth while visiting Jerusalem.
Thus the first three formulas are kerygmatic and
catechetical, while the fourth consists of information
gathered by Paul. The upshot of this is that the
appearances formed no part of the primitive kerygma or
catechesis. The earliest church did not prove the reality
of the resurrection from appearances; it simply affirmed it
kerygmatically (I Thess. 1:9).
witnesses as evidence.

Paul began the use of

Now a deductive chain of reasoning is only as strong as
its weakest link, and Fuller’s argument seems to me strained
in many points: (1) Wilckens has shown only the
possibility, by no means the necessity, of taking 8r. as
serving the function of qquation marks in I Thess. 4:13-17.
As Lehmann has observed, &%t serves so many different
functions that it is extremely questionable whether one
infer very much from its multiple occurrence.® He suggests
that it would be better to leave the question open than to
embrace interpretations which are very difficult to prove,
but which carry with them decisive consequences. Certainly
Wilckens and Fuller seem to be guilty in this sense of
trying to rest a pyramid on its point. (2) Neither Wilckens
nor Fuller has justified the subsequent application, much
less the probability, of the function of §t. in question to I
For. 15:3-8. If the combination of quite separate elements
1s the criterion for discerning this function of gétv , then I
Cor. 15:3-8 ought, it seems, to be ruled out, since we have
here a smooth chronological and historical sequence of

53Lehmann, Auferweckt, pp. 73-77.
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related events of a common subject, Xpuotés (I Cor. 15:3).

To support the weight of the conclusions he draws from the
function of 9r., in these verses, Fuller would need to
demonstrate a strong probability that the %r. here combines
originally disjointed elements, which has not been done.¥
The four-fold %r. in I Cor. 15:3-8 may well be intended, as
Kramer and Mussner have suggested, simply to emphasize the
equal importance of each successive event. Embarrassing for
Fuller is that in his third edition of Missionsreden,
Wilckens declared himself convinced that this interpretation
is correct.® (3) The first three formulas cannot be
convincingly placed over against the fourth as salvific, for
in no sense can the burial of Christ be called a basic
incident in the event of salvation (cf. Rom 4:24-25).

Unlike the crucifixion and resurrection, it has no
redemptive significance, certainly no more than the
appearances so as to exclude the latter. (4) The names
James and Cephas do not suffice to prove that the fourth
statement was not also used in Damascus. They only show
that the formula could be no later than Paul’s Jerusalem
visit, since then he would have heard from Cephas and James
themselves what took place. It seems naive to think that

59e can agree with Hoffmann that the expression
"God raised Jesus from the dead" (Acts 13:30; Rom. 4:24;
8:11; 10:9; I Cor. 15:15; Gal. 1:1; Col. 2:12; I Pet. 1:21,
etc.) was an independent formula widespread in the early
church, but there is no hard evidence that the formula of I
Cor. 15:3-5 represents a significant evolution of such a
formula or of baptismal formulas such as are found in Rom.
6. (TRE, s.v. "ARuferstehung," pp. 479-89). There is just no
reason to believe that a multiplicity of such formulated
ways of speaking could not have been used simultaneously,
just as they are so used by the New Testament writers.
Hoffmann’s evolutionary thesis entails giving the formula in
I Cor. 15:3-5 a late date and a non-Palestinian origin and
holding the abbreviated kerygma in I Thess. 1:9-10 to have
been a different kerygma from the Jewish-Christian
proclamation, all of which are implausible, as I argue in
the text.

60Wilckens, Missionsreden, p. 228.
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the content of the first three formulas could be delivered
to the believers in Damascus without mentioning the names of
Jesus’s disciples or that, given the free flow of
information among the primitive Christian churches (Acts
9:13; Gal. 1:22-23), these two leaders of the Jerusalem
church could remain unknown in Damascus. (5) It seems
highly unlikely that the formulas ever existed separately,
for no conceivable function could be served by the bald
statement "He was buried" in isolation from the other
statements. While one could imagine the first and third,
and even the fourth, formula existing alone, Fuller’s
hypothesis seems to founder on what Barth called the
"unambiguous banal historical fact" "that he was buried. "
It seems more plausible that the early church formulated a
tradition that related in smooth succession the principal
events of Jesus’s death and resurrection, just as Paul
delivers it, with all the events interconnected and
complementary. (6) The remainder of the New Testament
evidence indicates that the primitive church did not simply
preach the resurrection without adducing the testimony of
witnesses. I Thess. 1:9 does contain kerygmatic traces (as
is evident from comparing it with Acts 14:15-17; 17:22-
31),* but does not pretend to be a complete kerygmatic
summary, since then the death of Christ would also have to
be excluded from the kerygma. (7) A severe difficulty for
Fuller's argument seems to be the fact that the formula far
overreaches what Paul wants to prove in I Cor. 15, namely,
the resurrection. If the formula contains four separate
elements, then it is difficult to explain why Paul bothers
to cite the first two at all, since they are extraneous to
his arqument. That Paul recites the whole formula, despite

61
Barth, Resurrection 142 So
. _ . . al c
Korintherbrief, p. 301; WengsE,pFormeln, P- 93? SERSTIRAD:
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the fact that it overreaches his purpose, is a strong
indication that the formula was received by Paul as a unity.
Together these considerations make it likely, I think, that
the formula is a unity and that the apostolic preaching did
include the naming of witnesses. It is important to
remember that what Paul says in I Cor. 15:3-8 is a reminder
of what he preached to the Corinthians on his missionary
tour which took him through Thessolonica, Athens, and
Corinth. There is no reason to doubt his word that the
gospel that he, as well the other apostles, preached in all
these cities included the fact that "he appeared to Cephas,

then to the twelve . . . .
Wilckens himself pursued a somewhat different line of
reasoning than Fuller.®® As we have seen, he took the
fourfold %t. as an indication of separate traditions. But
he further argues that the appearance formula itself is not
a unity, but a fusion of principally two legitimation
formulas sanctioning the authority of the leaders of the
church. The appearance to the 500 did not belong to the
original formula because it alone contains the words endvw
and ¢ydnaf , is less exact in content, and cannot be
confirmed through comparison with other material. That
leaves two parallel sets of appearances, each containing an
appearance to an individual and then to a group. Since this
obvious pattern is not likely to be chronological, Wilckens
thinks that we have here two independent traditions, which
probably arose consecutively as a historical description of
the leadership of the Jerusalem church. Paul has brought
these originally independent formulas together. The upshot
of this is that the naming of witnesses was not, therefore,
part of the early kerygma: "Thus the appearances were
handed down, not really as witnesses to the resurrection,
but much more as legitimations of the men who, because of

634ilckens, Missionsreden, pp. 73-81; idem,
“Ursprung," pp. 70-81; idem, Auferstehung, pp. 26, 29.
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their divine commission, had standing authority in the
church."® Wilckens analyzes I Cor. 15:3-7 into six

separate levels of (I) kerygmatic tradition and (II)
catechetical tradition:

la. I Cor. 15:3 formula on Christ’s substitutionary

death for our sins plus proof-text
b. 15:4a mention of the burial
Co 15:4b missionary preaching formula
constituting the central point

I1d. 15:5 oldest legitimation formula for
Peter as the leader
e. 15:6 Paul’s own summary of the legend of
the founding of the first church
£. 15:7 legitimation formula from a somewhat

later time when James was the
leader

b4%9ilckens, Auferstehung, p. 147. Pesch, in
dependence on Wilckens, takes a similar line (Rudolf Pesch,
"Zur Entstehung des Glaubens an die Auferstehung Jesu," TQ
153 [1973]: 211-15). He objects that to allow multiple
appearances runs contrary to the principle of economy of
revelation (offenbarungs&konomische "Sparsamkeitsprinzip").
Rather I Cor. 15:3-5 is a legitimation formula and the early
kerygma did not entail naming of witnesses. Even the "he
appeared to Peter" cannot be taken as a vision, since this
is merely a legitimation formula. It is hard to believe
that Pesch thinks a priori principles on the economy of
revelation can actually dictate what did and did not happen.
The only value which such principles could have would be as
generalizations based on, not imposed on, empirical facts.
Pesch also assumes that legitimation and witness are
mutually exclusive categories; the truth would seem to be
that legitimation presupposes witness, as Hengel observes:
"Only because Cephas or ’'the Twelve’ really experienced
something extraordinary, because Jesus ‘encountered’ them as
the risen one, could they thereby derive a legitimation
. . " (Martin Hengel, "Ist der Osterglaube noch zu retten?"
TQ 153 [1973]: 264). Even Hoffmann, who stands very much
under the influence of Wilckens and Pesch, is very sceptical
about analyzing the form and use of the formula in terms of
legitimation (TRE, s.v. "Auferstehung,” p. 491-93).
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But Wilckens's argument, it seems to me, fares no
better than Fuller’s. (1) For it, too, appears to stand on
the pebble of the fourfold ©dr., and once this is rem?ved the
whole structure topples. With Wilckens's afore-mentioned
repudiation of his earlier interpretation, points a-d in the
analysis must all belong to the same formula, so that at
least the appearances to Peter and the Twelve belonged.to
the kerygmatic tradition. The truth seems to be t?at in
this context, the appearances were regarded primarily as
authentications of the resurrection and only secondarily as
legitimations of the men who saw them. After all, why were
these men "legitimated?" Was it not precisely because they
were witnesses? As Stuhlmacher points out, if one wishes to
speak of legitimation, then one must say that the¥ were
legitimated and established as witnesses to the risen
Lord.® (2) Wilckens may well be correct that the 500 .
brethren did not belong to the original formula, but his
arquments for this are not convincing: (a) the mention of
"more than" and "at one time" provides no clue of the
appearance’s not belonging to the formula, especia%ly when
one considers that the appearance to the apostles includes
rdowyv ; (b) to say this appearance is less exact than th?
others, especially the vaguely characterized group mentioned
last, seems unwarranted; (c) neither can the appearance to
James or all the apostles be definitely confirmed through
comparison. (3) Paul seems to go to great lengths to spell
out the chronological sequence of appearances. The
appearances follow the chronological pattern of the death,
burial, and resurrection of Christ and are guided by the
pattern
conclude with

. . €neLta . . . ElTa and
Zoxatov St mdvtwv . Paul apparently holds

elta . . . EneLTa .

65peter Stuhlmacher, "‘Kritischer mﬁssten_mir die
Historisch-Kritischen Seinl‘* TQ 153 (1973):250, in reply to
Pesch, 'Entstehung’, p. 215.
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these appearances to be strictly chronological.® Now when
we keep firmly in mind the astounding fact, at which we
cease to wonder because of its familiarity, that we have
here the testimony of a man who actually talked with Jesus'’s
brother and one of his principal disciples, both of whom
claimed to have personally seen Jesus risen again from the
dead, during a two-week period in Jerusalem about six years
after the event, then it must become clear that Paul makes
no mistake here with regard to the succession of events.
The order is intended to be chronological, and a theoretical
discernment of patterns seems insufficient to overthrow this
conclusion. But this undermines the legitimation theory:
(a) For the only rationale for such a theory seems to be the
perception of the individual/group pattern in the
appearances. But it is possible that the mention of James
and the apostles could stem, like that of the 500 brethren,
from single bits of information which Paul arranged
chronologically. Any pattern could well be either simply
fortuitous or the result of intentionally leaving out other
single bits of information, such as the appearance to the
women. (b) But what is especially troublesome for
Wilckens’s theory is that Paul says, last of all to me. For
this means that the appearances to James and the apostles
occurred before Paul’s conversion, that is, before James
became prominent (cf. Acts 8:14; 12:17b; Gal 1:19; 2:1, 9)
and before any later body not comprised principally of the
first apostles could arise and assume their name. (4) The
age of the formula militates against its being a historical
description of the leadership of the Jerusalem church. When
Paul visited Jerusalem and spoke with Cephas, James was
there. Fourteen years later he had become with Peter and
John one of three pillars of the church (Gal. 2:1, 9). Even
then he does not appear to be the sole leader of the church.
But this takes us practically right up to the time of

6650 von Campenhausen, "Ablauf," p. 11.
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writing of I Corinthians. Since Paul’s formula is probab%y
very old, the notion of a legitimation formula for James is
difficult since the formula threatens to ante-date James's
ascension to power. Indeed, if Grass is correct that the
formula can be no later than Paul’s first visit, then a
historical description of the church’s leadership is simply
excluded. To this may be added that if the formula is a
late legitimation formula, it seems to become impossible to
identify any group associated with James that could be
called "all the apostles." That this is a later body of
missionaries looking to James for authority is purely
speculative; against it counts the consideration that the
church would not be likely to lend much credibility to a
supposed appearance so many years distant from the
originals. (5) It needs to be asked whether the notion of a
legitimation formula has sufficient basis in historical
reality, but is not rather a modern notion. In the early
church not everyone who saw a resurrection appearance was
invested with authority (the 500 brethren) and not everyone
who was called an apostle had seen an appearance (Andronicus
and Junias [Rom. 16:7], Barnabas [I Cor. 9:5, 6]). John and
Luke are strikingly in accord in stating that a disciple
belonged to the apostles, not so much because he had seen
the risen Jesus, but because he had been with Jesus from the
beginning (Jn. 15:27; Acts 1:21, 22). Paul did not
explicitly ground his apostleship in the fact that Jesus had
appeared to him, but rather that Jesus had commissioned him
through this appearance (Rom. 1:1-5; 15:15, 16; I Cor. 1313
3:10; 9:1, 2, 16, 17; 15:8-11; II Cor. 1:1; 2:17; 5:18; Gal.
1:1; 2:15-16; Col. 1:1, 23-25; I Thess. 2:4-6; cf£. Eph. 3:7-
8). For Paul, apostleship was a spiritual gift (I Cor.
12:28; cf. Eph. 4:11), which was confirmed by signs and
wonders (Rom. 15:19; II Cor. 12:12). In justifying his
apostleship he usually appeals to his labors and sufferings,
not just to the fact that he had seen an appearance of
Christ (I Cor. 15:8-10; II Cor. 11:1-12:13). All this seems
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to make it at least questionable whether so-called
legitimation formulas based on who had seen an appearance of
Christ ever existed. The concept of legitimation and
authority in the early church seems to have been much more
complex than that.

In view of these considerations, the interpretation of
the formula as a fusion of separate kerygmatic formulas plus
legitimation formulas seems very dubious. That the formula
is both a unity and a faithful summary of apostolic
preaching, including the adduction of witnesses, is
confirmed by its concordance with Luke’s reconstructions of
the apostolic sermons in Acts. 1t is extremely

671ne problem of the accuracy of Luke’s

reconstruction of the kerygma is still very hotly debated.
(For histories of the problem consult A. J. Matill, Jr.,
"Luke as a Historian in Criticism since 1840" [Ph.D.
Dissertation, Vanderbilt University, 1959]; W. Ward Gasque,
A History of the Criticism of the Acts of the Apostles, BGBE
17 [Tibingen: Mohr 1975].) Martin Kéhler was one of the
first researchers who sought to demonstrate that the words
of Peter’s speeches were not Lukan, but went back to a
Palestinian origin (Martin Kéhler, "Die Reden des Petrus in
der Apostelgeschichte," TSK 46 [1873] pp. 492-536). C. C.
Torrey championed the thesis that the first fifteen chapters
of Acts are so filled with Aramaisms that it is probable
that Luke has simply translated an early document into Greek
and then added the final chapters himself (C. C. Torrey,
Composition and Date of Acts, HTS 1 [Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1916]). J. de Zwaan critically
reviewed Torrey’s thesis and, although finding it
exagerrated, did conclude that Torrey had a strong case for
Acts 1-5:16 and 9:31-11:18 (J. de Zwaan, "The Use of the
Greek Language in Acts," in The Beginnings of Christianity,
Part I: The Acts of the Apostles, ed. F. J. Foakes Jackson &
Kirsopp Lake [London: Macmillan & Co., 1922], II: 44-65). C.
H. Dodd concluded that the Petrine speeches are based on
material from the Aramaic-speaking church at Jerusalem. He
observes that in Acts 10 the Greek is "notoriously rough and
ungrammatical, " "scarcely translatable," but when translated
back into Aramaic becomes "grammatical and perspicuous;"
therefore the speech to Cornelius is probably a translation
of an Aramaic original and represents the "form of the
kerygma used by the primitive church in its earliest
approaches to a wider public" (Dodd, Apostolic Preaching, p-
26). Meanwhile Martin Dibelius had drawn attention to the
primitive Christology of the speeches and to their harmony

i 4 mmary of the kerygma as evidence of their
w;zgtpggi.s ;: argﬁed that theyearliest kerygma included an
gccount of Jesus’s life, sufferings, and r?surfect;on,
mostly under the emphasis of the disciples rof: ger
witnesses (meist unter Betonung der Zeugenscha O v
Jiinger). He believeg tgat not o:lghtgg gﬂt%xgg; 25 i

tences of the kerygma, su 1 . '
EE;:c:egisposal (M. Dibelius, Die Formgesch;cbtelgfis. "
Evangeliums, 3d ed. [Tiibingen: Mohr, 1959],.{195:‘!.'I Gree;en
Dibelius, Aufsdtze zur Apostelgeschichte, ed. 1553] '
FRLANT 60 [GBttingen: Vandenhoeck & Rgprechpil séigﬁte
142). The arguments of Dodd gnd D;bellus still ?gn s
the principal case for the historical gu;hent;c; Ythe
D mitive Christology, and (3) the harmony with the Bauline
imiti istolo an uli
55??;;;?8 gggh of tgi;e guestions is contested: (}).Cr;tggs
of the Aramaic source theory conFend tg:;:gg:igﬁglggsﬁowed
lly Septuagintisms, i.e., i .
g;tiuiﬁefizﬁ t{e Lgx tg give the speeches an }ngentxg:ally
authentic coloring (H. F. D. Sparks, "The Semitisms
Acts," JTS ns 1 [1950]: és—ig;fErns; ?:eg:?en,

» iftzitate und Textiiberlieferun
Agggzelgeschichte," ZTK 51 [1954]: 153-67; Ernstbgaenghen,
The Acts of the Apostles, 14th ed.; trans. B. No 1§, 16?1]
Shinn, and R. Mc L. Wilson [Oxford: Basil Blackwe i : f°;
pp. 73-77). The question cannot be pronoched seti e éhe
scholars remain divided on the problem: Grdsser ma e§n .
interesting observation that the issue of Aramaisms ; S 9
is handled in Anglo-Saxon research with as great ﬁnG gsser
as it is in German research with scepticism (Eric Foi ase '
"Acta-Forschung seit 1960," TRu 41 [1976]: 181)! for B
most outstanding work on the problem, consult Mang; 22)
The Semitisms of Acts (Oxford: Clarendon Press, é ?ﬁitive
Wilckens has argued vigorously that the so:calle pithou y
Christology of the speeches is rga}ly Lukg s own,hg owng
Luke may occasionally use a traditional title tgsslgs R e
purposes (Wilckens, Missionsreden, 3d ed., pp- 956_' 55_41)
40; cf. C. F. Evans, "The Kerygma," JT'S ns 7 [1 ].eches 3
The majority of scholars, however, do see in the spe
evidence of an early christological tradition. {§9r an
critique of Wilckens and Evans, see Joh? A: T« RO lgggs,.
"The Most Primitive Christology of All?" JTS ns 7 [d Aétes
177-89; Jacques Dupont, "Les discours m1551ona1rg:2 ?937_
des Ap6tres d’'aprés un ouvrage recent,"_RB.69 [1 th].

60.) This would tend to support ?he antiquity of t: ——
tradition in the speeches. (3) Wilckens has also athztpof
to sharply differentiate the Pauline kerygma fgo?l e
Acts (Wilckens, Missionsreden, pp. 72-81). So in'tufor
has Wilckens's argument been that Haenchen took it ox
granted that "Ulrich Wilckens . has proved agalg —_—
Dibelius and Dodd that Peter’s speeches in the fl?st'gn
Acts do not contain any old pattern of Jewlsh-cggls Eut iy
missionary preaching" (Haenchen, Acts, pp. 129-30).
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instructive to survey the development of Wilckens'’s
assessment of this question. He first attempted to drive a
wedge between the kerygma of I Cor. 15 and that of Acts:

(1) Paul’s kerygma stresses that Christ died “for our sins,"
while Acts sees Jesus’s death merely as the Jews’ evil
mishandling of Jesus; (2) Paul has "Christ," not “"Jesus" as
the subject of the kerygma; (3) Paul makes no mention of the
sufferings of Christ; (4) Paul recounts no life of Jesus in
the kerygma; (5) what is "according to the scriptures" is
different: for Acts it is the fact, but for Paul it is the
meaning of the fact; (6) Paul mentions "on the third day," a
phrase found only in Acts 10, probably under the influence
of a formula such as Paul’s; and (7) Luke knows only the
formula of the appearance to Peter (Lk. 24:34) in isolation
from the others. Thus, it cannot be said that I Cor. 15 and
Acts mutually confirm one another as to the content of the
early preaching. 1In fact, in I Thess. 1 and Heb. 6 Wilckens
finds a totally different kerygma; the only common element
is the resurrection, but even it has a different meaning:

in I Thess. it is the ground for Jesus’s coming again as
Savior. This other kerygma is duplicated in Acts 14 and 17
and consists in (1) a call to the true God from lesser gods,
(2) God's overlooking the past of ignorance, and (3) the

the third edition of Missionsreden Wilckens did an about
E;E:,land_took back all his objections to Dibelius’s thesis,
Toue €aving Haenchen without a perch to roost on (Wilckens,
t ngnsredef, P. 1951). Nor is he alone in this, according
So rasser, "Acta-Forschung seit 1960," TRu 42 [1977]: 50.
tuhlmacher, for example, has argued that Acts 10 is not
simply Luge's own gospel, but follows a pattern of
Ereggn;atlon (Darbietungsschema) that grows out of the same
gga ltlon as I Cor. 15 (Stuhlmacher, Evangelium, pp. 297-
). Qov?n also researches the speech to Cornelius and finds
a Christian kerygmatic tradition for a Jewish audience
iftango;s Boven, "Tradition et rédaction en Actes 10.1-
Buéég TZ 26 [1970): 42), as does Burchard (Christoph
ard, Der dreizehnte Zeuge, FRLANT 103 [G&ttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1970), p. 139). As a result of these
ggd other studies, it seems fair to say that the weight of
aczu::idTnce supports the Dodd/Dibelius thesis that Luke has
preachiﬁg? reproduced the substance of primitive Christian
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resurrection as the basis for Jesus’s coming as Judge. If

this represents the true kerygmatic tradition, then it at
once raises the question whether the type of preaching prior
to Acts 14 is not then simply Luke’s own invention.
wWwilckens answers in the affirmative. He contends, in
dependence on Conzelmann's conception of Luke’s program,
that Luke’s theological purpose is to ground the church age
in the time of Jesus, and he does this through the
instrumentality of eyewitnesses. Thus, the schema of the
Jewish-Christian preaching is Lukan.®
The theory of the twelve apostles as 'witnesses’
directly commissioned by the Risen One in virtue of
extensive eyewitness experience is conceived by Luke
himself; the generalizing mention of the appearances,

through which the witnesses are legitimized in

salvation history, is also Lukan. )
. . The apostolic speeches of the Acts are in an

outstanding way summaries of his theological
conception; they cannot be valued as witnesses of old
or especially the oldest primitive Christian theology,
but of Lukan theology of the expiring first century.

Now several of Wilckens's premisses in this series of
deductions need to be seriously questioned. 1. That the
differences he discerns between the kerygma of I Cor. 15 and
that of Acts are rather exaggerated and artificial seems
evident. For example, difference (2) seems to be trivial,
and (3) and (4) cannot be rigidly assumed because of the
summary character of the formula cited by Paul. Difference
(5) has more substance; but it seems doubtful that Paul’'s
second reference to "according to the scriptures" explicates
the meaning and not the event of the resurrection (contrast
Rom. 4:25), and it is not clear that the first reference
does not also include the event of the death as well as its
meaning. Meanwhile, in Acts it is sometimes the meaning of
an event that is clarified by the scriptures (Acts 2:34-36;

68Wilckens, Missionsreden, pp. 72-100.

691bid., pp. 150, 186.
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10:43; 13:33). Difference (6) appears to be question-
begging, since both I Cor. 15 and Acts 10 could reflect an
element of the primitive kerygma. Difference (7) shows only
that Luke did not have a story to go with the appearance to
Peter and, therefore, quotes only the kerygmatic
exclamation. But he did have a story about the appearance
to-the Twelve and so is independent of the kerygma at this
point. The order of events and appearances in Luke and I
Cor. 15 are harmonious. This leaves difference (1), which
seems to be really the major discrepancy between I Cor. 15
and Acts. Two things may be said here: (a) There can be no
doubt that the kerygma did include Christ’s dying "for our
sins," for (i) the very age of the formula shows that this
doctrine was held in the early church, (ii) this is a theme
that is widespread in the New Testament and not of Pauline
origin (Rom. 3:25; 5:9; Eph. 1:7; Col. 1:20; Heb. 9:12;
10:19; I Pet. 1:19; Rev. 1:5; 5:9), and (iii) otherwise we
should have no choice but to say that Paul was quite simply
lying when he asserts that this gospel is preached by all
the apostles and was received by him and was approved by the
Jerusalem apostles (Gal. 2:2, 9; this included the
substitutionary death of Christ as the basis of breaking
down the wall of partition between Jew and Gentile). (b)
Luke does give hints of the death of Christ "for our sins,"
most obviously in the account of the Lord's Supper and in
Acts 20:28 (interestingly a Pauline speech), which even
Haenchen admits echoes the doctrine of vicarious
atonement.”™ The Christological title "Servant" may reflect
Is. 53, from which this doctrine could be inferred (cf. Acts
8:32-35). 1Indeed, the Acts speeches inevitably include an
offer of forgiveness of sins through Jesus (Acts 2:38; 3:19;
4:12; 5:31; 10:43; 13:38-39), so that this doctrine may lie
just beneath the surface. The difference between the
kerygma of Acts and I Cor. 15 may therefore be simply one of

7°Haenchen, Acts, p. 92.
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emphasis; it alone cannot overturn the conclusion that Luke
and Paul seem to be remarkably compatible in their
representation of the early kerygma.

2. The "totally different" kerygmatic tradition
inferred from I Thess. 1 and Heb. 6 may well be a different
cast of the same kerygma. Heb. 6 is so sketchy that no
kerygmatic reconstruction is feasible; I Thess. 1 and Acts
14 and 17 appear to represent a form of the kerygma
appropriate to a Gentile pagan audience. It is noteworthy
that the resurrection still plays the central role.
Wilckens's assertion that its meaning has changed seems
rather exaggerated: in the Gentile preaching the
resurrection remains God’'s decisive act of vindication of
Jesus, and even in the Jewish speeches, the magisterial and
apocalyptical elements are clearly present (Acts 3:20-21;
10:42). There is no justification in taking the Jewish
preaching as a Lukan invention and the Gentile preaching as
the genuine kerygmatic tradition. Rather these represent
different methods of approach, suited to the audience to be
addressed. (Thus there appears to be no reason to believe
that Paul could not have given a speech like that of Acts 13
as well as that of Acts 17. Indeed, the correlation between
the former speech and I Cor. 15 is astonishing: every
element of the formula is explicitly mentioned except the
"for our sins," and this seems implicit in Acts 13:38. That
Paul was also familiar with the kerygmatic approach of the
Jews’ mishandling of Jesus is evident from I Thess. 2:14-
15.)

3. Because Wilckens's interpretation of Luke’s
emphasis on eyewitnesses is dependent upon Conzelmann's
construction of Luke’s understanding of history, insofar as
Conzelmann’'s construction succumbs to criticism, Wilckens's
interpretation is undermined. Even Haenchen, who accepts
Conzelmann's "Mitte der Zeit" construction, rebukes Wilckens
for reading too much theory of history into Luke's work; a
mighty arch of God's saving plan stretches from Abraham to




the Parousia--". . ., there is no deep caesura between the
time of Jesus and that which follows."”

4. The decisive consideration against Wilckens's
interpretation, however, may be that the emphasis on
witnesses is not at all exclusive Lukan property.” That
the Twelve apostles are not a Lukan construction erected to
serve as official witnesses is secured by Rev. 21:14, as
well as Mk. 6:7, 30; Mt. 10:1, 2, 5, 19.” We have already
seen Paul’s use of confirmatory witnesses in preaching the

resurrection. John also has an emphasis on witnesses nearly
as great as Luke’s. Gerald 0‘Collins underscores this point

well:

Luke and John . . . clearly interpret the post-
Easter encounters of these witnesses as different in
principle from experiences of the risen Lord which
later Christians might enjoy. Luke represents Christ
as ascending into heaven . . . . The events of the
forty days (in which the risen Lord met, spoke and ate

with that privileged group) differed fundamentally from

all later encounters. John also carefully
discriminates other Christians from those disciples to
whom the risen Christ appeared. Thomas came to belief
when he saw the Lord. His road to faith differed from
that of later Christians .
to the resurrection did not enjoy some privileged form
of faith. But they played a unigue role in testifying
to the "signs," so that others might "believe that
Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God" (John 20:29-31)

+ + + . John invites those "who have not seen" to
believe in reliance on eye-witness testimony.”

7l1bid., p. 132.

725ee the outstanding work on this subject by
Allison A. Trites, The New Testament Concept of Witness, SNT
31 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977). Trites
particularly emphasizes the accord between Luke and John on
the role of the apostolic eyewitnesses in grounding faith.

73ct. Haenchen, Acts, pp. 124-25.

74Gerald 0’Collins, The Easter Jesus, 2d ed.
(London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1980), p. 80.

- . . the official witnesses
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This invitation is especially clear in I John, which in Fhe
Muratorian canon follows directly upon John as a postscript
(while II and III John appear much later): "That . . .
which we have seen with our eyes, which we have looked upon
and touched with our hands, . . . that which we have seen
and heard we proclaim also to you . . ." (I Jn. 1:1, 3).
There are many remarkable parallels between John and Lu%e on
the problem of the resurrection, and this mutual emphasis on
eyewitness testimony as evidence is one of the most
noteworthy. We also find the same concern in II Pet. 1:16:
"For we did not follow cleverly devised myths when we made
known to you the power and coming of our Lord Jesus Christ,
but we were eye-witnesses of his majesty." Thus it seems
quite clear that Luke did not--out of any motive, o
theological or otherwise--invent the theory of the disciples
as witnesses to the resurrection. Rather what Paul and Luke
affirm seems to be in fact the case: that the original
apostolic preaching really did include as an importa?t
element the appeal to eyewitness testimony as historical
evidence for the resurrection.

Most interesting is that in his third edition of
Missionsreden Wilckens surrendered his case. Under the
influence of 0. H. Steck's investigation of Old Testament
Jewish preaching,” Wilckens concedes that the kerygmatic
outline of the Acts speeches is not Lukan, but belongs to
Jewish-Christian tradition.” The speeches directed to the
Gentiles are created from a broad Hellenistic-Jewish
tradition of apologetic-missionary activity to pagans that
goes back to the oldest time of Hellenistic missionary work,
since Paul refers to it.” The speeches to the Jews, which

750, H. Steck, Israel und das gewaltsame Geschick
der Propheten, WMANT 23 (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchner
Verlag, 1967).

7swilckens, Missionsreden, p. 3.

771bid., pp. 190-93.
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Wilckens formerly ascribed to the creative hand of Luke, are
now acknowledged to stem from the early traditions
underlying I Cor. 15.® The seven differences between the
kerygma of Acts and I Cor. 15 now, says Wilckens, really
resolve into only one: Paul sees saving significance in
Christ’s death, while Luke regards it as the last abuse of
the Jews’ maltreatment of Jesus. But this tension, says
Wilckens, may be explained as a result of the Sitz im Leben:
for Paul the catechetical viewpoint of the salvific meaning
of Jesus's death; for Luke the tradition, also found in the
gospels, of the course of events of the passion and
resurrection, showing the contrast between the Jews’
mistreatment and God’'s vindication of Jesus. The firm
conclusion is that I Cor. 15 and the kerygma of Acts
presuppose a similar outline, which stems out of the passion
and Easter reports, which is then filled out according to
the respective Sitz im Leben. But more than that: in
dependence on Steck, Wilckens proceeds to argue that Luke's
employment of this material in the context of the Acts
speeches is not his own, but reproduces the Christianized
form of Jewish preaching.” “Luke did not himself construct
the pattern of the apostolic preaching addressed to the Jews
as such, but took it over from the tradition of Jewish,
Deuteronomic repentance preaching as mediated by the
Christians."® This being the case, there seems to be no
grounds left for denying that the mention of confirmatory
witnesses to the resurrection was an integral part of the
earliest Christian preaching. If Paul and Luke represent
twin developments of the same tradition, and despite their
differences in emphasis concerning the meaning of the
events, they both testify that the apostolic preaching

781bid., pp. 193-200.
"%1bid., pp. 200-08.
801pid., p. 20s.
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climaxed in the proclamation of the resurrection confirmed
by eyewitnesses, then we seem to have no reason to doubt the
authenticity of this feature of the primitive kerygma.

It seems, therefore, that we ought to regard the
formula both as a unified piece of tradition and as an
accurate presentation of the apostolic preaching. “Jesus is
in fact risen from the dead, because after his death he
‘appeared’ to definite witnesses. That is the post-Easter
argument of the Christian community," concludes Mussner.®

The Structure of the Formula

Looking now at the formula as a whole, we have already
noted its structure in terms of a parallelismus membrorum.
But a word of caution is in order here. A great number of
critics assert--often without argument--that the second and
fourth lines of the formula are subordinated to the first
and third lines and so serve to underscore them or provide
confirmation of the fact stated therein.® Inevitably such
authors have the formula printed with the second and fourth
lines indented underneath the first and third lines--it is
no wonder that they appear to be zugeordnet! But this
manner of exhibiting the formula biases the issue in

) 8lpranz Mussner, Die Auferstehung Jesu, BH 7
(Miinchen: K&sel Verlag, 1969), p. 58.

) 82Harnack, Verkldrungsgeschichte, p. 64;
Lichtenstein, "Glaubensformel," pp. 7-8; Eduard Lohse,
Mdrtyrer und Gottesknecht (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1955), p. 115; Rengstorf, Auferstehung, pp. 51-52;
Grass, Ostergeschehen, p. 146; Conzelmann, "Analyse," p. 7;
Ehrhardt Giittgemanns, Der leidende  Apostel und sein Herr,
FRLANT 90 (Gdttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1966), pp.
262-64; Von Campenhausen, Ablauf, p. 21; Hahn, Hoheitstitel,
pp. 203-04; Jeremias, Abendmahlsworte, p. 96; Gerhard
Delling, "The Significance of the Resurrection of Jesus for
Faith in Jesus Christ," in The Significance of the Message
of the Resurrection for Faith in Jesus Christ, ed. C. F. D.
Moule, SBT 8 (London: SCM, 1968), p. 81; Lehmann,
Auferweckt, pp. 69, 81; Edward Lynn Bode, The First Easter
Morning, AB 45 (Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1970), p.
98; Klappert, “Einleitung," pp. 16, 48; Pesch, "Entstehung,”
p. 214,
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advance; initially the formula ought to be printed simply in
a line or, if in four lines, with the left margin even.

When this is done, it is not so obvious that the second and
fourth statements are meant to be subordinated.

It may be said that the first and third lines are
parallel in construction and likewise the second and third
lines; but this only shows parallelism, not logical
subordination. It may be urged that the second and fourth
lines are both short; but this is misleading, since the
fourth is longer than the second (especially if the formula
includes vs. 6a and 7) and at any rate only shows
parallelism, not subordination.
that the existence of shorter, and presumably earlier,
formulas consisting of only the first and third lines (Rom.
4:25) proves the second and fourth lines are later
subordinated additions. At the most, however, this only
proves that the second and fourth lines are later insertions
perhaps of less importance that the first and third, but not
that they are logically subordinated to them. And it needs
to be seriously called into question whether "shorter"
implies "earlier," especially given the probably very great
age of the formula in I Cor. 15. It could be that various
formulas were simultaneously in circulation or even that a
Which
formula an author cites could be a matter of appropriateness
in his context.

It is sometimes asserted

shorter formula is an abbreviation of a longer.

If this is the case, then it is incorrect
to say even that the second and fourth lines are later
insertions. There appears to be nothing in the structure of
the formula itself that suggests that the second and fourth
lines are subordinated to the first and third.

In fact, the structure of the formula seems to count
positively against it.
fold repetition of &t. before each event mentioned in the
formula.

I have reference here to the four-

Grammatically, it would have sufficed to place a
single &t at the head of the entire formula. But instead
we have it repeated: that Christ died . . . that he was

M

47

puried . . . that he was raised . . . that he appeared. Why
this grammatically unnecessary four-fold use? Rramer
asserts that it is used by Paul to emphasize the single
statements serially.® Well and good; although there seems
to be no reason to think that the &rv is from Paul’s own
hand. But what does this imply for the notion of
subordination? Mussner explains,
It is apparent therefore that all four statements about
the subject Xpuotdc are significant and no one of them
may at the expense of another be weakened or
suppressed. The Paradosis formula has four important
points to make about Christ, and therefore every one is
introduced with the conjunction §tv. This four-fold dru
thus declares the four statements about Christ to be
highly significant.™

The four-fold &t. thus serves the function of marking each
statement as being of equal emphasis with the others in the
series. This means that the second and fourth statements,
being equally emphasized, are not subordinated to the first
and third. Wilckens, who once held to the subordination
view, writes, ". . . that the mention of the burial is meant
merely to underline the reality of the death, so that death
and burial belong closely together . . . , is excluded
because the sentence despite its shortness is given the
same, independent weight in the series of statements in the
formula as the other three sentences."® Hence, the very
structure of the formula seems to militate against the view
that the shorter lines are subordinated to the longer.

Can considerations of content overthrow the conclusion

suggested by structural considerations? This seems

83yerner Kramer, Christos, Ryrios, Gottessohn, ATANT
44 (Stuttgart and Ziirich: Zwingli Verlag, 1963), p. 15.

84Mussner, Auferstehung, pp. 60-61. See also Joseph
Schmitt, “Le ’‘milieu’ littéraire de la 'tradition’ citée
dans I Cor., XV, 3b-5," in Resurrexit, ed. Edouard Dhanis
(Rome: Liberia Rditrice Vaticana, 1974), p. 178.

Bswilckens, Auferstehung, p. 20.
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doubtful. Many authors assert that the burial is mentioned
in close connection with the death in order to underscore
it, as if to say Jesus was "dead and buried." But the
evidence for this, I think, seems rather artificial. Grass
adduces Lk. 16:22 and Acts 2:29 as parallels.® But in the
first reference it is not apparent that the burial
emphasizes the death; indeed, it may contrast the rich man’s
descent to Hades with Lazarus’s ascent to Paradise. And in
the second reference the burial clearly is meant to point to
David’s tomb which is still with us to this day in contrast
to Jesus’s being raised; far from supporting Grass's view,
this could suggest the burial is a Hinweis auf the empty
tomb. Grass's further 0ld Testament texts (Gen. 25:8; 35:8;
II Chron. 24:16) concerning persons who died and were buried
are rather far removed from the formula of I Cor. 15.
Grass’s own statement that only "for our sins in accordance
with the scriptures” separates anéSavev xal étden (he also
failed to notice the important xal &t. ) seems to expose
sufficiently the artificiality of this purported parallel.
It is also often stated that the second and fourth
lines serve as confirmation of the first and third.¥ But
the burial does not seem to be mentioned here as evidence
for the death in the same way that the appearances are
evidence for the resurrection. Conzelmann says Paul wants
to prove the death, not indeed for apologetics, but to
"present the
that this is
the death in

raises an interesting gquestion:

death as a salvific event."88 I must confess

far too subtle for me. How ¢rdyn alone puts

a new light, I cannot see. But Conzelmann

why would Paul want to

86Grass, Ostergeschehen, p. 146.
87see note 82.

BBConzelmann, Korinther, p. 301.

49
prove the death? As far as I can see, there is no good
reason; therefore, this is probably not his intention,

I think that a much more plausible explanation
concerning the ordering of the events is, not that they are
logically ordered so that one serves as evidence for
another, but that they are chronologically ordered so that
one historical event naturally follows another. Is not this
a more natural and forthright explanation of why the burial
follows the death than that the burial is subordinated to
the death as a confirmation? The sequence of events here is
simply chronological: Christ died, was buried, rose, and
appeared. The order is linear and historical. The
advantage of this understanding of the contents of the
formula is that it best accords with the structure of the
formula; each successive event is, as it were, listed in
first, second, third, fourth, by the four-fold &t
Thus, analysis

order:
as independent, equally emphasized events.
of both the structure (the four-fold &ru.) and the content
(the chronological sequence) suggests that the second and
fourth statements are not to be subordinated to the first
and third; the agreement of both structure and content imply
that we have here four equally weighty statements describing
chronologically successive events.
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CHAPTER 2
THE WITNESSES OF THE RESURRECTION APPEARANCES

Let us now examine more closely the list of witnesses
adduced for the appearances.

The Structure of the List

In considering the structure of the list, we ought to
dismiss at the outset Harnack’s old theory that the list
reflects two rival factions in the early church: Peter and
the Twelve versus James and the Apostles.! The theory has
been rightly rejected by all contemporary critics.? (1) The
chronological order of presentation precludes seeing rival
lists in the formula. (2) The parallelism is insufficient
ground for the purely speculative theory of leadership
contention between Peter and James. (3) There was not
sufficient time for the competing lists to arise. (4)
James's exclusive prominence in the church was touted only
in certain Judaeo-Christian groups of second generation
followers and has no applicability to Paul’s first hand
information during the initial years. The modern offshoot
of Harnack's theory, namely, that what we have here are not

*Adolf von Harnack, Die Verkl&rungsgeschichte Jesu:
Der Bericht des Paulus (I Ror. 15, 3ff.) und die beiden
Christusvisionen des Petrus, SBA (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter,
1922), p. 67.

2For a critique, see Hans Grass, Ostergeschehen und
Osterberichte, 4th rev. ed. (Gdttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1970), pp. 96-98; Hans Freiherr von Campenhausen,
Der Ablauf der Osterereignisse und das leere Grab, 3d rev.
ed., SHA (Heidelberg: Carl Winter, 1966), pp. 10-11; Hans
Grass, Christliche Glaubenslehre, 2 vols. (Stuttgart: W.
Kohlhammer, 1973), 1:102; Reginald H. Fuller, The Formation
of the Resurrection Narratives (London: SPCK, 1972), pp.l12-
13,
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rival lists, but legitimation formulas, has already been
criticized. The most plausible view of the list is that it
presents a chronological enumeration of separate witnesses.

Most critics today do not seem bothered by the fact
that Paul fails to list all the appearances mentioned in the
gospels. It is usually pointed out quite correctly that
because women were not regarded as legal witnesses their
presence in the formula would be not only superfluous, but
even counter-productive.® Michaelis makes the interesting
comment that Paul’s intention is not to list all the
appearances, but all the witnesses.? Even that ought to be
qualified, however, for it appears that the tradition names
here ordly the most important witnesses. Although some
critics want to assert that Paul intends the list to be
complete,’ there is no evidence for this, and the assertion
seens to be unverifiable.

3see M. Rosh Ha-Shanah 1.8; M. Shebucth 4.1;
Josephus Antiquities of the Jews 4.8.15; Numbers Rabbah
10.159b; T J Yoma 6.2; and references in Paul Billerbeck,
Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, 6
vols., ed. Hermann L. Strack (Miinchen: Beck, 1922-63),
2:441; 3:217, 251, 259. See also Archibald Robertson and
Alfred Plummer, First Epistle of Saint Paul to the
Corinthians, 2d ed., ICC (Edinburgh: T&T Clarke, 1967), p.
335;_Ernst—Bernard Allo, Premiére épitre aux Corinthiens
(Paris: Librairie Lecoffre, 1934), p. 392; Wilhelm
Michaelis, Die Erscheinungen des Auferstandenen (Basel:
Heinrich Majer, 1944), p. 14; Michael Ramsey, The
Resurrection of Christ (London: Centenary Press, 1945), p.
42; Ernst Bammel, "Herkunft und Funktion der
Traditionselemente in I Kor. 15:1-11," TZ 11 (1955):403;
Ethelbert Stauffer, Jesus and His Story, trans. D. M. Barton
(London: SCM, 1960), p. 124; Joachim Jeremias, Jerusalem in
the Time of Jesus (London: SCM, 1969), pp. 374-75; J.A.T.
Robinson, The Human Face of God (London: SCM Press, 1973),
P. 132; Josef Blinzler, “Die Grablegung Jesu in historischer
Sicht," in Resurrexit, ed. Edouard Dhanis (Rome: Libreria
Editrice Vaticana, 1974), p. 67.

4Michaelis, Erscheinungen, p. 13.

SFor example, von Campenhausen, Ablauf, p. 20.
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The Appearance to Peter

The first appearance listed by Paul is that to Peter.
1t is ironic that although we have no appearance story to go
with this incident, it is nevertheless a well-attested
appearance of Jesus, one accepted by even the most skeptical
investigators. It is mentioned here in a very old formula
cited by a man who could personally vouch for its
authenticity. A second reference to this appearance is Lk.
24:34, which contains the cry, "The Lord is risen indeed,
and has appeared to Simon!" Because of the awkward
insertion of this verse in the Lukan narrative and its
similarity to Paul’s "he appeared to Cephas," most critics
regard this exclamation as a pre-Lukan kerygmatic tradition
which Luke, lacking an accompanying story, has inserted at
this point.® Thus, both Luke and Paul testify to the
tradition of an appearance to Peter prior to that to the
Twelve. It is very often urged that a third reference to
the appearance to Peter is the allusion in Mk. 16:7: "But
go, tell his disciples and Peter that he is going before you
to Galilee; there you will see him, as he told you." It is
thought that Mark must know of an appearance to Peter,
otherwise he would not have mentioned his name (cf. Mt.
28:7). This seems, however, a tenuous assumption. The
verse does not allude to an appearance to Peter alone, but
to a collective body of disciples which may have included
the women as well, depending on whether one takes this to be
direct or indirect discourse. Peter is not singled out as
the one who will see, but as the one to be told. Why should
Peter be told in particular? Commentators on Mark usually

6Stuhlmacher, for example, argues that Lk. 24:34 is
equally as old as I Cor. 15:5: (1) the passivum divinum is
Semitic; (2) the & xfpros is a Palestinian cry, as in
Maranatha (I Cor. 16:22; Acts 22:20); (3) Simon is an old
Semitic equivalent for Peter. This goes to show, he adds,
that this is no simple legitimation formula (Peter
Stuhlmacher, "’'Kritischer miissten mir die Historisch-
Kritischen Sein!’,"TQ 153 [1973]; 250).
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suggest that this either is a note of reassurance mirroring
Peter’s denial, or reflects Peter’s prominence as leader of
the disciples and the church, or is both of these together.
Of course, Peter'’s prominenﬁe in the church could be
indirect evidence of an appearance to him, but that does not
mean Mk. 16:7 refers to an appearance to Peter.

So strange is it that no story of such an important
appearance of Jesus should have been handed down that many
critics believe that it must be there, either in a
dislocated narrative or hidden in another resurrection story
(mt. 16:17-19; Mk. 4:35-41: 6:45-52; 9:2-8; Lk. 5:1-11; Jn.
21:1-23).7 The problem with such a viewpoint is that most of
these narratives are so firmly embedded in their context
that no resurrection appearance to Peter is likely to be
concealed therein.® But even if we are left without a story
of this appearance, we nevertheless possess two apparently
early testimonies to Peter’s having seen Jesus, as well as
Paul’s first-hand confirmation.

Paul’s evidence, and Luke’s as well, indicates that
this appearance was prior to that to the Twelve. Luke
places the appearance in Jerusalem, but Paul’s formula does
not provide any indication of the geographical locale. If
the expression "on the third day" is a genuine time

TFor example, von Campenhausen, Ablauf, pp. 16-17;
F. Gils, "Pierre et la foi au Christ ressuscité," ETL 38
(1962):5-43; Oscar Cullmann, Petrus: Jiinger, Apostel,
Mértyrer, (Zirich: Zwingli Verlag, 1952), pp. 62, 202;
Raymond E. Brown, The Gospel According to John, Anch Bib 29A
(Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday & Co., 1970), pp. 1085-95;
Raymond E. Brown, Karl P. Donfried, and John Reumann, Saint
Pierre dans le Nouveau Testament, LD 79 (Paris: Les éditions
du Cerf, 1974), pp. 141-47, 154-58.

8c.n. Dodd, "The Appearances of the Risen Christ: A
study in form-criticism of the Gospels," in idem, More New
Testament Studies (Manchester: Manchester University Press,
1968), pp. 119-22; Fuller, Formation, pp. 160-67; John E.
Alsup, The Post-Resurrection Appearance Stories of the
GaspiégTradition, CTM A5 (Stuttgart: Calwer Verlag, 1975),
pP- -44,
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indicator, then I should be inclined to agree with Michaelis
that the proximity of the resurrection on the third day and
of the appearance to Peter in the formula would naturally
lead one to expect that the geographical locale is the same,
namely, Jerusalem.’ But of course the formula cannot be
considered in isolation from the gospels and the Jerusalem/
Galilee appearance traditions, the consideration of which
would at this point lead us too far astray from I Cor. 15.

At any rate the evidence for an appearance of Jesus to
Peter seems quite impressive. Paul'’'s formula, which
probably reaches back into the first five years after the
crucifixion, mentions it, as does Luke’s tradition, which
may also be quite old. Paul himself spoke with Peter about
six years after the event and vouches for its facticity. At
the very least we must say that Peter must have experienced
something which he believed was an actual appearance of
Jesus; given the brevity of time available plus Paul’s
personal contact with Peter, it would be infeasible to
regard these reports as legends.

The Appearance to the Twelve

The second appearance listed, that to the Twelve, is
the best attested appearance of Jesus after his
Not only is it mentioned here in the formula,
but we have what are undoubtedly stories of this event in
Lk. 24:36-43 and Jn. 20:19-23. It is also related in the
longer ending to Mark (16:14-18), but it is disputed whether
this represents independent tradition or is simply a
catalogue compiled from the other gospels. Luke refers to
the group as "the eleven" (Lk. 24:33) and John as "the
twelve" (Jn. 20:24), which like Paul'’'s term are clearly
technical designations of a certain circle, not merely the

resurrection.

number of people present (according to Luke the appearance
was to "the eleven gathered together and those who were with
them," while John reports, "Now Thomas, one of the twelve,

9Michaelis, Erscheinungen, p. 57.
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-+ « . Was not with them when Jesus came"). Thus the circle
of “the Twelve" in Paul’s formula and in John corresponds to
Luke’s circle which he conscientiously calls "the Eleven,"
since Judas Iscariot had forfeited the apostolic office
(Acts 1:20, 25). Luke and John’s narratives of this
appearance are generally regarded as independent, and yet
their accord in what they relate is striking. There can be
little doubt that Luke, John, and Paul’'s formula all refer
to the same event.

More difficult is the relationship of the appearance
mentioned in Mark and Matthew. Mark alludes to an
appearance to a body of disciples which may have included
not only the Twelve, but a number of women disciples as well
(Mk. 15:40-41; 16:7), and Matthew briefly relates an
appearance on a mountain to "the eleven disciples" (Mt.
28:16). If these are intended to be the same appearance as
that which Paul’s formula calls the appearance to “"the
Twelve," a term also used in Mark and less frequently
Matthew (Mk. 3:14; 4:10; 6:7; 9:35; 10:32; 11:11; 14:10, 17,
20, 43; Mt. 10:5; 26:14, 47), then we should have further
confirmation of this appearance, although the accuracy of
the historical circumstances would have to be sacrificed at
some points. This confirmation cannot be certain, however,
for the presupposition of this identification is that Paul’s
formula intends to list all the appearances, which cannot be
taken for granted. Further, if the formula lists witnesses,
not appearances, then more than one appearance to the
disciples cannot be ruled out. Indeed, both Luke and John
insist that there were repeated appearances to the disciples
after the initial meeting with the Twelve (Acts 1:3; Jn.
20:26-29; 21:1-14). So I think it best to regard the
appearance to the Twelve mentioned in Paul’s list as
conclusively identical only with the accounts of Luke and
John. BAs to the geographical location of the appearance,
Paul gives us no clue, but Luke places it in Jerusalem on
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the same day as the appearance to Peter, and John is in
accord with Luke.

The evidence, therefore, of an appearance of Jesus to
the Twelve is even better than that for an appearance to
peter: we have the testimony of the old formula, Paul’s
personal confirmation through his contact with at least
Peter, and independent traditions relating the appearance in
at least Luke and John. Once again, it seems very probable
that the disciples as a group experienced something which
they interpreted as Jesus’s being alive from the dead.

The Appearance to the 500 Brethren

At this point there is a break in the formula, and a
new sentence begins with the astounding assertion that
Christ next appeared to over 500 brethren at one time!'
Again one can only shake one’s head in bewilderment that we
should apparently possess no story, nor indeed any other
mention at all, of so monumental an event. Of all the
appearances, this one would seem to be the most difficult to
accept historically. Yet here it is in a tradition related
confidently by a man who had ample opportunity to confirm
its historicity. To make the situation even more amazing,
this man adds a personal comment of his own that most of
these people are still alive, though some have died. This
seems to show that he had personal knowledge concerning
individuals who were present at this appearance and that the
appearance was not merely hearsay for him nor a meaningless
cipher in an ecclesiastical formula. Indeed, we have seen

107he hypothesis that ¢égdnaf means here “"once for
all" and that the appearance to the 500 was thus the only
historical appearance (Philipp Seidensticker, "Das
Antiochenische Glaubensbekenntnis I. Kor. 15,3-7 im Lichte
seiner Traditionsgeschichte," TGL 57 [1967]: 313-21; idem,
Die Auferstehung Jesu in der Botschaft der Evangelisten, SBS
26 [Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1968), pp. 25-30) has
nothing in its support and the weight of all the historical
evidence for all the other appearances against it. For a
critique, see E. Gutwenger, "Auferstehung und
Buferstehungsleib Jesu," ZKT 91 (1969):34-35.
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that the purpose of this remark may have been to draw
attention to the availability of witnesses to be questioned.
It thus seems idle to speak of this appearance as “the
legend of the founding of the first church,"! since Paul
personally knew of people who were still about who could
relate first-hand the circumstances of this event. He could
not have said this if the event had not taken place.

In mentioning that these persons are still living, Paul
probably has the intention of strengthening the evidence for
The facts of vs. 4-8 provide the
groundwork for the assertion of v. 20, and Paul wants to
Conzelmann’s interpretation that

the resurrection.

make it as firm as he can.
Paul is emphasizing, not that some are alive but that some
are dead, artificially twists a perspicuous verse, as well
as violates the context of the argument as a whole.'? The
fact that the brethren are still alive ( #us dptL), despite
(6t) the fact that some have died shows clearly enough that
it is the living witnesses to whom Paul draws attention.
Some scholars wish to identify this appearance with the
experience of the 120 brethren at Pentecost.!® But this has

llulrich Wilckens, "Der Ursprung der Uberlieferung
der Erscheinungen des Auferstandenen," in Dogma und
Denkstrukturen, ed. W. Joest and W. Pannenberg (G&ttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, {963), p. 80.

12Hans Conzelmann, Der erste Brief an die Korinther
KEKNT 5 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1969), p. 304.

) 13p.c. Burkitt, Christian Beginnings (London:
University of London, 1924), pp. 90-91; Hans Lietzmann,
Geschichte der alten Kirche (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter,
1932), I: 52; Jack Finegan, Die Uberlieferung der Leidens-
und Auferstehungsgeschichte Jesu (Giessen: Toplemann, 1934),
p. 109; Emmanuel Hirsch, Die Auferstehungsgeschichten und
der christliche Glaube (Tibingen: Mohr, 1940), pp. 34-35;
Joachim Jeremias, Neutestamentliche Theologie (Giitersloh:
Gerd Mohn, 1971), p. 292; Fuller, Formation, p. 35. For a
critique, see Maurice Goguel, La foi a la résurrection de
Jésus dans le christianisme primitif (Paris: Leroux, 1939),
PP. 255-57; Werner Georg Kiimmel, Kirchenbegriff und
Geschichtsbewusstsein in der Urgemeinde und bei Jesus, 2d
ed. (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1968), pp. 8-9.
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been rightly rejected by the majority of critics as bearing
little parallel. It has also been suggested, though not so
much recently, that the appearance to the 500 brethren is to
pe identified with the mountain top appearance of Mt. 28.%
A meeting of 500 persons would have to be in the open air,
perhaps on a hillside as Matthew relates. Unlike every
other resurrection appearance, this encounter was, according
to Matthew, not a sudden surprise, but by appointment (Mt.
28:16), and it would not be surprising that although Matthew
concentrates on the Eleven, others should wait for the Lord
with them. It may be that Matthew actually hints at this in
the words of the risen Jesus to the women at the tomb: "Go
and tell my brethren to go to Galilee, and there they will
see me" (28:10). Whereas the command of the angel referred
on the Markan pattern to "his disciples" (28:7), the
percipients of this appearance in Jesus’s command are
described as brethren, a term broadly used in Matthew to
designate more than just the twelve disciples, but any
follower of Jesus (cg., 12:49-50; 23:8). Could it be that
Matthew's reiteration of the angel’s command, which
otherwise seems such a pointless and insipid redundancy, is
meant to make clear by this change that the appearance
predicted in Mk. 16:7 in fact referred to an appearance to a
wider group of Christian brethren than just the Eleven? In
fact, it may be that the reference to the brethren is
traditional (cf. Jn. 20:17), which means that Matthew knew
of a tradition of an appearance to a wider group of
disciples which he identifies with the mountain top

In fact, the Markan empty tomb narrative may
For as Schottroff points

appearance.
itself attest to such a tradition.
out, the angelic prophecy of a Galilean appearance indicates

l4pobertson and Plummer, Corinthians, p. 337; Allo,
Premiére épitre, p. 396; Michael Perry, The Easter Enigma,
with an Introduction by Austin Farrer (London: Faber &
Faber, 1959), pp. 76-77; D.A. Carson, Matthew, EBC 8 (Grand
Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan, 1984).
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by the second person plural verb in v. 7 that the women were
among the percipients of the Galilean appearance.“ She
accordingly maintains that although Matthew changes the verb
to the third person, the mountain top appearance story he
narrates probably included the women as well as the Eleven
among its audience. So although he is interested in the
Eleven, Matthew may well be aware of the presence of other

Christians besides the Eleven.

Indeed, when Matthew writes
« « .« ol 8¢ ésloTacaev "(Mt. 28:17), this hardly seems
appropriate for the Eleven at this final moment of triumph
in which the exalted Lord éives them his commission to go
out into all the world carrying the gospel. It is sometimes
urged that this doubt motif figures importantly
theologically in the gospels, but this cannot be said for
Matthew. Whereas the women in Mark tell no one of the
angel’s message (Mk. 16:8), in Matthew they run "with great
joy" to tell the disciples, who do not doubt the women’s
report (as in Lk. 24:11), but proceed obediently to the
appointed place whereupon they see Jesus and worship him (in
contrast to Lk. 24:37; Jn. 20:20); only then does Matthew
add the cryptic phrase ". . . What makes
this doubly inappropriate with regard to the Eleven is that
in Luke and John the whole point of the doubt motif is to
show how doubt is triumphantly overcome by the risen Jesus,
but Matthew leaves us with the doubt, which the other
gospels do not, and at a point so inappropriate to the
climax of the gospel and the great commission of vs. 18-
20.% It could be argued that the phrase may not be a

ol 6¢ é6Cotacav +"

ruise Schottroff, “Maria Magdalena und die Frauen
am Grabe Jesu," EvT 42 (1982):19, 22.

16punn comments,

"But in Mt. 28:17 . . . the doubt is not treated
apologetlcal}y; Jesus neither addresses himself to it
nor removes it. The words which follow (28:18-20)
cannot be shown to serve any other function than that
of commissioning . . . The bare mention of doubt in
Mt. 28:17 is best seen therefore as a genuine
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redactional or theological device, but a historical
reminiscence, referring to other Galilean disciples who had
assembled with the Eleven. Recent discussions of the ol &¢
construction have shown that this expression can be used to
refer to a group distinguishable within a larger group and
that the subgroup can be either contained within the larger
group or completely distinct from it. McRay concludes, "It
is quite likely, in grammatical terms, that the hoi de in
Mt. 28:17 were . . . a minority of the main group mentioned
specifically, here the eleven; but in view of the distance
of the whole group subject from the main verb it could be
that hoi de were a minority of a larger group led by the
eleven and did not necessarily contain any of the eleven
themselves." Van der Horst goes even further, contending
that the ol &2 cannot refer to all the disciples; but he
protests the suggestion that it refers to others present
with them because although that is grammatically possible,
the disciples were alone.® But that is precisely the
question (cf. Jn. 20:2; Lk. 24:12, 24 for resurrection
narratives focussing on one person though an implicit
plurality is present; cf. also Lk. 5:4-7)! The presence of
a wider body than the Eleven could be implicit in the ol & .
It was in Galilee that, according to the gospels, the
thousands had flocked to hear Jesus, and it cannot be ruled
out that 500 persons should come together there. Although
we are apt to picture Galilee in our minds as a rural land
of tiny villages, Josephus informs us that Galilee contained
many villages, the least of which possessed around 15,000

historical echo" (James W.D.G. Dunn, Jesus and the
Spirit [London: SCM, 1975], p. 124).

17K. L. McKay, “"The Use of hoi de in Matthew 28.17,"
JSNT 24 (1985):71-72.

13?. W. van der Horst, "Once More: The Translation
of ol st in Matthew 28.17," JSNT 27 (1986):27-30.
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inhabitants.” Roman historian A. N. Sherwin-White explains
that these wduaL were large communities of peasant
cultivating population which congregated together because of
the primary value and scarcity of agricultural land, the
rarity of water, and the necessity of local defense.® 1In
Palestine these were the "villages." 1In the vicinity of
such a village a meeting of 500 disciples is not at all
inconceivable. So if Matthew's account harks back to a
historical incident, it is not impossible that this was the
appearance to the 500 brethren.

The hypothesis that the appearance occurred in Galilee
is attractive because this may explain why it is mentioned
in neither Luke nor John and why we therefore hear so little
of it. Could the appearance have occurred in Jerusalem? If
so, it is very difficult to explain why Luke does not
mention it, since it would accord wonderfully with his
Jerusalem appearances. And it seems doubtful that prior to
Pentecost the body of believers in Jerusalem was so large as
500. Grass suggests therefore that the appearance to the
500 brethren did not occur right away, but sometime after
Pentecost.? This would give one about three years’ leeway,
since Paul’s conversion came thereafter. But even then it
is still difficult to explain why Luke should fail to
mention so significant an incident in the life of the mother
church in Jerusalem. He does not shy from relating visions
to Stephen and Paul, and he could have treated this incident

in the same way. If he knew of the incident, he would

ngosephus Jewish War 3. 41-43. This figure is
disputed; but recent archeological excavation of the remains
of a first century 4,000 seat amphitheater at Sepphoris in
Galilee seems to give ample evidence that an assembly of
five hundred Christian brethren in Galilee is not at all
implausible.

205 . N. Sherwin-White, Roman Society and Roman Law in
the New Testament (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1963), p. 132.

21Grass, Ostergeschehen, pp. 98-101, 109.
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But how could he not
know of the incident, given Luke’s research into the history

probably have related or mentioned it.

of the early church (especially if this appearance was in
the formula) and the hundreds of witnesses, most of whom
were still alive in AD 55? Some critics claim that the
appearance must have been in Jerusalem because Paul’s
mentioning of the witnesses available to be questioned
assumes that they are together in one place.? The point
has some weight, but could not a Galilean village be as
suitable as Jerusalem?? And some of the Galilean disciples
no doubt moved to Jerusalem. At any rate, this is all quite
speculative and perhaps serves to obscure the fact that,
regardless of where the event occurred, Paul’s tradition and
personal comment attest to the fact that there were
literally hundreds of people about who were known in the
early church and who had been at an assembly where they
experienced an appearance of Jesus and who were ready to

testify to that fact. It is quite amazing.

The Appearance to James
Next, according to Paul, Jesus appeared to James. Here
is another remarkable event--Jesus appears after his
resurrection to his own brother, for it is undoubtedly this
James who is meant. Again we possess, sadly, no narrative

of this event.?® But Paul writes in Gal. 1:19 of his two

221hid., p. 122; Jeremias, Theologie, p. 292.

23galilee is as probable as Jerusalem in the opinion
of H.A.W. Meyer, Handbuch iiber den ersten Brief an die
Rorinther, 6th ed., rev. Georg Heinrici, KEKNT 5 (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht’s Verlag, 1881), p. 401; more
probable, states von Campenhausen, Ablauf, pp. 13-15.

245erome records a fragment from the Gospel of the
Hebrews which relates Jesus'’s appearance to James:

"And when the Lord had given the linen cloth to the
servant of the priest, he went to James and appeared to
him. For James had sworn that he would not eat bread
from that hour in which he had drunk the cup of the
Lord until he should see him risen from among them that
sleep. And shortly thereafter the Lord said: Bring a
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week sojourn in Jerusalem three years after his conversion,
during which he met James, the Lord’s brother. If Paul had
not heard of this appearance before that visit, he certainly
would have learned of it then. So the report of this
appearance is also only once removed from the original
source. There can be little doubt that James did experience
a resurrection appearance.

This becomes all the more remarkable when we consider
that James as Jesus’s own brother did not believe during
Jesus’s lifetime that his older brother was the Messiah or
indeed anyone of special greatness (Mk. 3:21, 31-35; 6:3;
Jn. 7:1-10). John relates the rather vicious story that
Jesus’s brothers, of whom James was apparently the eldest
(Mk. 6:3), tried to goad him into a death trap by showing
himself publicly at the Feast of Tabernacles in Jerusalem
when the Jews were seeking to kill him. We hear little more
of them until suddenly in Acts they crop up again
surprisingly among the post-Easter fellowship of believers
in the upper room (Acts 1:14). They are mentioned there
only in passing as "his brothers;" we hear nothing of them
again until Acts 12:17, where James is mentioned by name.
But Paul reports that when he visited Jerusalem three years
after his conversion he saw "none of the other apostles
except James the Lord’s brother" (Gal. 1:19). 1If Paul does
not explicitly call James an apostle, he comes very close.
James now seems to have a place of prominence in the
primitive church: when Peter is miraculously delivered from
prison, his instructions to the group assembled for prayer
at Mary the mother of John Mark'’s house are extremely

table and bread! And immediately it is added: he took
the bread, blessed it, and broke it and gave it to
James the Just and said to him: My brother, eat thy
bread, for the Son of man is arisen from among them
that sleep" (Jerome De viris illustribus 2).

But as historical evidence this is quite worthless and was

probably invented precisely because of Paul’'s mention of an
appearance to James.
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interesting: "Tell this to James and to the brethren" (Acts
12:17). When Paul and Barnabas return from their missionary

activity among the Gentiles, it is James who stands up and
pronounces the decisive verdict on the problem of Gentile
converts’ relation to the law (Acts 15:13). Paul reports
that when he went up to Jerusalem with Barnabas 14 years
after his first visit, James had become with John and Peter
one of the "pillars" of the church (Gal. 2:9); some time
later when a delegation from the Jerusalem church visited
the fellowship at Antioch, Paul refers to them as "men . . .
from James" (Gal. 2:12). In Acts 21, one of the famous "we"
passages, Paul and his companions upon returning to
Jerusalem immediately report to James, who now appears to be
the sole head of the church and of the council of elders
(Acts 21:18). This is the last we hear of James in the New
Testament, but from Josephus we learn that he was stoned to
death under orders from the Sanhedrin for his faith in Jesus
Christ during the 60's.%

His younger brothers, too, became believers. Paul
writes of them, "Do we not have the right to e accompanied
by a wife, as the other apostles and the brothers of the
Lord or Cephas?" (I Cor. 9:5). Eusebius records the church
tradition that it was the brothers of Jesus who evangelized
Galilee and Syria.” That there was a profound change in
the lives of Jesus's brothers seems to be historically well-
founded. Their role in the missionary activity and life of
the community of believers guarantees this.

Some critics doubt the historicity of Acts 1:14, but it
accords quite well with James’s progressive rise to power.
And if it were a late addition it could be such only because
James and his brothers had, in fact, assumed prominent roles

in the early church. That they were not believers in Jesus

“>Josephus Antiquities of the Jews 20.200. Cf. the
account by Hegesippus cited in Eusebius Historiae

ecclesiasticae 2.33.

26gysebius Historiae ecclesiasticae 1.7, 14.



66

during his lifetime is also reasonably attested and quite
plausible; but more than that, it is unlikely that, had they
been loyal believers in Jesus during his lifetime and
continued to serve in important ministries of the church
after his death, the early church would have invented such
ugly stories about them in the gospels. But if Jesus’s
brothers did undergo such a conversion, then the inference
is certainly not far away that the reason was that “"then he
appeared to James." Certainly the crucifixion of their
brother could not have brought this about, for though that
might pierce their hearts, it could not cause them to
worship him as Messiah and Lord as the early church did.
Even Grass exclaims that one of the surest proofs of the
resurrection of Jesus is that his own brothers came to
believe in him.?

Where and when did this appearance occur? If one
accepts the historicity of Acts 1:14, then the incident
occurred prior to Pentecost, perhaps in Galilee, where James
lived. This would necessitate that the appearance to the
500 brethren was also prior to Pentecost. If one rejects
Acts 1:14, then the appearance to James could be placed
anywhere during the three years prior to Paul’s conversion.
But all the gospels, especially Luke, give the impression
that the appearances ceased shortly after the resurrection;
this would count against a later appearance.

The Appearance to All the Apostles

Finally, he appeared to all the apostles. The identity
of this group has constituted a great puzzle. Does it refer
simply to the Twelve, or is this a latter-day group of
apostle-missionaries, or is it something in between? That
the group is identical with the Twelve seems unlikely. This
would be a confusing repetition of the same body under two
names. On the other hand, attempts to identify a later body
of missionaries to whom Christ appeared have been

27Grass, Ostergeschehen, p. 102,
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unsuccessful. The appearance was no doubt a single event;
it is not meant that all of the apostles saw Jesus
separately and successively. But when and where did such a
body ever come together prior to Paul'’s Damascus road
encounter? We have no clue. In light of this it seems
wisest to identify the apostles as a circle of original
disciples who had been with Jesus from the beginning (Acts
1:21-22; cf. Jn. 15:27) and were therefore qualified to
preach the gospel. They were thus a limited body, but
nevertheless larger than the Twelve.® In time the concept
of apostle either broadened so as to include people like
Barnabas, whom even Luke calls an apostle (Acts 14:4, 14),
or else the word came to be used in a secéndary sense as
well so that such persons could be called apostles without
implying that they were at the same time members of the
narrower circle. The appearance, however, was to this
originally limited circle.

Since according to Paul this was the last appearance
prior to his own and his own was the last, this would
suggest the identification of this appearance with the
ascension (Lk. 24:50-51; Acts 1:2, 6-11). If this event is
taken to be a wholly mythological or theological
construction devoid of historical traces, then of course
this identification would be impossible. But most of the
gospels contain some sort of commissioning story, albeit in
different words, of the disciples by Jesus (Mt. 28:18-20;
Lk. 24:44-49; Jn. 20:21-23), and the appearance to all the
apostles could have been some such event when a larger group
of disciples, not simply the Twelve, were present.

The difficulty with placing the appearance in the post-
Pentecost period is not only that the group in question then

2854 Hans Lietzmann, An die Rorinther I, II, 4th
ed., rev. Werner Georg Kiimmel, HNT (Tibingen: J.C.B. Mohr,
1949), p. 78. See also Kiimmel, Kirchenbegriff, p. 7; cf.
Klaus Wengst, Christologische Formeln und Lieder des
Urchristentums, SNT 7 (Giitersloh: Gerd Mohn, 1972), p. 94.
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becomes unidentifiable, but also that such an appearance
would be so discontinuous with the gospel appearances that
it would probably have been regarded as a vision of the Lord
rather than an appearance.? This was probably part of the

. 290n the difference between visions and appearances
of Christ, see the discussion by Grass, Ostergeschehen,pp.
189-207. Although Grass discounts most of the visions
recorded in Acts as legendary, he nevertheless concludes,
primarily on the basis of Paul‘s testimony, that the Easter
appearances took place within a community that enjoyed
visions, revelations, and ecstatic experiences (I Cor. 12-
14; II.Cor. 12:1-5; Gal. 2:1; Acts 16:9). The community
recognized, however, that the appearances of Christ were
restricted to a small circle designated as witnesses and
that even to them Jesus did not continually re-appear, but
appeared only at the beginning of their new life.

One cannot follow Grass, however, when he attempts to
dray the essential distinction between an appearance of
Christ and a vision as being solely in content, viz.,in an
appearance Christ was seen as exalted (Ibid., pp. 229-32).
This is undoubtedly true, but surely a vision could be of
the_exalted Christ, too; indeed, how could a Christian
bgl;ever have a vision of the unexalted Christ? Both the
vision of Stephen and the book of Revelation show that
visions of the exalted Lord which were not appearances were
possible for the early church. It is of no matter whether
Stgphen‘s vision be an unhistorical embellishment as Grass
thinks; the point is that the church of Luke’s day was
prepared to accept that Stephen saw a vision of Christ.
Grass's argument that Revelation is not a vision but a
picture story because of the many portraits of Christ seems
to presuppose that visions must be monotone. At any rate,
the point is Revelation presents itself as a vision, thus
showing again that the church did not reject out of hand
visions of the exalted Christ.

Nor can it be said that the distinguishing element in
an appearance as opposed to a vision was the commissioning,
for appearances were known which lacked this element (the
500 brethren). What then distinguished an appearance from a
vision? It seems to me that the most natural answer to this
question is that an appearance involved extra-mental
phenomena, something’s actually appearing, whereas a vision,
even if caused by God, was purely in the mind. Certainly
this seems to be the way in which the New Testament
conceives of the distinction. Visions, even veridical
vislions sent by God, are exclusively mental phenomena,
wherea§ Jesus's appearances always involve an extra-mental
appearing in the real, external world. The resistance to
this conclusion among contemporary critics seems largely due
to a philosophico-theological rejection of the physicalism
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apostle Paul’s problem in justifying his apostleship, and he
sturdily insisted in language reminiscent of the gospels
that he, too, had "seen Jesus our Lord" (I Cor. g:l:

olxb Ingolv Tév xdpLov hudv &dpaxe ¢ ¢E. Jn. 20:18: Epaxa  TOV
wdoLovi Jn. 20:25:  Eupdrauev tdv wdorov ). And it would be
very puzzling, too, that Luke would not even mention such an
incident, as it would be ideal for founding the Gentile
mission in the book of Acts (cf. his use of Peter’s vision,

of the gospels. On this basis, Grass superimposes the form
of heavenly visions onto the resurrection appearances, and
contemporary scholarship has followed him in this. (See
Alsup, Stories, pp. 32, 34, 54.) But if this is done,
then--apart from its being exegetically unjustified--it
seems to me impossible to differentiate between a vision and
an appearance, which the early church clearly did. It might
be said that a vision is, in modern parlance, a subjective
vision, that is, a self-induced visionary seeing, but that
an appearance is an objective vision, that is, a vis%onary
seeing induced by God. This distinction, however, will not
help to solve the problem, for so-called objective visions
were experienced in the church and these were not ranked as
appearances. For example, Peter’s vision in Acts 10:9-17
was certainly “objective", for it was caused by God (10:28),
but it was not in the same class of phenomena as the
appearances of Jesus. More to the point, Stephen’s vision
of Jesus was probably "objective"--Luke does not want us to
take it as a self-induced hallucination--, but this was not
an appearance of Jesus. But what is the difference between
what Stephen saw and what Paul experienced, such that the
latter could be called an appearance of Jesus (Acts 9:17;
contrast the vision to Ananias himself in 9:10 which was not
an appearance)? What is the difference between Paul’s
opportunity on the Damascus road "to see the Just One and to
hear a voice from his mouth" (22:14) and his subsequent
experience in the temple when he fell into a trance and saw
Jesus speaking to him (22:17)? It is of no help to speak of
subjective vs. objective visions, for to the mind of the
Jewish/Christian believer, all genuine visions were
"objective"--anything else would be just an illusion. It
seems to me, therefore, despite the modern antipathy to
"physicalism," that the difference between a vision and an
appearance of Jesus was that only in the latter did he
actually appear in the external world. The support for this
view is two-fold: (1) exegetically this is consistently the
difference between the two; (2) if one rejects this view,
then the distinction between an appearance and a vision
which was made in the early church threatens to dissolve.



Acts 10:1-11:18). It seems most likely that this appearance
occurred prior to Pentecost. Since the appearances listed
by Paul hang together in chronological order, this would
imply that the appearances to the 500 brethren and to James
also occurred in the pre-Pentecost period. I see nothing
inherently improbable in this, but of course one cannot be
certain. In any case, we have yet another occurrence in
which a group had an experience of seeing Jesus risen and
that was part of Paul's tradition, for which he could

personally vouchsafe from his contact with the apostles.

The Appearance to Paul
Having listed the witnesses to appearances of Christ
which Paul had learned about from others, he adds his own
personal experience to the list:
also to me.

last of all he appeared

In including himself in the list, Paul
implicitly asserts to have been the recipient of a genuine
appearance of Jesus, not simply a vision. Paul was familiar
with religious visions (II Cor. 12:1-7), and what he saw on
the Damascu road was no mere vision.® His use of é&dpana

“YOtherwise he would have begun II Cor. 12 with the
appearance of Christ to him (Michaelis, Erscheinungen, p.
99). cf. B.F. Wescott, The Revelation of the Risen Lord, 3d
ed: (London: Macmillan, 1884), p. 193; Weiss, Rorinther-
brief, p. 351; Walter Kiinneth, The Theology of the
Resgirection, trans. J.W. Leitch (London: SCM Press, 1965),
P- S

Some critics have taken the word d¢sn as an indication
thgt all the appearances were heavenly visions (Johannes
Welss, Der erste Korintherbrief, 9th ed., KERNT 5
[Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1910], p. 349; Robertson
and Plummer, Corinthians, p. 340; Harnack, Verkldrungs-
geschichte, p. 70; Conzelmann, Korinther, p. 303). But, as
Grass maintains, from vocabulary alone, one cannot determine
;pe type of appearance. 1In fact, one cannot even say that
wpdn is primitive, for Paul also uses édpaxa and édnoxaddjal s
and even if the gospels are late, they testify to a rich
combination of different word groups: dpav ¢ LGELVY ¢
SewpeLY r Biémewv s  SedoBal ¢ Onddveodal s guvepdw The dgdn
can be either passive or deponent ("was seen" or "appeared")
and in the LXX is used of things that were hidden, people
who let themselves be seen, and divine epiphanies. Here it
underscores the activity and initiative of the one
appearing, but says nothing about the nature of the
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(I Cor. 9:1) is not only reminiscent of the language of the
appearances, but also indicates an event in the past with

appearance (Grass, Ostergeschehen, pp. 186-89), except that
it was an appearance. See also Michaelis, Erscheinungen,
pp. 104-09; Karl Heinrich Rengstorf, Die Auferstehung Jesu,
4th rev. ed. (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1970), pp.
119-24; Josef Blank, Paulus und Jesus, SANT 18 (Miinchen:
Késel Verlag, 1968), pp. 156-63; Franz Mussner, Die
Auferstehung Jesu, BH7 (Miinchen: K&sel Verlag, 1969), pp.
68-69; Bode, Easter, pp. 93-95; Fuller, Formation, p. 30;
Dunn, Jesus, p. 133; cf. pp. 104-06.

More recently, Hoffmann, following Vogtle and Pesch,
seems inclined to repeat this erroneous procedure all over
again with  dnowaddear (TRE (1979), s.v. "Auferstehung II.
Auferstehung Jesu Christi II/1. Neues Testament," by Paul
Hoffmann, pp. 492-97; Anton Vdgtle and Rudolf Pesch, Wie kam
es zum Osterglauben? [Diisseldorf: Patmos Verlag, 1975], p.
58). He concedes that the range of subjects connected with
p9n in the 0ld Testament is so broad that only the context
can determine what sort of appearance is meant, but asserts
that if the resurrection appearances are related to 0ld
Testament theophanies, then, as Vdgtle and Pgsch have
allegedly shown, there can be no doubt that uwy$n presupposes
the exaltation of Jesus to heaven. The Urgemeinde could
only think of the Risen Christ as in heaven, and this fact
is reflected in the perfect tense of I Cor. 15:4. So the
more mundane uses of ig%n (e.g. Mk. 9:4; Lk. 1:11; 22:43;
Acts 2:3; 7:2, 26, 30, 35) do not refute this conclusion.
Hoffmann appeals to Paul’s use of  noxeAUga. in Gal. 1:15
as evidence of the appearances’ being eschatological,
visionary experiences. But this train of inferences is
multiply flawed: (i) the appearances' connection with Old
Testament theophanies is a moot point (see pp. 311-17),

(ii) more seriously, these theophanies and epiphanies
themselves prove that heavenly visions were not always at
issue, but very often earthly or anthropomorphic
appearances, (iii) the Urgemeinde had no difficulty of
conceiving of the Risen Christ as appearing in earthly
parameters; indeed, this is implied in their characterizing
what happened to Jesus as a resurrection rather than a
translation (see pp. 401-07), (iv) the perfect tense in I
Cor. 15:4 indicates that Christ’s resurrection is a
permanent state, but affords no inference about where he_
first appeared to his disciples; (v) the uses of dg¢sn with
regard to angels, Jesus's transfiguration, and other
heavenly beings is decisive refutation of the view that a
numinous context implies heavenly visions with no physica}
elements, and (v) the notion of "revelation" to chargcterlze
eschatological realities does not imply non-physicality
either, unless pure visions are meant, in which case these
are, as we said, sharply distinguished by Paul from
resurrection appearances.
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enduring consequences: the unrepeated event of seeing
Christ and being commissioned as an apostle. His use of
Eoxatov 68 mdvTwv (I Cor. 15:8) also indicates that the
appearance to him was not repeated. The €xtpwpe in the same
verse could also be an indication of the uniqueness of that
event. Paul held that the resurrection appearances ceased
with himself and that this event was therefore essentially
different from his later "visions and revelations of the
Lord" (II Cor. 12:1). Convinced that this was no mere
vision, Paul seems eager to include himself among those who
had received an appearance of the Lord, perhaps because his
detractors denied or doubted his apostleship (I Cor. 9:1-2;
II Cor. 11:5; 12:11) and his having seen Christ would be an
argument in his favor (Gal. 1:1, 11-12, 15-16; I Cor. 9:1-2;
15:8-9). A vision of Christ so much later than the
appearance to the Twelve would naturally be regarded with
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suspicion,® and so Paul is anxious to include himself with

31Perhaps this is the force of "untimely born"
( €xtpwpe )--that Paul realized he was abnormally
discontinuous with the original appearances. But &xTpupc
always denotes.a premature birth and so would seemn
inappropriate to describe Paul’s later appearance (TWNT,
S.V. " Entpuwpa ;" by Johannes Schneider; Conzelmann,
Rorinther, p. 306). Usually the word is taken to mean
"miscarriage" and to refer to the violence or suddenness of
Paul’'s conversion (Robertson and Plummer, Corinthians, p.
339; Allo, Premiére épitre, p. 393; [Kummel] Lietzmann,
Korinther I, p. 192; C.K. Barrett, A Commentary on the First
Epistle to the Corinthians, BNTC [London: Adam & Charles
Black, 1968), p. 344) or to Paul‘s feeling of unworthiness
of having seen Christ ([Heinrici-] Meyer, Ersten Brief, p.
403; Michaelis, Erscheinungen, p. 25; Grass, Ostergeschehen,
P. 105) or to a derogatory term used by the enemies of the
apostle (Weiss, Rorintherbrief, p. 352; many of the above
references). Dunn suggests the interesting view that £xtpwua
means Paul was spiritually born prematurely, without the
normal spiritual gestation period, so that he might be in
time to witness the last resurrection appearance before they
ceased (Dunn, Jesus, pp. 101-02). The problem with such a
view is that it assumes that the appearances to the 500
brethren, James, and all the apostles took place between
Pentecost and Paul’s conversion and that the series of
appearances was still "open". It seems more probable that
there were no appearances between Pentecost and Paul’s
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the other apostles as a recipient of a genuine, objective
appearance of the risen Lord.

This raises a very instructive point. In including
himself in the list, Paul in no sense implies that the
foregoing appearances were the same sort of appearance as
the one to him.? He is concerned here, not with the how of
the appearances, but with who appeared. He wants to list
witnesses of the risen Christ, and the mode of the
appearance is entirely incidental. But furthermore, in
placing himself in the list, Paul is not trying to put the
appearances to the others on a plane with his own; rather he
is trying to level up his own experience to the objectivity
and reality of the others.® He wants to say that what he

experience and that the series was regarded as closed de
facto. Von Campenhausen believes that Paul thought of the
appearance to him as portentous because of the lateness and
absolute improbability of this occurrence, when the church
was already established and further appearances were not to
be expected. Hence, é&utpwpwa in all probability does mean
untimely birth (Von Campenhausen, Ablauf, p. 19). Brown
agrees: "Paul recalls the tradition of the appearances of
Jesus to show that, even if he came out of time and last of
all, he did see the risen Jesus, just as did the other well-
known apostles" (Brown, John, p. 971).

32p.1. van Daalen The Real Resurrection (London:
Collins, 1972), p. 53. Even Fischer, who propounds the
heavenly vision view, agrees that Paul does not concern
himself with the kind or manner of the appearances, but with
the unity of the apostolic testimony (Karl Martin Fischer,
Das Ostergeschehen, 2d ed. [GGttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1980], p. 74).

33por good statements of this point, see Brooke Foss
Wescott, The Gospel of the Resurrection (London: Macmillan,
1906), pp. 93-94; James Orr, The Resurrection of Jesus
(London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1909), p. 39; P. Gardner-Smith,
The Narratives of the Resurrection (London: Methuen, 1926),
pp. 21-22; Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible, s.v.
"Resurrection in the New Testament," by J.A.T. Robinson.
Dunn even hypothesizes that Paul’s placing himself in the
list could be a case of special pleading--interpreting a
less distinctive religious experience as a resurrection
appearance in order to boost his claim to apostolic
authority (Dunn, Jesus, p. 99)! Dunn rejects the hypothesis
in the end because the pillar apostles accepted Paul’s claim
without serious dispute (Ibid., p. 108).
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saw was every bit as much a real appearance of Jesus as that
which they saw. Hence, no inference can be made from the
sort of appearance Paul received to the sort received by the
earlier apostles. Paul affords no such deduction.

The appearance to Paul on the Damascus road is related
three times in Acts (Acts 9:1-19; 22:3-16; 26:9-23) and is
confirmed in its chief points by Paul’s statements in his
letters.® He tells us that he was a Pharisee blameless
under the law and extremely zealous for Judaism (Phil. 3:5-
6; Gal. 1:14), that as a result he was involved in the
persecution of the Christian movement, which he apparently
pursued with a vengeance (Phil. 3:6; Gal. 1:13; I Cor.
15:9), that as he was in or near Damascus (Gal. 1:17) Christ
appeared to him (I Cor. 9:1; 15:8; Gal. 1:15-16) and
commissioned him to preach the gospel (Gal. 1:16; Col.
1:25), and that after this event, which Paul always counted
as his conversion (I Cor. 15:8; Phil. 3:7), he remained in
Damascus for three years before launching out as a gospel
preacher in other regions (Gal. 1:17-21). The Acts
narrative differs primarily in adding more details. Even if
these were fictitious, we should have more information from
Paul’s own letters concerning the appearance of Christ to
him than we do for most of the other appearances in the
list.
the historicity of much of the Acts versions of the
incident.®

But in fact most critics are quite willing to accept

34gee helpful discussion in Xavier Léon-Dufour,

"L'apparition du Ressuscité & Paul," in Resurrexit, pp. 281-'

82. Masson believes Luke may have even employed the
Galatians account (C. Masson,"A propos de Act. 9., 19b-25.
Note sfir 1’utilisation de Gal. et de 2 Cor. par l’auteur des
Actes," TZ 18 [1962]:161-66).

35There are some really remarkable parallels between
the story of Paul’s conversion and the story of Heliodorus
(II Macc. 3:1-39). Heliodorus was commissioned by the
secular authorities to go to Jerusalem and confiscate the
monies of the temple treasury. As he was about to do this,
God, in response to the prayers of the people, sent an
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According to Luke’s account, Paul was blinded by a
light from heaven, brighter than the sun, which shone about
him (Acts 9:3; 22:6, 11; 26:13), and he heard a voice which
demanded, “Saul, Saul, why do you persecute me?" (Acts 9:4;
22:7; 26:14). 1In answer to Paul’s question of the identity
of the speaker, the voice replied, "I am Jesus" and gave him
instructions what to do in Damascus (Acts 9:5-6; 22:8, 10;
26:15-18). The most confusing aspect of the story is the
role of Paul’s companions: the men with him stood
speechless, hearing the voice but seeing no one (Acts 9:7);
those with him saw the light but did not hear the voice
(Acts 22:9); the light shone round Paul's fellow travellers
and they all fell to the ground (Acts 26:13-14). This makes
it evident that although Paul’s experience involved
visionary elements, such that Luke could refer to it as a
"heavenly vision" (Acts 26:19), it cannot be characterized
without further ado as purely visionary and subjective, for
it is portrayed as involving extra-mental accompaniments,
namely, the light and the voice.

apparition which physically attacked him. He fell to the
ground, thick darkness enveloped him, and he was carried
away absolutely helpless and unable to speak. Later the
apparition re-appeared and commanded him to publish abroad
to all men the sovereign majesty of God. So Heliodorus
offered sacrifice and testified to all men the deeds of God
which he had witnessed. If we possessed only the accounts
of Paul’s conversion in Acts and his letters had been lost,
no small number of scholars would probably regard the Acts
account as a legendary tale based on this story. But the
main parallels, remarkable as they are, appear to be purely
coincidental, for from Paul’s own testimony we know that he
really was commissioned to persecute the faithful, that in
the process of doing so he saw an appearance of Jesus which
interrupted his mission, and that thereafter he did go about
preaching the gospel. The details of the apparition are
entirely diverse: Heliodorus saw a terrible horseman which
threatened to trample him and two glorious youths who
scourged him, inflicting physical wounds on him. All Paul
saw was a light brighter than the sun, and he heard the
Lord’'s voice reprimanding him and commanding him what to do.
See also Grass, Ostergeschehen, pp. 217-18; Fuller,
Formation, pp. 46-48.
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Grass asserts that participation of Paul’s companions
in the experience is due to objectifying tendencies.* Had
the experience been objective, then Paul and his companions
should have all seen and been blinded by the light and all
heard the voice. If they did not, then the experience must
have been visionary. The difficulty in trying to eliminate
the extra-mental aspects of Paul’s experience, however, is
two-fold. (1) For consider:
about Paul’s companions’ being involved in the event or not.
If not, then why would he invent them? Grass’'s answer that
these are objectifying tendencies seems inconsistent, for
Luke does not want to objectify the post-ascension visions
of Jesus; it is the pre-ascension appearances whose extra-
mental reality Luke emphasizes. Had he no tradition that
included Paul's companions, then we should have another
vision like Stephen’s, with the light and the voice’s
possessing no extra-mental manifestation. (2) Besides this,
if Luke invented the details concerning Paul’s companions,
he would certainly have been more consistent. For anybody
who reads these accounts can notice the difficulties, which
harmonizers have struggled with for years.”’ We cannot

either Luke had a tradition

36Grass, Ostergeschehen, p. 222. So also Ernst
Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles, 14th ed. trans. B.
Noble, G. Shinn, and R. McL. Wilson (Oxford: Basil
Blackwell, 1971), pp. 322-23, who asserts that Luke was
merely underlining the objectivity of the event and that for
him it was a matter of indifference whether this was done by

the voice or the light, since each makes sense in its own
context.

- ATyt Lilly argues that the chief discrepancies,
at between 9:7 and 22:9 concerning the voice, may be
resolved by the different nuances of axodev plus the
genitive or accusative in combination with the range of
meaning of guvi (J.L. Lilly, "The Conversion of Saint Paul:
The_validity of his Testimony to the Resurrection of Jesus
Christ," CBQ 6 [1944]: 180-204). In Acts 9:7 dwodeLv Tis
gwvns means to hear the sound or noise. But in Acts 22:9
uxodeu:rnupwvng means to understand the voice, a rendering
of pwvi which is reinforced by the additional phrase 1ol
AakoUvtds po. . It has been pointed out, however, (H.R.
Moehring, "The Verb AKOYEIN in Acts IX.7 and XXII.9," Nov T

-

1
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assume therefore that as the author of these accounts Luke
was not also aware of them. I think it unlikely, therefore,
that Luke knew only Paul’s experience, and he spun the
companions’ participation out of his own imagination. But
if Luke did have tradition concerning the story which
included the companions, then he either had one story which
he varied on three occasions or he had multiple traditions
If the former, then it is
For while

which were somewhat inconsistent.
difficult again to explain the inconsistencies.
he might vary the story, say, by leaving out Ananias in ch.
26, in order to make it appear that we have three really
different occasions upon which Paul told his story, Luke
would probably not construct such discrepancies as that the
companions heard and did not hear the woice. Thus the
conclusion presents itself that Luke had mixed information
concerning the conversion story, perhaps more than one
account of it, and hence the conflicting details concerning
the companions.® 1In either case, however, the extra-mental

3 [1959): B0-99; R.G. Bratcher, " &xolw in Acts ix.7 and
xxii.9," Exp Tim 71 [1960): 243-45) that there is no
evidence of this difference in meaning between dxodeLv plus
genitive or accusative, known in classical Greek, during the
Hellenistic period. Even if Lilly is correct, however, the
question would need to be asked whether this and other at
least apparent discrepancies are Luke’s invention or go back
to Luke’s sources, perhaps even to Paul himself.

38¢c. 5. Dodd, The Apostolic Preaching and its
Developments, 3d ed. (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1967), p.
18. Charles Hedrick argues that Luke’s variation in chaps.
22 and 26 are meant to be understood by his readers as
corrections of the traditional story he relates in chapter 9
(Charles W. Hedrick, "Paul’s Conversion/Call: A Comparative
Analysis of the Three Reports in Acts," JBL 100 [1981]: 415-
32). If this was his intention, however, I cannot
understand why he just did not correct the version in
chapter 9 itself, instead of constructing a series of
apparent inconsistencies, the purpose of which has remained
opaque to subsequent generations of readers. In any case,
Hedrick’'s hypothesis still precludes Grass's view because
the extra-mental phenomena in chapter 9 at least are
traditional. Against Haenchen, he urges that while the
discrepant statements do make sense in their individual
contexts, this is so only when they are read in isolation
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phenomena were part of the tradition that Luke received.

All the accounts agree that the companions did experience
something, and it would be tendentious to conclude from the
discrepancies that they therefore experienced nothing. That
they all were not blinded by the light does not speak
against this, for Luke understands this to be a supernatural
blindness inflicted by God and instantly removed by the
laying on of Ananias’s hands (Acts 9:12, 17-18; 21:13), not
a natural blindness caused by the glare of the light.¥ Now
this does not establish the truth of the traditions which
Luke received; it only shows that one cannot appeal to the
discrepancies as an argument for a purely visionary
experience by the apostle with no extra-mental manifesta-
tions; the data from Acts would seem to point in the
opposite direction.

Grass further thinks that Luke had before him a
tradition of Paul’s appearance that could not be assimilated
to the more physical experiences of the disciples and that
therefore the tradition is probably reliable. But the
participation of the companions in the experience Grass
attributes to mythical or legendary influences.®

But as for the first point, one could argue that the
opposite is true: that because the appearance to Paul is a
post-ascension experience Luke is forced by the necessity of
his physical realism to construe it as a heavenly vision and
he presents it as such since Jesus has ascended.! So the

from each other. *“When one reads them as supplementary
accounts, however, there appears to be a clear
contradiction. It is unclear why the contradictions would
not trouble Luke, since he evidently intended each
subsequent account to build on the preceding account(s)"”
(Ibid., p. 430).

39
Grass acknowledges this point (Grass,
Ostergeschehen, p. 200).

401pid., pp. 219-20.

q: . : -
41lthis is, in fact, the view of Peder Borgen, "From
Paul to Luke," CBQ 31 (1969):180; cf. C. F. Evans,

e —— e

79

"spiritualism" of the appearance does not in itself commend
its historicity, given Luke'’'s scheme. As to the second
point, Grass’s anthropomorphic parallels from Greek
mythology seem far removed from Paul’s experience: examples
include Homer's Illiad x158 where Athena appears and speaks
to Achilles while remaining invisible and unheard to others;
Apollonius of Rhodes'’'s Argonauts 4.852, where Hera appears
and speaks with Peleus while remaining invisible and unheard
to the others; and Homer’s Odyssey & v. 161, where Athena
appears as a virgin to Odysseus while remaining invisible to
Telemachus; she silently beckons to Odysseus and takes him
aside to speak with him lest Telemachus hear her. A final
example is from the acts of Thomas, which appears to copy
Acts 9, where during the Lord’s supper Jesus appears to a
select few, while the others "heard his voice but did not
see his form." Not only are these "parallels" very distant
from the Acts accounts, but Grass provides no argument to
show a genealogical link between the former and the latter.

Grass asserts that to allow the companions to take part
in the appearance by experiencing either the voice or the
light violates Acts 10:4la "God made him manifest, not to
all the people but to us who were chosen by God as
witnesses."* But the verse does not mean manifest at the
same time and place; as Luke portrays the gospel
appearances, if outsiders had been present on the occasion
of a resurrection appearance, they surely would have seen
and heard everything. If then one accepts the general

Resurrection and the New Testament, SBT 12 (London: SCM
Press, 1970), pp. 55-56, 66; Léon-Dufour, "Apparition," p.
294; Hedrick, "Paul’s Conversion/Call," pp. 430-31.
Borgen's argument that Luke rejected Paul’s apostleship is
not, however, very compelling in light of Acts 14:4,14 and
the prominence and heroic stature of Paul in the last half
of the Acts. See Grant Osborne, "History and Theology in
the Resurrection Narratives: a Redactional Study," (Ph.D.
thesis, University of Aberdeen, 1974), pp. 371-78.

42Grass, Ostergeschehen, p. 219.
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historicity of Luke’s tradition of Paul's conversion
experience as a light and voice from heaven, it would seem
arbitrary to exclude his companions from also experiencing
some sort of visual or auditory phenomena. In this case,
one cannot reduce the appearance to Paul as described in
Acts to a purely visionary experience: though visionary
elements were involved, something actually happened "out
there" in the external world such that visual and/or
auditory phenomena were experienced by standers-by. What
Paul saw, after all, was an appearance of Jesus, not a
vision of Jesus.

Paul himself gives no firm indication of the nature of
the appearance to him.* He says that Jesus appeared ( digpsn)
to him, that he saw ( ¢dpana ) Jesus, and that God revealed
( &nowar$¢ar ) His Son to him (Gal. 1:16). It might be
thought that Paul’s saying év épol in this last case instead
of simply using the dative (as in I Cor. 2:10; 14:30; Eph.
3:5; Phil. 3:15) indicates the subjective, visionary
character of the appearance. But even Dunn admits, ". . .
Paul is not talking here about the visionary side of his
conversion experience as such -- 4nowerlgewe (Gal. 1:12) does

% How erroneous, therefore, is Robinson’s assertion
that Paul and John's experiences are the only two
resurrection appearances recorded in the New Testament by
eyewitnesses and that "both these authenticated
visualizations of a resurrection appearance were of the
lumlnogs kind!" (James M. Robinson, "Jesus from Easter to
Valentinus (or to the Apostle’s Creed), JBL 101 [1982]:10).
For as 0’'Collins rightly notes, the luminosity motif is
found in Luke, not Paul; we have no direct reports from Paul
of a luminous appearance. Moreover, John’s experience in
Rev. 1:13-16 is not a resurrection appearance at all, but a
vision, a distinction to which Robinson seems oblivious
(Gerald 0’'Collins "Luminous Appearances of the Risen
Christ," CBQ 46 [1984]:250-51). See also note 26. That
means that one cannot appeal to Paul or John as proof of a
tradition of luminous, heavenly appearances which is more
primitive than the tradition of physical terrestrial
appearances, also recorded by Luke and John.
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not mean ‘vision’. ."¥“  pBut, Dunn insists, Paul is
describing his conversion experience; and he describes it as
"a personal subjective experience."¥ But what conversion
experience could not be described as a personal subjective
experience? Paul is referring to what God did in his heart,
not the mode of the appearance which he saw. At any rate,
this could at the most indicate that the appearance had
subjective elements, not that it was wholly subjective.
Sometimes appeal is made to II Cor. 4:6, which is thought to
refer to the blinding light on the Damascus road. But in
fact the verse does not seem to have any connection with
Paul’s conversion experience: the light is the light of the
gospel (v. 4) and is compared with God’s act of creation
(Gen. 1:3). There appears to be no reason to think it
refers to the Damascus road experience. But in any case,
such an appeal would be counter-productive: for the light
from heaven was precisely one of the extra-mental phenomena
of the experience. Paul’'s reference to it here, therefore,
would not underline the subjectivity of that experience, but
on the contrary its objectivity, since it would confirm the
Acts account with respect to one of the phenomena also
experienced by Paul’s companions. And again, it could not
in any case show the experience to be wholly subjective. It
might be urged that Paul’s relative silence concerning the
appearance to him is indicative of its subjectivity and

44Dunn, Jesus, p. 105. Even Hoffmann concedes that
the &v époi. says nothing about the nature of the experience
(TRE, s.v. "Auferstehung II/1," p. 494). His appeal to
anonalla. to prove a visionary experience makes the crucial
and unwarranted assumption that one cannot have an
apocalyptic-eschatological experience of a physical object.
Cf. 0'Collins, "Luminous Appearances," p. 249. Brown points
out that Paul could not have thought of the appearances in
terms of internal sight for the simple reason that he speaks
of Christ’s appearing to 500 brethren (Raymond E. Brown, The
Virginal Conception and Bodily Resurrection of Jesus
[London: Geoffrey Chapman, 1973], pp. 91-92).

45Dunn, Jesus, pp. 105-06.
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ineffability; but such an argument from silence has little
force. Given the accidental nature of the epistles, we
should not be surprised not to find a description of the
incident. Why should Paul relate it in his letters?¥ He
certainly could have told the story of the light and the
voice had he wanted to. In fact, if the traditions in Acts
are reliable, Paul was not at all loathe to relate his
experience, but did so on several occasions. Paul did not
appear to be so enamored with ineffable experience as some
modern theologians would like to think: in II Cor. 12:2-4
he even tries to relate what really was an ineffable
experience! Had he had occasion, there seems no reason to
doubt that Paul would have related the story of Jesus’s
appearance to him. Hence, it seems to me, Paul'’s experience
cannot be reduced to a mere vision on the basis of his
testimony, nor of Luke’s.

Summary

In summary, given the age of these traditions
concerning Christ’s appearances and Paul’s personal contact
with the people involved, there would appear to be little
doubt that these persons really did experience something and
that they described it as Jesus's appearing to them alive
from the dead. From Paul’s list of witnesses, we know that
these experiences occurred on multiple occasions and to
individuals and groups of different sizes. They may have
occurred in both Jerusalem (Peter) and Galilee (the 500
brethren). We know that they cease with Paul, and it is
probable, I think, that the others were all pre-Pentecost.

“Paul evidently did not consider the appearance as
powerful an arqument for his apostleship as the signs of an
apostle (I Cor. 2:4; II Cor. 12:12; Rom. 15:18-19) and the
fruit of his ministry. After all, it must be remembered,
witnessing an appearance of Christ did not ipso facto make
one an apostle. Nor did Paul apparently regard the mode of
the appearance to him as determinative for a doctrine of the
resurrection body. So there was no need to relate in detail
his experience; reference to it was enough.
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But what were these experiences? One thing we know for
certain: they were not visions or any of the other
ecstatic, spiritual phenomena experienced in the early
church. Although many modern scholars like to talk about
subjective and objective (veridical) visions, for the
primitive church such a distinction would seem to reduce to
the difference between a self-induced illusion and a vision
sent by God, and the appearances of Christ were neither
illusions nor visions. The appearances were something
qualitatively distinct from anything in the later life of
the church. If the suggestion is correct that the essential
difference between an appearance and a vision is that the
former involves an extramental reality while the latter does
not, then Jesus’s appearances must have involved manifesta-
tions in the external world. This is confirmed in the Acts
accounts of the appearance to Paul. This conclusion, of
course, runs counter to the conventional wisdom of German
theology that the appearances were "objective visions"
involving no extra-mental manifestations, but it is, I
believe, the conclusion warranted by the evidence. The
popularity of the "objective vision" understanding seems not
infrequently due to contemporary prejudice against
"physicalism." Unless a better differentiation between
appearance and vision is forthcoming from the New Testament
and unless Luke’s account of the appearance to Paul is shown
to be inaccurate with regard to the extra-mental manifesta-
tions, then the weight of the evidence suggests that the
appearances experienced by the early believers involved
phenomena occurring in the external world. Further than
this Paul’s information will not take us. The other
appearances could have been like the one to Paul described
in Acts (assuming Luke has not adapted it to his post-
ascension framework) or they may not have been. The one
thing we can know is that they were all appearances. Thus
on the basis of Paul’s information concerning the
appearances of Jesus, we reach the remarkable conclusion
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that on multiple occasions different individuals and groups
experienced "appearances of Jesus" after his death which
were at least in part objective and in the external world

and which soon ceased, never to be repeated in the life of
the church.

g
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CHAPTER 3

INDICATIONS OF THE EMPTY TOMB

Having examined Paul’s testimony to the appearances of
Christ, we may now wish to inquire if he bears any witness
to the empty tomb. Grass considers the empty tomb to be the
key to understanding the nature of Christ's resurrection,’
but I think this needs to be carefully qualified. For while
a closed or non-empty tomb would disqualify a physical
resurrection body of Christ, an empty tomb does not
automatically imply a physical resurrection body of Christ,
for the corpse could be changed or annihilated by God so
that the risen Jesus has no physical body. So while a
closed tomb has definite implications for the nature of the
resurrection, an empty tomb cannot be decisive. But does
Paul bear witness to the empty tomb? Several questions here
need to be kept carefully distinct. - First we must decide:
(1) does Paul accept the empty tomb, and (2) does Paul
mention the empty tomb? It is clear that although (2)
would imply (1), (1) does not imply (2). Therefore,
although Paul may not mention the empty tomb, that does not
mean he does not accept the empty tomb. Too many New
Testament scholars have fallen prey to Bultmann‘s fallacy:
"Legenden sind die Geschichten vom leeren Grab, von dem

‘Hans Grass, Ostergeschehen und Osterberichte, 4th
rev. ed. (Gdttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1970), p. 139.
Similarly O’Collins asserts that the empty tomb serves to
guard against "spiritual," docetic, Platonizing
interpretations of the resurrection (Gerald O'Collins, The
Easter Jesus, 2d ed. [London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1980],
p. 94).
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Paulus noch nicht weiss."? Paul’s citation of Jesus’s words
at the last Supper shows that he knew the context of the
tradition he delivered; but had the Corinthians not been
abusing the Lord’s table this knowledge would have remained
lost to us. So one must not too rashly conclude from
silence that Paul "knows nothing" of the empty tomb. Next,
if Paul does accept the empty tomb, then we must ask: (1)
does Paul believe Jesus’s tomb was empty, and (2) does Paul
know Jesus’'s tomb was empty? Again, as Grass is quick to
point out, while (2) implies (1), (1) does not imply (2).%
In other words, does Paul simply assume the empty tomb as a
matter of course or does he have actual historical knowledge
that the tomb of Jesus was empty? Thus, even if it could be

proved that Paul believed in a physical resurrection of the

2Rudolf Bultmann, Theologie des Neuen Testaments,
7th ed., ed. Otto Merk (Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1961), p. 48.
Cf. Hans Grass, Christliche Glaubenslehre, 2 vols.
(Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1973), 1:102: "The strongest
argument against the tradition of the empty tomb is that
Paul does not mention it and does not argue with it against
the Corinthian deniers of the resurrection;" Karl Martin
Fischer, Das Ostergeschehen, 2d ed. (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, 1980), p. 58.

3Grass arqgues that even if Paul held that the old
body would be raised transformed, that does not guarantee
that Paul knew of Jesus’'s empty tomb. It would only show
that he would have believed it to be so on dogmatic grounds
(Grass, Ostergeschehen, p. 172). In more recent literature
on the empty tomb, it seems to be conceded that point (1) is
true, since Jewish anthropology could hardly permit a
resurrection without an empty grave, but point (2) is then
vigorously contested, since any implication of the empty
tomb in Paul or the pre-Pauline formula may be written off
as an inference forced precisely by that anthropology rather
than regarded as indicative of historical knowledge that
Jesus’s tomb was empty. Sometimes these critics thus make a
terminological distinction between the empty tomb (a
dogmatic inference) and the open tomb (the actual discovery
of the empty tomb). See Anton Végtle and Rudolf Pesch, Wie
kam es zum Osterglauben? (Diisseldorf: Patmos Verlag, 1975),
P- 87; Lorenz Oberlinner, "Die Verkiindigung der Auferweckung
Jesu im gedffneten und leeren Grab," ZNW 73 (1982): 162,
168, 175; Rudolf Pesch, "Das ’‘leere Grab’ und der Glaube an
Jesu Auferstehung," IKZ 11 (1982): 13.
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body, that does not necessarily imply that he knew the empty
tomb for a fact.

“He Was Buried"

Some exegetes have maintained that the statement of the
formula "he was buried" implies, standing as it does between
the death and the resurrection, that the tomb was empty.’
But many critics deny this, holding that the burial does not
stand in relation to the resurrection, but to the death, and
as such serves to underline and confirm the reality of the
death. The close Zusammenhang of the death and burial is
said to be evident in Rom. 6, where to be baptized into
Christ’s death is to be baptized into his burial. Grass
maintains that for the burial to imply a physical
resurrection the sentence would have to read anéSavev . . .
wab 8tu EyfyeprtaL éx 1o Tdgou . As it is, the burial does
not imply that the grave was empty. Grass also points out
that Paul fails to mention the empty tomb in the second half
of I Cor. 15, an instructive omission since the empty tomb
would have been a knock-down argument against those who

47ames Orr, The Resurrection of Jesus (London:
Hodder & Stoughton, 1909), p. 39; Archibald Robertson and
Alfred Plummer, First Epistle of Saint Paul to the
Corinthians, 2d ed., ICC (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, %967!, P.
334; Ernst-Bernard Allo, Premiére épitre aux Corlnthlens'
(Paris: Librairie Lecoffre, 1934), p. 391; P. Gardner-Smith,
The Narratives of the Resurrection, (London: Methuen, 1926),
p. 11; C.F.D. Moule, "St. Paul and Dualism: the Pauline
Conception of the Resurrection," NTS 12 (1965-66):122;
Neville Clark, Interpreting the Resurrection (London: SCM,
1967), p. B2; C.F.D. Moule, ed., The Significance qf the
Message of the Resurrection for Faith in Jesus Christ, SBT 8
(London: SCM, 1968), p. 8; C.K. Barrett, A Commentary on the
First Epistle to the Corinthians, BNTC (London: Adanm &
Charles Black, 1968), p. 339; Franz Mussner, Die
Auferstehung Jesu, BH 7 (Minchen: Késel Verlag, 1969), p.
134; J.A.T. Robinson, The Human Face of God (London: SCM,
1973), p. 133; Jacob Kremer, "Zur Diskussion iiber :das }eere
Grab’," in Resurrexit, ed. Edouard Dhanis (Rome: Libreria
Editrice Vaticana, 1974), pp. 143-44.

5Grass, Ostergeschehen, p. 146.
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denied the bodily resurrection.® It is also often urged that
the empty tomb was no part of the early kerygma and is
therefore not implied in the burial.

Now while I should not want to assert that the "he was
buried" was included in the formula in order to prove the
empty tomb, it seems to me that the empty tomb is implied in
the sequence of events related in the formula. For in
saying that Jesus died--was buried--was raised--appeared,
one automatically implies that an empty grave has been left
behind. The four-fold &t and the chronological series of
events weighs against subordinating the burial to the death.
In baptism the burial looks forward with confidence to the
rising again.” This seems to be the case in Rom. 6: "We
were buried therefore with him by baptism into death, so
that (.pyy) as Christ was raised from the dead by the glory
of the Father, we too might walk in newness of life" (Rom.
6:4). Even clearer is Col. 2:12: ". . . and you were
buried with him in baptism, in which you were also raised
with him through faith in the working of God, who raised him
from the dead."” And even if one denies the evidence of the
four-fold §r. and the chronological sequence, the very fact
that a dead-and-buried man was raised would itself seem to
imply an empty grave. The force of Gass'’s assertion that
the formula should read EyfiyeptaL én ToU tdoou seems
diminished by the fact that in I Cor. 15:12 Paul does write
Ex VErpIY EyhyepTal (cf. I Thess. 1:10; Rom. 10:9; Gal. 1:1;

61bid., p. 147.

TWalther Kiinneth, The Theology of the Resurrection,
trans. J.W. Leitch (London: SCM, 1965), p. 93; Karl Heinrich
Rengstorf, Die Auferstehung Jesu, 4th rev. ed. (Witten:
Luther-Verlag, 1970), p. 61; Ulrich Wilckens, Auferstehung,
TT4 (Stuttgart and Berlin: Kreuz Verlag, 1970), p. 22;
Raymond E. Brown, The Virginal Conception and Bodily
gisurrection of Jesus (London: Geoffrey Chapman, 1973), p.
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Mt. 27:64; 28:7).% In being raised from the dead, Christ is
raised from the grave.

In fact the very verb EyrdyeptaL seems to imply that the
grave is left empty. The two verbs EvelpeLv and dviotdval
are used synonymously throughout the New Testament.’ The
passive and intransitive forms of the respective verbs
implies God as the one who raises up. The primary meaning
of ¢yelpewv is "to awaken" from sleep, a sense also possible
of 4viordvar . In both 0ld and New Testaments, sleep is a
euphemism for death; no doctrine of "soul-sleep" is implied.
The picture is thus of a dead person’s waking up again to
life. Both verbs also mean "to raise upright" or "to
erect." This can only have reference to the body in the
grave, which is raised up to new life.' The verb iyelpeLv
can also have the sense of "to draw out of," as out of a

8rhis phrase implies a bodily resurrection,
according to Robertson and Plummer, Corinthians, p. 351;
Birger A. Pearson, The Pneumatikos-Psychikos Terminology in
1 Corinthians, SBL Dissertation Series 12 (Missoula, Mont.:
Scholars Press, 1973), p. 94; Kremer, "Grab," p. 144; Robert
H. Gundry, Soma in Biblical Theology (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1976), p. 177. Hoffmann explains, "Since
the statements here also remain bound up with the concept of
resurrection, they presuppose, like Christ’s statements and
the corresponding Jewish concept of resurrection, the old
belief in Sheol, in the sojourn of the dead in the grave and
in the underworld" (Paul Hoffmann, Die Toten in Christus, 3d
rev. ed., NTA 2 [Minster: Aschendorff, 1978), p. 184). Thus
the phrase "raised from the dead" entails an emptying of the
grave.

9On these verbs see TWNT, S§.v. " &viotnuL , GvdoTools ,
¢Eavlotnuy, r  EEvdotacigs ' DY Albrecht Oepke; TWNT, S.V.
" ¢velpw, €yepois, efeyelpw, yenyopéw ( aypunvéw')," by Albrecht
Oepke; C.F. Evans, Resurrection and the New Testament, SBT
12 (London: SCM Press, 1970), pp. 21-26.

107here may be in I Enoch 22:13 a peculiar sense in

which a soul may be said to be "raised" because in this work
the souls of the dead are stored in sockets in the face of a
great cliff until the end comes. At the resurrection the
earth, Sheol, and hell give back what is confined to them (I
Enoch 51:1). But the notion of store-houses for the soul
from which they could be said to be raised is foreign to the
New Testament.
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hole. Clearly these notions of resurrection would be
unintelligible with regard to the spirit or soul alone. The
spirit does not awaken, for it is not asleep, nor is the
spirit prone that it needs to be raised or erected. The
very words appear to imply resurrection of the body. It is
the dead man in the tomb who awakens and is physically
raised up to new life. As Brown reminds us, "It is not
really accurate to claim that the New Testament references
to the resurrection of Jesus are ambiguous as to whether
they mean bodily resurrection--there was no other kind of

resurrection."!! Thus the grave must be empty.? Now the empty

1lBrown, Bodily Resurrection, p. 70.

125¢e the excellent study by Karl Bornh&user, Die
Gebeine der Toten, BFCT 26 (Giitersloh: C. Bertelsmann,
1921). Some critics acknowledge the accuracy of
Bornhduser’s exposition of resurrection in the 01d
Testament, but brush it aside with a word, that the New
Tgstament knows nothing of such a conception. They ignore
his clear statement that what is here most important is not
what is said in the New Testament, but what is presupposed
by the New Testament (Ibid., p. 6). On the gquestion of the
resurrection Jesus sided with the Pharisees and the 01d
Testament. Bornhduser’s thesis is that in the 0ld Testament
the grave is the place where the corpse decays but the bones
remain and rest until the resurrection, at which they are
raised. The flesh of the body is thus unimportant, but the
bgnes are to be preserved (I Sam. 31:11; II Sam. 21:10; II
Kings 23:17). The Jews thus feared anything that might
destroy the bones, like the sun, wild animals, or consuming
f;re. When a man dies, his body returns to the earth, while
his spirit goes back to God, but the bones remain. Thus,
the dead have a sort of double life: in the spirit and in
the bones. The metaphor of sleep is used with regard to the
bonesf which sleep in the grave, while the spirit lives in
Paradise. There is no Auferweckung of the soul, nor even of
the flesh; it is much more, properly speaking, an
Auferstehung and Auferweckung of the bones (Ibid., p. 26).
But should the bones be destroyed, the Jews were confident
that God could raise the dead even without the bones, as in
thg case of Jewish martyrs. The New Testament presupposes
this same conception. Mt. 23:27; Jn. 5:28 show that Jesus
regarded the tomb as the place where the bones are, which
would be raised at the resurrection. Paul’s terminology is
thoroughly Pharisaic; it should never have come to be,
stgtes Bornh&duser, that in spite of the étdyn , the "he was
raised" should be understood as anything other than the
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tomb does not necessarily imply that the new life is a
recommencement of the old, as it did for certain segments of
Judaism; it could be that the body is radically changed, so
that the resurrected body is almost utterly diverse from the
old body. So the empty tomb does not settle the issue of
the nature of the resurrection body. But nevertheless the
very words ‘yelpecv and  dviotdvar imply that the body is
resurrected and that the tomb is therefore left empty. And
really, even today were we to be told that a man who died
and was buried rose from the dead and appeared to his
friends, only a theologian would think to ask, "But was his
body still in the grave?" How much more is this true of
first century Jews, who shared a much more physical

conception of resurrection than we do!®

resurrection from the grave (Ibid., p. 33). Phil. 1:23; II
Cor. 5:8 show clearly that for Paul it is not the spirit
that is asleep in death. When he says that those who are
asleep will rise at the last trumpet (I Thess. 4:13-17), he
means the dead in the graves. Thus, the grave would have to
be empty after the resurrection. (See also Hastings'’
Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics, s.v. "Bones,” by H.
Wheeler Robinson; Joseph Bonsirven, Le Judaisme palestinien
au temps de Jésus Christ, 2 vols. [Paris: Beauchesne, 1934],
I: 484; Kiinneth, Theology, p. 94.)

1350 true is Rengstorf’s judgment:

"Absolutely nothing is gained from sentences like, 'We

believe not in the empty tomb, but in the resurrected,

living Lord.'™ Such sentences construct an opposition

that is foreign to the New Testament kerygma, and they

are moreover defeated by logical consideratioms.

So Grass, . . . p. 8 . . . and p. 185"

(Rengstorf, Auferstehung, p. 62). Comments Ellis: "It is
very unlikely that the earliest Palestinian Christians could
conceive of any distinction between resurrection and
physical, ‘grave-emptying’ resurrection. To them an
anastasis (resurrection) without an empty grave would have
been about as meaningful as a square circle" (E. Earle
Ellis, ed., The Gospel of Luke, NBC [London: Nelson, 1966],
p. 273). See also Moule, Significance, p. 9; Joachim Gnilka,
Das Evangelium nach Markus, 2 vols., EKKNT (2iirich: Benziger
Verlag, 1979; Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1979), 2:342.
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Grass'’s argument that had Paul believed in the empty
tomb, then he would have mentioned it in the second half of
I Cor. 15 seems to turn back upon Grass; for if Paul did not
believe in the empty tomb, then why did he not mention the
purely spiritual appearance of Christ to him alluded to I
Cor. 15:8 as a knock-down argument for the immateriality of
Christ’s body? Grass can only reply that Paul did not
appeal to his vision of Jesus to prove that the resurrection
body would be heavenly and glorious because the meeting
"eluded all description."™ But could Paul not have said he
saw a heavenly light and heard a voice?
ineffability of the experience would be a positive argument
for immateriality, since a physical body is not beyond all
description.

In fact the very

Grass seems to misunderstand Paul’s intention
in discussing the resurrection body. Paul does not want to
prove that it is physical, for that was presupposed by
everyone and was perhaps what the Corinthians stuck at.’ He
wants to prove that the body is in some sense spiritual, and
thus the Corinthians ought not to recoil from this doctrine.
Hence, the mention of the empty tomb would be beside the
point. There would thus be no reason to mention the empty
tomb, but good reason to appeal to Paul’s vision, which he
does not do. Does this not suggest that Paul perhaps
accepted both the empty tomb and the physical resurrection
of Christ?

Finally, as to the absence of the empty tomb in the
kerygma, the statement "he was buried" followed by the
proclamation of the resurrection seems to indicate that the

empty tomb was implied in the kerygma. The formula is a

1%Grass, Ostergeschehen, p. 172.

) 154.a.w. Meyer, Handbuch iiber den ersten Brief an
die Korinther, 6th ed., rev. Georg Heinrici, KEKNT 5
(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht's Verlag, 1881), p. 393;
Johannes Weiss, Der erste Korintherbrief, 9th ed., KEKNT 5
(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1910), p. 344.
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summary statement,! and it could very well be that Paul was
familiar with the historical context of the simple statement
in the formula, which would imply that he not only accepted
the empty tomb, but knew of it as well. The tomb is
certainly alluded to in the preaching in Acts 2:24-32. The
pointed contrast between David’'s death and burial and
Jesus’s not being held by death is the fact that whereas
David’s tomb is with us to this day, God raised ( &véotnoev )
Jesus up.! The empty tomb seems clearly in view here. The
empty tomb also seems implicit in Paul’s speech in Antioch
of Pisidia, which follows point for point the outline of the
"*. . . they took him down from
the tree, and laid him in a tomb. But God raised him from
the dead; and for many days he appeared to those who came up
with him from Galilee to Jerusalem" (Acts 13:29-31). No
first century Jew or pagan would be so cerebral as to wonder
That the empty tomb is not
more explicitly mentioned may be simply because it was
regarded as selbstverstdndlich, given the resurrection and
Or again, it may be that the evidence

formula in I Cor. 15:3-5:

if the tomb was empty or not.

appearances of Jesus.
of the appearances so overwhelmed the testimony of legally
unqualified women to the empty grave that the latter was not
used as evidence. But the gospel of Mark shows that the
empty tomb was important to the early church, even if it was

not appealed to as evidence in evangelistic preaching. So I

16rhe mention of the empty tomb would not pass well
with the structure and rhythm of the formula in any case,
since the subject of each sentence is ypuordc and the empty
tomb is not something that Christ did.

17see Ernst Lichtenstein, "Der &lteste christliche
Glaubensformel," ZRG 63 (1950-51):32; Interpreter’s
Dictionary of the Bible, s.v., "Resurrection," by J.A.T.
Robinson; Ethelbert Stauffer, Jesus and His Story, trans.
D.M. Barton (London: SCM, 1960),p.119; Vincent Taylor, The
Gospel according to St. Mark, 2d ed. (London: Macmillan,
1966), p. 606.
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think it apparent that the formula and Paul at least accept
the empty tomb, even if it is not explicitly mentioned.®

"On The Third Day"

A second possible reference to the empty tomb is the
phrase "on the third day." Since no one actually saw the
resurrection of Jesus, how could it be dated on the third
day? Some critics arque that it was on this day that the
women found the tomb empty, so the resurrection came to be
dated on that day.” Thus, the phrase "on the third day" not
only presupposes that a resurrection leaves an empty grave

185, Lichtenstein, "Glaubensformel," p. 33; Wolfgang
Nauck, "Die Bedeutung des leeren Grabes fiir den Glauben an
den Ruferstandenen," ZNW 47 (1956):247-48; Jindrich Mének,
"The Apostle Paul and the Empty Tomb," NT 2 (1957):277-78;
Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible, s.v. "Resurrection,"”
by Robinson; Michael Perry, The Easter Enigma, with an
Introduction by Austin Farrer (London: Faber & Faber, 1959),
p. 92; Rengstorf, Auferstehung, p. 61; Kiinneth, Theology,
pp. 92-93; Rarl Lehmann, Auferweckt am dritten Tag nach der
Schrift, QD 38 (Freiburg: Herder, 1968), p. 81; S.H. Hooke,
The Resurrection of Christ as History and Experience
(London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1967), p. 114; Mussner,
Auferstehung, p. 101; Wilckens, Auferstehung, p. 21;
Berthold Klappert, "Einleitung," in Diskussion um Kreuz und
Auferstehung, ed. idem (Wuppertal: Aussaat Verlag, 1971), p.
16; Grant Osborne, "History and Theology in the Resurrection
Narratives: a Redactional Study" (Ph.D. thesis, University
of Aberdeen, 1974), p. 84.

19see Nauck, "Bedeutung," p. 263; Gerhard Koch, Die
Auferstehung Jesu Christi, BHT (Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr,
1959), p. 33; Hans Freiherr von Campenhausen, Der Ablauf der
Osterereignisse und das leere Grab, 3d rev. ed., SHA
(Heidelberg: Carl Winter, 1966), p. 12; Ellis, Luke, p. 273;
Josef Blank, Paulus und Jesus, SANT 18 (Miinchen: Kosel
Verlag, 1968), pp. 153-56; Gerhard Lohfink, "Die
RAuferstehung Jesu und die historische Kritik," BiLeb 9
(1968):95; Ludger Schenke, Auferstehungsverkiindigung und
leeres Grab (Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1968), p.
108; Gerhard Delling, "The Significance of the Resurrection
of Jesus for Faith in Jesus Christ," in Significance, ed.
Moule, p. B0; Jacob Kremer, Das &lteste Zeugnis von der
Auferstehung Christi, 3d ed., SBS 17 (Stuttgart:
Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1970), p. 4; Joachim Jeremias,
Neutestamentliche Theologie (Giitersloh: Gerd Mohn, 1971),
PP. 288-89; Kremer, "Grab," p. 142.
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behind, but is a definite reference to the historical fact
But of course there are many other
ways to interpret this phrase: (1) The third day dates the
first appearance of Jesus. (2) Because Christians assembled
for worship on the first day of the week, the resurrection
was assigned to this day. (3) Parallels in the history of
religions influenced the dating of the resurrection on the
third day. (4) The dating of the third day is lifted from
0ld Testament scriptures. (5) The third day is a
theological Interpretament indicating God’s salvation,

Each of these needs to be

of Jesus'’s empty tomb.

deliverance, and manifestation.
examined in turn.

1. The third day dates the first appearance of Jesus.
In favor of this view is the proximity of the statement
"raised on the third day in accordance with the scriptures”
with "he appeared to Cephas, then to the Twelve." Because
Jesus appeared on the third day, the resurrection itself was
naturally dated on that day. The phrase "according to the
scriptures" could indicate that the Christians, having
believed Christ rose on the third day, sought out
appropriate proof texts.

This understanding would be consistent with either a
Jerusalem or Galilean appearance tradition, for whether the
disciples remained in Jerusalem or fled to Galilee, they
could have seen Jesus on the third day after his death. If
it were proved, however, that the disciples returned slowly
to Galilee and saw Christ only some time later, then this
A discussion of this

20

view would have to be rejected.
question must be deferred until later.

205 4. Hunkin, “The Problem of the Resurrection
Narratives," ExpTim 46 (1935):153; Charles Masson, "Le
tombeau vide: essai sur la formation d’une tradition,”
RTPhil 32 (1944):170; Lichtensten, "Glaubensformel," p. 41;
Ferdinand Hahn, Christologische Hoheitstitel, 3d ed., FRLANT
83 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1966), pp. 205-06;
G.W.H. Lampe and D.M. MacKinnon, The Resurrection, ed.
William Purcell (London: A.R. Mowbray, 1966), p. 42; Brown,
Bodily Resurrection, p. 125.
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Against this understanding of the third day it is
sometimes urged that the Easter reports do not use the
expression "on the third day" but prefer to speak of "the
first day of the week" (Mk. 16:2; Mt. 28:1; Lk. 24:1; Jn.
20:1, 19).% The passages in the gospels which do mention
the third day may be grouped under four heads: (1) the
predictions and occurence of the resurrection: uetd tpetc
nuépas (Mk. 8:31; 9:31; 10:34; Mt. 27:63), t7 1eCTD fudpq
(Mt. 16:21; 17:23; 20:18; Lk. 9:22; 24:7, 46; Acts 10:40);
1] fudpg 1 TelTy (Lk. 18:33); (Lk.
24:21); (2) the sign of Jonah:  1peic fudpasual tpete
vintag (Mt. 12:40); (3) the rebuilding of the Temple: ¢év
tpLoly Muépars (MK. 15:29, Mt. 27:40; Jn. 2:19); 6uLa tpLiv
nuepiv (Mk. 14:58; Mt. 26:61); (4) Jesus’'s fulfillment in
Jerusalem: 1§ tpltp (Lk. 13:32).
because of the Jewish peculiarity of reckoning part of a day

Tpltny tadtny nuépav

Scholars agree that

as a whole day, all these expressions come to the same
thing.” But all the third day references are said to be in
the Easter kerygma, not the Easter reports. Even Matthew,
who in 27:63 mentions the third day in Jesus’s prediction,
does not use the phrase again in 28:1, but employs "the
first day of the week." This shows, it is maintained, not
only the independence of the Easter reports from the
kerygma, but also that neither the empty tomb nor the

21Lghmann, Auferweckt, pp. 160-61, 337; Edward Lynn
Bode, The First Easter Morning, AB 45 (Rome: Biblical
Institute Press, 1970), pp. 117-19.

22Frederic Field, Notes on the Translation of the
New Testament (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1899),
PP. 11-13; Gerhard Kittel, Rabbinica: Paulus im Talmud ARGU
1:3 (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1920), pp. 31-38; Werner Georg
Kummel, Verheissung und Erfiillung, 3d ed., ATANT 6 (Ziirich:
Zwingli Verlag, 1956), p. 61; Paul Billerbeck, Kommentar zum
Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, 6 vols., ed.
Herrmann L. Strack (Miinchen: Beck, 1922-63), 1:649/ TWNT,
$.V. "npépa " by Gerhard von Rad and Gerhard Delling; Taylor,
Mark, p. 378; Lehmann, Auferweckt, p. 163-66.
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appearances of Christ can be the direct cause of the “"third
day" motif."®

But why could they not be the root cause? All that has
been proved by the above seems to be that the Easter reports
and the Easter preaching are literarily distinct, but that
fact cannot prove that they are not twin offshoots of an
original event. The event could produce the report on the
one hand; on the other hand it would set the believers a-
searching in the 0ld Testament for fulfilled scriptures. In
this search they could find and adopt the language of the
third day because, according to Jewish reckoning, the first
day of the week was in fact the third day after Jesus’'s
death. Scriptures in hand, they could thus proclaim "he was
raised on the third day in accordance with the scriptures.”
This language could then be used by the evangelists outside
the Easter reports or actually interwoven with them, as by
Luke. Thus the same root event could produce two different
descriptions of the day of the resurrection.

But was that event the first appearance of Jesus? Here
one cannot exclude the empty tomb from playing a role, for
the "third day" refers as much to it as to the appearances
and "the first day of the week," which may be even more
primitive, refers primarily to the empty tomb. If the first
appearances occurred on the same day as the discovery of the
empty tomb, then these two events together would naturally
date the resurrection, and the "third day" language could
reflect the LXX formulation, which is found in I Cor. 15:4
and was worked into the traditions underlying the gospels.
So I think it unlikely that the date "on the third day"”
refers to the day of the first appearance alone.

23Lehmann, Auferweckt, p. 161.
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2. Because Christians assembled on the first day of
the week, the resurrection was assigned to this day.®
Although this hypothesis once enjoyed adherents, it is now
completely abandoned. Rordorf’s study Der Sonntag has
demonstrated to the satisfaction of New Testament critics
that the expression "raised on the third day" has nothing to
do with Christian Sunday worship.® More likely would be
that because the resurrection was on the third day,
Christians worshipped on that day. But even though the
question of how Sunday came to be the Christian special day
of worship is still debated, no theory is today propounded
which would date the resurrection as a result of Sunday as a
worship day.

3. Parallels in the history of religions influenced
the dating of the resurrection on the third day.® 1In the
hey-day of the religionsgeschichtliche Schule, all sorts of
parallels in the history of religions were adduced in order
to explain the resurrection on the third day; but today
critics are more cautious. The myths of dying and rising
gods in pagan religions are merely symbols for processes of
nature and have no connection with a real historical
individual like Jesus of Nazareth.?” The three-day motif is
found only in the Osiris and perhaps Adonis cults, and, in
Grass's words, it is "completely unthinkable" that the early
Christian community from which the formula stems could be

24E. Schwartz, "Osterbetrachtungen," ZNW 7 (1906):1-
33; Carl Clemen, Religionsgeschichtliche Erkl&rung des Neuen
Testaments, 2d ed. (Giessen: Tdpelmann, 1924), pp. 105-07.

. . 25Willy Rordorf, Der Sonntag, ATANT 43 (Ziirich:
Zwingli Verlag, 1962), pp. 174-233; see also Grass,
Ostergeschehen, pp. 131-33; Lehman, Auferweckt, pp. 185-91.

. 26clemen, Erklarung, 96-105; Wilhelm Bousset, Kyrios
Christos, 5th ed., FRLANT 4 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1965), pp. 22-26.

27Kﬁnneth, Theology, pp. 50-63.
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influenced by such myths.® 1In fact there is hardly any
trace of cults of dying and rising gods at all in first
century Palestine.

It has also been suggested that the three-day motif
reflects the Jewish belief that the soul did not depart
decisively from the body until after three days.” But the
belief was actually that the soul departed irrevocably on
the fourth day, not the third; in which case the analogy
with the resurrection is weaker. But the decisive
consideration against this view is that the resurrection
would not then be God’s act of power and deliverance from-
death, for the soul had not yet decisively left the body,
but merely re-entered and resuscitated it. This would thus
discredit the resurrection of Jesus. If this Jewish notion
were in mind, the expression would have been "raised on the
fourth day" after the soul had forever abandoned the body
and all hope was gone (cf. the raising of Lazarus).

Some critics have thought that the third day reference
is meant only to indicate, in Hebrew reckoning, "a short
time" or "a while."® But when one considers the emphasis

28Grass, Ostergeschehen, pp. 133; cf. p. 134. See
also the critique and literature in Lehmann, Auferweckt, pp.
193-200; Bode, Easter, pp. 110-111.

29Bousset, Kyrios, p. 25; Selby McCasland, "The
Scriptural Basis of ‘On the Third Day’," JBL 48 (1929):124-
37; E.C. Hoskyns, The Fourth Gospel, 2d ed., ed. F.N. Davey
(London: Faber, 1967), pp. 199-200; Bruce M. Metzger, "A
Suggestion Concerning of I Cor. XV.4b," JTS 8 (1958):118-23.
On the Jewish belief, see R. Mach, Der Zaddik in Talmud und
Midrasch (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1957), p. 174. For a
critique, see Lehmann, Auferweckt, pp. 200-04; Bode, Easter,
pp. 113-15.

30paurice Goguel, La foi & la résurrection de Jésus
dans le christianisme primitif (Paris: Leroux, 1939), pp.
164-65; Cecil J. Cadoux, The Historic Mission of Jesus, 2d
ed. (London: Lutterworth Press, 1941), pp. 286-88; J.B.
Bauer, "Drei Tage," Bib 39 (1958):354-58; Barnabas Lindars,
New Testament Apologetic: The Doctrinal Significance of 0ld
Testament Quotations (London: SCM, 1961), pp. 59-72; A.D.
Nock, Early Gentile Christianity and Its Hellenistic
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laid on this motif not only in the formula but especially in
the gospels, then so indefinite a reference would not have
the obvious significance which the early Christians assigned
to this phrase. Few scholars are today so enthusiastic
about the possibility of explaining New Testament motifs
from religionsgeschichtlichen parallels, especially with
regard to the resurrection; not only are the parallels often
vague, but the genealogical tie between them and the New
Testament is often missing.

4. The dating of the third day is lifted from 0ld
Testament scriptures.’ Because the formula reads “on the
third day in accordance with the scriptures" many authors
believe that the third day motif is drawn from the 01ld
Testament, especially Hos. 6:2, which in the LXX reads

™) nuéeg 1 tpltn .#  Although Metzger has asserted, with

Backgrounq (New York: Harper, 1964), p. 108; X. Léon Dufour,
Resurrection and the Message of Easter (London: Geoffery
Chapman, 1974), p. 9. For a critique, see Lehmann,
Auferweckt, pp. 176-81; Bode, Easter, pp. 111-12.

) 3lgee especially TWNT, s.v. “ nuépa" by Gerhard
D§llzng; F. Notscher, "Zur Auferstehung nach drei Tagen,"
Bib 35 (1954):313-19; Grass, Ostergeschehen, pp. 136-38;
Jacques Dupont, "Ressuscité ’le troisiéme jour’," Bib 40
(1959):742-61; Friedrich Mildenberger, "Auferstanden am
dritten Tage nach der Schrift," EvT 23 (1963):265-80; C.H.
Dodd, According to the Scriptures (London: Collins, 1965),
pp. 77, 103; Evans, Resurrection, pp. 48-50; Fischer,

??gefgeSChEHEH, pp. 72-73; Oberlinner, "Verkiindigung," p.

320ther scriptures such as Jonah 21; II Kings 20:5
are so far removed from the idea of resurrection that they
could not possibly have prompted belief that Jesus rose on
the third day. Kirsopp Lake, after examining the various
passages, admitted they were all improbable and confessed
that the b§51s for the third day is unknown (Kirsopp Lake,
The Historical Evidence for the Resurrection of Jesus
[London: Williams and Norgate, 1907], pp. 29-33). According
to Lehmann most critics choose Hos. 6:2 out of desperation
and want of an alternative. Among those who see Hos. 6:2
behind I Cor. 15:4 are F.C. Burkitt, C.R. Browen, J. Weiss,
M. Goguel, J. Finegan, G. Delling, H.-D. Wendland, J.G.S.S.
Tyompson, J. Dupont, C.H. Dodd, U. Wilckens, H. Grass, H.E.
To6dt, H. Conzelmann, F. Mildenberger, G. Strecker, G.
Schunack, P. Stuhlmacher, J. Bowman, J.W. Doeve, J.
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appeal to I Macc. 7:16-17 that the "according to the
scriptures" may refer to the resurrection, not the third
day,® this view seems difficult to maintain in light, not
only of the parallel in I Cor. 15:3, but especially of Lk.
24:45 where the third day seems definitely in mind.

Against taking the "on the third day" to refer to Hos.
6:2 it has been urged that no explicit quotation of the text
is found in the New Testament, or indeed anywhere until
Tertullian (Adversus Judaeos 13).* New Testament
quotations of the 0ld Testament usually mention the
prophet’s name and are of the nature of promise-fulfillment.
But nowhere do we find this for Hos. 6:2. Grass retorts
that there is indirect evidence for Christian use of Hos.
6:2 in the Targum Hosea’s dropping the reference to the
number of days; the passage had to be altered because
Moreover, Jesus's own

Christians had pre-empted the verse.
"predictions, " written back into the gospel story by

believers after the event, obviated the need to cite a

scripture reference.® But Grass’s first point seems not
only to be speculative, but actually contradicted by the

fact that later Rabbis saw no difficulty in retaining the

third day reference in Hosea.¥® No conclusion can be drawn

from Targum Hosea’s change in wording, for the distinctive
characteristic of this Targum is its free haggadic handling

of the text. And this still says nothing about New

Wijngaards, W. Rudolph, B. Lindars, M. Black, T. Bowman (for
particulars, see Lehmann, Auferweckt, pp. 228-29).

33Metzger, "Suggestion," p. 121; cf. Weiss,
Korintherbrief, p. 348; Kremer, Zeugnis, p. 4; O’Collins,
Easter, p. 15. For a critique, see Grass, Ostergeschehen,
p. 135; Lehmann, Auferweckt, pp. 242-61; Bode, Easter, pp.
115-16.

34Georg Kittel, "Die Auferstehung Jesu, DT 4
(1937):160; Bode, Easter, pp. 115-16.

35Grass, Ostergeschehen, pp. 137-38.

365ee Lehmann, Auferweckt, pp. 226-27.
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Testament practice of citing the prophet’s name. As for the
second point, Matthew’s citation of Jonah (Mt. 12:40) seems
to make this rather dubious. According to Bode, Matthew's
citation is the decisive argument against Hos. 6:2, since it
shows the latter was not the passage which Christians had in
mind with regard to the three day motif.¥

But to my mind the greatest difficulty with the Hos.
6:2 understanding of "on the third day" is that it appears
to necessitate that the disciples without the instigation of
any historically corresponding event would find and adopt
such a scripture reference. For this understanding requires
that no appearances occurred and no discovery of the empty
tomb was made on the third day/first day of the week.
Otherwise these events would constitute the basis for the
date of the resurrection, not Hos. 6:2 alone. But if there
were no such events, then it seems very unlikely that the
disciples should land upon an obscure passage like Hos. 6:2
and apply it to Jesus’s resurrection. It is much more
likely that such events would prompt them to search the
scriptures for appropriate texts, which could then be
interpreted in light of the resurrection (IJn. 2:22; 12:16;
20:8-9).® And insofar as the empty tomb tradition or
appearance tradition proves accurate, the hypothesis in
question is further undermined. For if the empty tomb was
discovered on the first day of the week or Peter saw Jesus
on the third day, then the view tﬁat “the third day" was
derived solely from scripture would seem untenable. At most

3TBode, Easter, p. 116.

) 3825 von Campenhausen urges, the detail "on the
third day" must have a biblical counterpart to warrant its
inclusion, but the scripture passages are so vague that the
third day must have been somehow already given before it
could be discovered in the Old Testament (Von Campenhausen,
Ablauf{ pp- 11-12). So also Michael Ramsey, The Resurrection
of Christ (London: Centenary Press, 1945), p- 25; C.F.D.
Moule, The Birth of the New Testament, 2d ed. rev. [London:
Adqm & Charles Black, 1966], pp. 84-85; Barrett, First
Epistle, p. 340.
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one could say that the language of the LXX was applied to
these events. The falsity of the gospel traditioms
concerning both the discovery of the empty tomb and the day
of the first appearance is thus a sine qua non for the Hos.
6:2 understanding, and hence should either of these
traditions prove accurate, the appeal to Hos. 6:2 as the
basis (as opposed to the language) for the date of the
resurrection must be rejected.

5. The third day is a theological Interpretament
indicating God’s salvation, deliverance, and
manifestation.” This understanding is, I think, the only
serious alternative to regarding the third day motif as
based on the historical events of the resurrection, and it
has been eloquently expounded by Lehmann and supported by
Bode and McArthur as well. To begin with, there are nearly
30 passages in the LXX that use the phrase 7T nuépg Th T0CTN
to describe events that happened on the third day.®? On the
third day Abraham offered Isaac (Gen. 22:4; cf. Gen. 34:25;
40:20). On the third day Joseph released his brothers from
prison (Gen. 42:18). After three days God made a covenant
with His people and gave the law (Ex. 19:11, 16; cf. Lev.
8:18; Num. 7:24; 19:12, 19; Judg. 19:8; 20:30). On the
third day David came to Ziklag to fight the Amalekites (I
Sam. 30:1) and on the third day thereafter heard the news of
Saul and Jonathan’s death (II Sam. 1:2). On the third day
the kingdom was divided (I Kings 12:24; cf. II Chron.

39Lehmann, Auferweckt, pp. 262-90; Bode, Easter, pp.
119-26; Harvey K. McArthur, "’'On the Third Day’," NTS 18
(1971):81-86, holds a related view, but still casts his lot
with Hos. 6:2; Reginald H. Fuller, The Formation of the
Resurrection Narratives (London: SPCK, 1972), p. 27.

40Wengst observes that Lehmann actually produces 25
passages, not "nearly 30" and of these only nine can be
truly said to have the theological significance that Lehmann
sees in the third day (Gen. 22:4; Ex. 19:11, 16; Judg.
20:30; I Sam. 30:1, 2; II Kings 20:5, B; Esther 5:1; Hos.
6:2) (Klaus Wengst, Christologische Formeln und Lieder des
Urchristetums, SNT 7 [Giitersloh: Gerd Mohn, 1972], p. 96).
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10:12). On the third day King Hezekiah went to the House of

the Lord after which he was miraculously healed (II Kings
20:5, 8). On the third day Esther began her plan to save
her people (Esther 5:1; cf. II Macc. 11:18). The only
passage in the prophets mentioning the third day is Hos.

6:2. Thus, the third day is a theologically determined time
at which God acts to bring about the new and better, a time

of life, salvation, and victory. On the third day comes
resolution of a difficulty through God’'s act.

A second step is to consider the interpretation given

to such passages in Jewish Midrash:

'And he put them all together into ward three

days.’ The Holy One, blessed be He, never leaves the

righteous in distress more than three days.
‘And Joseph said unto them the third day,’ etec.

(XL{I, 18). Thus it is written, After two days He will
revive us, on the third day He will raise us up, that

we may live in His presence (Hosea VI, 2): on the
thlrd_day of the tribal ancestors. (Midrash Rabbah,
Genesis [Mikketz] 91:7.)

. Another explanation: ‘Now it came to pass on the
third day;’ Israel are never left in dire distress more
than three days. For so of Abraham it is written, On
the third day Abraham lifted up his eyes, and saw the
place afar off (ib XXII, 4). Of Jacob’s sons we read,
And he put them all together into ward three days (ib.

XLII, 17). Of Jonah it says, And Jonah was in the
belly of the fish three days and three nights (Jonah
II, 1). The dead also will come to life after three

days, as it says, On the third day He will raise us up

that we may live in His presence (Hos. VI, 2). This

miracle also of Mordecai and Esther was performed after
three days of their fasting, as it is written, ‘Now it
came to pass on the third day, that Esther put on her

royal apparel’. . . . (Midrash Rabbah, Esther 9:2.)

‘On the third day,’ etc. (XXII, 4). It is

written, After two days He will revive us, on the third

day He will raise us up, that we may live in His
presence (Hos. VI, 2). E.g. on the third day of the

tribal ancestors: And Joseph said unto them the third
day: This do, and live (Gen. XLII, 18); on the third

day of Revelation: And it came to pass on the third
day, when it was morning (Ex. XIX, 16); on the third

day of the spies: And hide yourselves there three days
(Josh. II, 16); on the third day of Jonah: And Jonah

was in the belly of the fish three days and three
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nights (Jonah II, 1); on the third day of those
returning from the exile: And we abode there three
days (Ezra VIII, 32): on the third day of the
resurrection: 'After two days He will revive us, on
the third day He will raise us up,’' on the third day of
Esther: Now it came to pass on the third day, that
Esther put on her royal apparel (Est. V, 1l)--i.e. she
put on the royal apparel of her ancestor. For whose
sake? The Rabbis say: For the sake of the third day,
when Revelation took place. R. Levi maintained: 1In
the merit of what Abraham did on the third day, as it
says, 'On the third day,’ etc. (Midrash Rabbah, Genesis
[Vayera] 56. 1.)

Another explanation: 'The Lord will open.’ The
Rabbis say: Great is the rainfall, for it is counted
as equivalent to the Revival of the Dead. Whence this?
For it says And he shall come unto us as the rain, as
the latter rain that watereth the earth (Hos. VI, 3).
What does scripture say immediately before this? After
two days He will revive us (ib. 2). Therefore the
Rabbis have inserted [the prayer for rain in the
benediction of] the Revival of the Dead, because it is
equal in importance to it. (Midrash Rabbah,
Deuteronomy [Ki Thabo] 7. 6.)

And why only a three day fast? Because the Holy
One, blessed be He, does not leave the children of
Israel in distress for more than three days. Thus,
Scripture says, On the third day Abraham lifted up his
eyes and saw the place afar off (Gen. 22:4); and it is
said He put them all together into ward three days
(Gen. 42:17); and it is said And they went three days
in the wilderness, and found no water (Ex. 15:22); and
again when Hezekiah was sick unto death, the word of
the Lord came to Isaiah, saying: Return, and say to
Hezekiah: Behold, I will heal thee; unto the house of
the Lord thou shalt go on the third day (2 Kings 20:5).
In like manner, Rahab the harlot said to the spies sent
out by Joshua: You need suffer but three days, as is
said Get you to the mountain . . . and hide yourselves
there three days . . . and afterward may ye go your way
(Josh. 2:16). And likewise of Jonah: Jonah was in the
belly of the fish three days and three nights (Jonah
2:2), and then The Lord spoke unto the fish, and it
vomited out Jonah upon the dry land (Jonah 2:11). The
prophet Hosea also said: After two days He will revive
us, on the third day He will raise us up, and we shall
live in His sight (Hos. 6:2). (Midrash on Psalms, 22.
5.)
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From Jewish Midrash it is evident that the third day was the
day when God delivered the righteous from distress or when
events reached their climax. It is also evident that Hos.
6:2 was interpreted in terms of resurrection, albeit at the

end of history. The mention of the offering of Isaac on the

third day is thought to have had a special influence on
Christian thought, as we shall see. The reference to the
Israelites’ three day trek to the sea is amplified by
Samaritain sources (Marqua's Commentary on Exodus), Jewish
sources (Midrash Rabbah, Exodus [Shemoth] 3.8), Philo (De
vita Mosis 1.163), Josephus (Antiquities of the Jews 2.315),

and Eusebius (Praeparatio evangelica 9.27). Further Jewish

references to the significance of the number three and the
third day may be found in Ginzberg’'s Legends of the Jews."!

A third step in the argument is comparison of other
Rabbinical literature concerning the third day with regard
to the resurrection:

He will give us life in the days of consolation which
are coming; and in the day of the resurrection of the
dead he will revive us so that we will live before him.
(Targum Hosea 6.2.)

R. Kattina said: Six thousand years shall the
world exist, and one [thousandth, the seventh] it shall
be desolate, as it is written, And the Lord alone shall
be exalted in that day. Abaye said: It will be
desolate two [thousand], as it is said, After two days
he will revive us; in the third day he will raise us
up, and we shall live in his sight. (B. Sanhedrin 97a;
cf. B. Rosh Hashanah 3la.)

Just as the resurrection from the dead brings life
without end, so also one hopes that the descent of rain
will bring life without end. So one understands why
the two subjects appear in the same petition. R. Hiya-
bar Abba proved this by the verses (Hos. 6:2): After
two days he will revive us, on the third day he will
raise us up, and we shall live before him. Come, let
us press on to acquire the knowledge of God, which one
will find in the morning. (P. Berakoth 5.2.)

4lLouis_Ginzberg, The Legends of the Jews, 8 vols.,
trans. ?aul Radin (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society
of America, 1911), III: 79-80; V: 428; VI: 33, 129.
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That is different, replied the second questioner.
Isaiah was concerned with the question of the
resurrection of the dead . . . as it is said (Hos.
6:2): After two days he will revive us; on the third
day he will raise us up, and we shall live in his
presence--. (P. Sanhedrin 11.6.)

All its inhabitants shall taste the taste of death
for two days, when there will be no soul of man or
beast upon the earth . . . . On the third day He will
renew them all and revive the dead, and He will
establish it before Him, as it is said, "On the third
day he will raise us up, and we shall live before him"
(Hos. vi.2). (Pirké de Rabbi Eliezer 51.73b-74a.)

Even when, for their sins, God slays Israel in this
world, there is healing for them in the world to come,
as it is said, "Come, let us return unto the Lord, for
it is He who has torn us, and He will bind us up; after
two days He will revive us; on the third day He will
raise us up" (Hos. vi.2). The two days are this world
and the days of the Messiah; the third day is the world
to come. (Tanna de-be Eliyyahu, p. 29.)

These passages make it evident that the rabbis were
interpreting Hos. 6:2 in the sense of the eschatological
resurrection.

Now, according to Lehmann, when one brings together the
testimonies of the Midrash Rabbah, the rabbinic writings,
and the passages from the LXX, then it becomes highly
probable that I Cor. 15:4 can be illuminated by these texts
and their theology. Of particular importance here is the
sacrifice of Isaac, which grew to have a great meaning for
Jewish theology.® 1In pre-Christian Judaism the sacrifice
of Isaac was already brought into connection with the
He became a symbol of submission and self-

The offering of Isaac was conceived to
In the blood of the sacrifices, God
saw and remembered the sacrifice of Isaac and so continued

Passover.
sacrifice to God.
have salvific worth.

42gee G. vermes, Scripture and Tradition in Judaism
(Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1961), pp. 193-227; R. LeDéaut, La nuit
pascale, AB 22 (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1963),
pp. 198-207; J.E. Wood, “Isaac Typology in the New
Testament," NTS 14 (1967-68):583-89.
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His Dlessing of Israel. This exegesis of Gen. 22 is thought
4:17, 25; 8:32 and Heb. 11:17-19.
This last text particularly relates the resurrection of
Jesus to the sacrifice of Isaac. When we consider the
formula in I Cor. 15, with its Semitic backgroound, then it
is said to be much more probable that the expression "on the
third day" reflects the influence of Jewish traditions that
later came to be written in Talmud and Midrash than that it
refers to Hos. 6:2 alone as a proof text. Thus, "on the
third day" does not mark the discovery of the empty tomb or
the first appearance, nor is it indeed any time indicator at
all, but rather it is the day of God’s deliverance and
victory. It tells us that God did not leave the Righteous

One in distress, but raised him up and so ushered in a new
eon.

to leave traces in Rom.

Lehmann’s case is well-documented and very persuasive;
but second thoughts begin to arise when we inquire
concerning the dates of the citations from Talmud and
Midrash.® For all of them are hundres of years later than
the New Testament period. Midrash Rabbah, which forms the
backbone of Lehmann'’s case, is a collection from the fourth
to the sixth centuries. Pirké de Rabbi Eliezer is a
collection from the outgoing eighth century. The Midrash on
Psalm 22 contains the opinions of the Amoraim, rabbinical
teachers of the third to the fifth centuries. The
Babylonian Talmud and the so-called Jerusalem Talmud are the
fruit of the discussions and elaborations of these Amoraim
on the Mishnah, which was redacted, arranged, and revised by
Rabbi Judah ha-Nasi about the beginning of the third
century. The Mishnah itself, despite its length, never once
quotes Hos. 6:2; Gen. 22:4, 24:17; Jonah 2:1; or any other
of the passages in question which mention the third day.

) 4?’Conzelmann dismisses Lehmann’s case out of hand on
th;s'con51Qeration alone (Hans Conzelmann, Der erste Brief
an die Korinther, KEKNT 5 [Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1969], p. 302). See also Wengst, Formeln, p. 96.
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The Targum on Hosea, says McArthur, is associated with
Jonathan b. Uzziel of the first century; but this ascription
is quite uncertain and in any case tells us nothing
concerning Hos. 6:2 in particular, since the Targqum as a
whole involves a confluence of early and late material.

Thus all the citations concerning the significance of the
third day and interpreting Hos. 6:2 in terms of an
eschatological resurrection may well stem from literature
centuries removed from the New Testament period.

Lehmann wants to believe that these citations embody
traditions that go back orally prior to the Christian era.
But if that is the case then should not we expect to
confront these motifs in Jewish literature contemporaneous
with the New Testament times, namely, the Apocrypha and
Pseudepigrapha? One would especially expect toc confront the
third day motif in the apocalyptic works. In fact, it is
conspicuously absent. The book of I Enoch, which is quoted
in Jude, had more influence on the New Testament writers
than any other apocryphal or pseudepigraphic work and is a
valuable source of information concerning Judaism from 200
BC to AD 100. 1In this work the eschatological resurrection
is associated with the number seven, not three (91.15-16;
93). Similarly in IV Ezra, a first century compilation, the
eschatological resurrection takes place after seven days
(7.26-44). A related work from the second half of the first
century and a good representative of Jewish thought
contemporaneous with the New Testament, II Baruch gives no
indication of the day of the resurrection at history’s end
(50-51). 7.9-42; 12.43-45 or the
Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs (Judah) 25:1, 4;
(Zebulun) 10:2; (Benjamin) 10:6-18. All these works, which
stem from intertestamental or New Testament times, have a

Neither does II Macc.

doctrine of eschatological resurrection, but not one of them
knows of the third day motif. Evidently the number seven
was thought to have greater divine import than the number
three (cf. Rev. 1:20; 6:1; 8:2; 15:1, 7). 1In II Macc. 5:14;
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11:18 we find "three days" and “third day" mentioned in
another context, but their meaning is wholly non-
theological, indicating only "a short time" or "the day
after tomorrow." It seems to be a significant weakness in
Lehmann’s position that he is unable to find any parallels
in Jewish literature contemporary with the New Testament
employing the third day motif or associating the
resurrection with the third day. It appears that this
interpretation is a peculiarity of later rabbinical exegesis
of the Talmudic period.

Moreover, there is no indication that the New Testament
writers were aware of such exegesis. Lehmann states that
the conception of the offering of Isaac as a salvific event
But this is not the
question; the issue is whether the interpretation of the
offering of Isaac on the third day plays a role in the New
Testament. Here the evidence appears.to be precisely to the
contrary: Rom. 4:17, 25 not only have nothing to do with
the offering of Isaac (it is to Gen. 15, not 22, that Paul
turns for his doctrine of justification by faith), but refer
to Jesus'’s resurrection without mentioning the third day;

is characteristic of the New Testament.

Rom. 8:32 makes no explicit mention of Isaac and no mention,
implicit or explicit, of the resurrection, not to speak of
the third day: Heb. 11:17-19 does not in fact explicitly
use Isaac as a type of Christ, but more importantly does not
mention the third day. This latter passage seems to be
crucial, for in this passage, of all places, one would
expect the mention of the third day theme in connection with
the resurrection. But it does not appear. This can only
suggest that the connection of the sacrifice of Isaac with a
third day motif was not yet known. In the other passage in
which the offering of Isaac is employed (Jas. 2:21-23),
there is also no mention of the third day motif. (And James
even goes on to use the illustration of Rahab the harlot and
the spies, again without mentioning the three day theme, as

did later Rabbinic exegesis.) Hence, the appeal to the
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offering of Isaac as evidence that the New Testament knows
of the rabbinic exegesis concerning the theological
significance of the third day is counter-productive.
Finally, Lahmann’s interpretation seems to labor under
the same difficulty as the appeal to Hos. 6:2 alone, namely,
it requires that the traditions of the discovery of the
empty tomb and the first appearances be false. For if these
events did occur when it is said they did, then they could
not but have had an effect on when the early believers
thought that the resurrection had occurred. But if these
traditions are false, the question then becomes whether the
disciples would adopt the language of the third day. For
suppose the first appearance of Christ was to Peter a week
later as he was fishing in Galilee. Would the believers
then say that Jesus was raised on the third day rather than,
say, the seventh? Lehmann says yes; for the "third day" is
not meant in any sense as a time indicator, but is a purely
theological concept. But were the disciples so subtle?
Certainly Luke understands the third day as a time
indicator, for he writes "But on the first day of the week
.+« . . That very day . . . . it is now the third day
. . . . the Christ should suffer and on the third day rise
from the dead" (Lk. 24:1, 13, 21, 46). Lehmann and Bode's
response is that Luke as a Gentile did not understand the
theological significance of the third day, which would have
been clear to his Jewish contemporaries, and so mistook it
as a time indicator.® This cannot but make one feel rather
uneasy about Lehmann’s hypothesis, for it involves isolating
Luke from all his Jewish contemporaries. BAnd I suspect that
this dichotomy between historical understanding and
theological understanding is an import from the twentieth
century. The Rabbis cited in the Talmud and Midrash no
doubt believed both that the events in gquestion really

44Lehmann, Auferweckt, p. 174; Bode, Easter, pp.
125-26.
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happened on the third day and that they were theologically
significant, for they include in their lists of events that
occurred on the third day not only events in which the third
day was important theologically (as in the giving of the
law) but also events in which the third day was not charged
with theological sigaificance (as in Rahab and the spies).
There is no reason to think that the New Testament writers
did not think Jesus actually rose on the third day; John,
for example, certainly seems to take the three day figure as
a time indicator by contrasting it with the 46 years it took
to build the Temple (Jn. 2:20). But in this case,
doubtful that they would have adopted the language of the
third day unless the Easter events really did take place on
the third day. At any rate, if the gospel traditions prove
historical in their time indications, then it cannot be the
case that the third day is only a theological Interpretament
signifying God's deliverance and victory; rather, if the
events occurred on the first day of the week, then the
language of the "third day" was adopted because (1) the
third day in the LXX was a day of climax and of God's
deliverance, and (2) the first day of the week was in fact
the third day subsequent to the crucifixion.

it is

I think this is the most likely account of the matter.
This means that the phrase "on the third day" in the formula
of I Cor. 15 is a time indicator for the events of Easter,
including the empty tomb, employing the language of the LXX
concerning God’s acts of deliverance and victory on the
third day, perhaps with texts like Jonah 2:1 and Hos. 6:2
especially in mind. The phrase is, in Lichtenstein‘’s words,
a fusion of historical facts plus theological tradition.®

There seems to be little doubt, therefore, that Paul
accepted the idea of an empty tomb as a matter of course.
But did he know the empty tomb of Jesus? We know from
Paul’s own letters that Paul was in Jerusalem three years

45Lichtenstein, "Glaubensformel," p. 43.
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after his conversion, and that he stayed with Peter two
weeks and also spoke with James (Gal. 1:18-19). We know
that fourteen years later he was again in Jerusalem and that
he ministered with Barnabas in Antioch (Gal. 2:1, 11). We
know that he again was later travelling to Jerusalem with
financial relief for the brethren there (Rom. 15:25; I Cor.
16:3; II Cor. 8-9). Furthermore, his letters testify to his
correspondence with his various churches, and his personal
references make it clear that he had a team of fellow
workers like Titus, Timothy, Silas, Aristarchus, Justus, and
others who kept him well-informed on the situation in the
churches; he also received personal reports from other
believers, such as Chloe’s people (I Cor. 1:11). Paul knew
well not only the aberrations of the churches (Gal.; I Cor.
15:29, but also the context of the traditions he delivered
(I Cor. 11:23-26). Therefore, if the gospel accounts of the
empty tomb embody old traditions concerning its discovery,
it seems unthinkable that Paul would not know of it. If
Mark’s narrative contains an old tradition coming out of the
Jerusalem community, then Paul would have had to be a
recluse not to know of it. This point seems so elementary,
but it is somehow usually overlooked by even those who hold
that Mark embodies old traditions. If the tradition of the
empty tomb is old then it seems undoubtable that somebody
would have told Paul about it.

But even apart from the Markan tradition, Paul must
have known the empty tomb. Paul certainly believed that the
grave was empty. Therefore Peter, with whom Paul spoke
during those two weeks in Jerusalem, must have also believed
the tomb was empty. Jerusalem was the fount of the
tradition embodied in I Cor. 15:3-5. Therefore, the
Christian community also, of which Peter was the leader,

But that can only
Not only would the

must have believed in the empty tomb.
imply that the tomb was in fact empty.
disciples not believe in a resurrection if the corpse were
still in the grave, but they could never have proclaimed the
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resurrection either under such circumstances.®* But if the
tomb was empty, then it is unthinkable that Paul, being in
the city for two weeks six years later and after that often
in contact with the Christian community there, should never
hear a thing about the empty tomb. Indeed, is it too much
to imagine that during his two week fact-finding visit Paul
would want to visit the place where the Lord lay? Ordinary
human feelings would suggest such a thing.¥ So I think
that it is highly probable that Paul not only accepted the
empty tomb, but that he also knew that the actual grave of
Jesus was empty.

With regard then to the empty tomb, we have seen that
the close connection in the formula between the "he was
buried" and the "he was raised," as well as the very notion
of resurrection itself, implies the belief that Jesus’s body
did not remain in the grave. Moreover, the phrase "on the
third day" probably employs language of the LXX to date the
events on the first day of the week, including the discovery
of Jesus's empty tomb. Thus, not only is the empty tomb a
necessary inference, but it was probably known to those who

drafted the formula as a historical particular. Paul'’s

461his presupposes that there was a tomb of Jesus,
i.e., that his body was not cast into a criminals’ common
graveyard. But the burial tradition of Jesus is one of the
surest traditions concerning his death and resurrection
which we have. And it ought to be guestioned whether burial
in a common plot would have necessarily meant loss of the
body. Even after several weeks, a freshly dug grave could
be identified fairly easily, and the Jews could have pointed
to it to silence the disciples’ preaching.

47Actually if Paul had been in Jerusalem prior to
his trip to Damascus, as Acts reports, then he probably
would have heard of the empty tomb then, not indeed, from
the Christians, but from the Jewish authorities in whose
employ he was. For even if the Christians in their
enthusiasm had not checked to see if the tomb of Jesus was
empty, the Jewish authorities could be guilty of no such
oversight. So ironically Paul may have known of the empty
tomb even before his conversion.

-
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personal contact with the early Jerusalem church precludes
his not knowing that the tomb was empty. In this case,
there seems to be good historical foundation for believing
it was empty, especially if the traditions of Jesus’s burial
are trustworthy. Thus, Paul’s evidence for the empty tomb,
though not as extensive as that for the appearances, is
quite important. From him we learn that the earliest
disciples not only inferred, but probably also knew of,
Jesus‘s empty tomb as a historical fact, through its
discovery on the third day after the crucifixion, a
conclusion strengthened in proportion to the evidence for

his entombment.
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CHAPTER 4
THE NATURE OF THE RESURRECTION BODY

I Cor. 15:35-57

One final and gripping issue in I Cor. 15 now confronts
us: the nature of the resurrection body as conceived by
Paul. This will have important implications for the
historicity of the gospel narratives, for Paul plainly holds
that our resurrection bodies will be modeled after Christ’s.
What is true therefore of ours will be ipso facto true of
his.! Paul’'s discussion of the nature of the resurrection
body in I Cor. 15:35-57 arouses not only deep emotional
feelings on the part of critics, but also brings to the
surface one’s theological preconceptions, and few other
passages of scripture have been the subject of so much
theologizing as this.? Before we examine the passage more

‘Paul’s expression "first fruits" (I Cor. 15:20)
means "a genuinely representative sample" (cf. Rom. 11:16)
(J.A.T. Robinson, The Human Face of God [London: SCM, 1973],
p. 134). It does no good to object with Bode that this is
reasoning illicitly from doctrine to history (Edward Lynn
Bode, The First Easter Morning, AB 45 [Rome: Biblical
Institute Press, 1970], p. 99). For Paul explicitly teaches
that our resurrection bodies will be like Christ’s (I Cor.
15:20; Col. 1:18; Phil. 3:21; Rom. 6:5). Therefore, what is
essentially true of ours is true of his. Because of Paul’s
temporal proximity to the events and his personal
acquaintance with those involved, scholars are generally
ready to take what Paul says or implies about Christ’s
resurrection body to be historically well-founded.

2Consider the heated reaction that Cullmann’s book
met with when he defended as biblical the resurrection of
the dead against the immortality of the soul. Cullmann
responded, "The attacks provoked by my work would impress me
more if they were based on exegetical arguments. Instead I
am attacked with very general considerations of a
philosophical, psychological, and above all sentimental
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closely, therefore, a word needs to be said about Paul’s

anthropological terms omua, odpf, and ¢uyf .

Paul’s Anthropological Terms

The most important term in the second half of I Cor. 15
is obux .’ During the nineteenth century under the influence
of idealism, theologians interpreted the omue as the form of
a thing and the odpr as its substance.? In this way they
could avoid the objectionable notion of a physical
resurrection, for it was the form that was raised from the
dead endowed with a new spiritual substance. in the
old commentaries one finds that the was

Hence,

oBua TVEVHATLHEY
conceived to be a body made out of himmlischer

kind. It has been said against me, ‘I can accept the
immortality of the soul, but not the resurrection of the
body’. . -" (Oscar Cullmann, Immortality of the Soul or
Resurrection of the Dead [London: Epworth Press, 1958], pp.
6-7). A good example of this sort of bias is Eduard
Schweizer, "Die Leiblichkeit des Menschen: Leben-- Tod--
Auferstehung," in idem, Beitr&ge zur Theologie des Neuen
Testaments (Ziirich: Zwingli Verlag, 1970), pp. 177-81.

3The outstanding work on this concept, which I
follow here, is Robert H. Gundry, Soma in Biblical Theology
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1976). Other works
include: Ernst Kdsemann, Leib und Leib Christi, BHT 9
(Tibingen: Mohr, 1933); J.A.T. Robinson, The Bodvy (London:
SCM,' 1952); TWNT; s.v, " owua , owpatTLrds _uﬁccwuos i by
Eduard Schweizer and Friedrich Baumgédrtel; Rudolf Bultmann,
Theologie des Neuen Testaments, 7th ed., ed. Otto Merk
(Tibingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1961), pp. 193-203; Robert Jewett,
Paul’s Anthropological Terms, AGAJY 10 (Leiden: E.J. Brill,
1971), pp. 201-304; K.-A. Bauer, Leiblichkeit--das Ende
aller Werke Gottes, SNT 4 (Gilitersloh: Mohn, 1971).

4C. Holsten, Zum Evangelium des Paulus und des
Petrus (Rostock: Stiller, 1868); Hermann Liidemann, Die
Anthropologie des Apostels Paulus und ihre Stellung
innerhalb seiner Heilslehre (Kiel: Universitdtsverlag,
13721; remarkably so also Hans Conzelmann, Der erste Brief
an die Korinther, KERNT 5 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1969), p. 335. In fact, I have been amazed at how
fyequently I have encountered this viewpoint in discussions
with contemporary German theologians.

- — g
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Lichtsubstanz.’
abandoned; Gundry lists six considerations militating

(1) the
influence upon the New Testament use of odpt by the 01d
Testament use of W2 for flesh as a whole body, as opposed
to the Greek view of flesh as the soft part and primary
substance of the body (Gal. 4:13-14; II Cor. 12:7; Rom.
2:28; I Cor. 6:16); (2) Paul’s use of gaya to emphasize

(a) in the contrast between

This understanding has now been all but

against taking o@ua as form and ochpf as substance:®

substance rather than form:
pommeling the body and beating the air (I Cor. 9:26-27), (b)
in the contrast between body and shadow (Col. 2:17), and (c)
in the contrast between bodily presence and communication by
letter (II Cor. 10:10); (3) the use of uédog in the plural
as a synonym for oiua ; (4) the implication of the
exhortation to sanctity of the o@ue that oiue entails
substance as well as form (I Cor. 7:34); (5) the implication
of the similar exhortation to sanctification of the odpg
that odpf and gpua can interchange without reference to form
or substance; (6) the same implication from the interchange
of oBua , odpt , and péin as in Rom. 6-8 (except where odpg
carries moral implications of sin) and in I Cor. 15:35-44.
The view of caue as merely form and odpg as its substance
cannot be exegetically sustained; oy is the body, form and
substance.

This does not mean, however, that twentieth century
theologians take o@ua to mean the physical body. Rather
under the influence of existentialism, particularly as
adopted by Bultmann, they take oiua, when used
theologically, as the whole person conceived abstractly in
existentialist categories of self-understanding. Thus, oGua
does not equal the physical body, but the person, and hence,

5see Hans Lietzmann, An die Korinther I, II, 4th
ed., rev. Werner Georg Kiimmel, HNT 9 (Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr,
1949), p. 194.

6Gundry, Soma, pp. 161-62.




a bodily resurrection means, not a resurrection of the
physical body, but of the person. 1In this way the doctrine
of physical resurrection is avoided as adroitly as it was in
the days of philosophical idealism.

It is the burden of Gundry'’'s study to show that this
understanding is drastically wrong. Even if his exegesis
suffers at times from over-kill,’ Gundry succeeds admirably
in carrying his main point: that cipe is never.used in the
New Testament to denote the whole person in isolation from
his physical body, but is much more used to denote the
physical body itself or the man with special emphasis on the
physical body.

Let us review the evidence for Paul’s use of ogya in
this way.® First, it is often alleged that because Paul
uses giuya and personal pronouns interchangeably, oggpa must
refer to the person. But the presupposition of this
allegation is that the pronoun, when used for oaus , expands
the meaning of oapa rather than that oaue restricts the
meaning of the pronoun.
for the o@gua may limit the meaning of the pronoun as in "She
slapped his face;" “She slapped him." 1In fact, all the
places where Paul interchanges o@ue with personal ﬁronouns

are examples of this kind; the emphasis is on the physical.

This presupposition is unjustified,

Hence, Rom. 6:12-14, 1l6a is strongly physical; note ¢év +

Tror example, in his attempts to find a rigid
dualism in the 0ld Testament, he cannot explain the
references to corpses as souls (Lev. 21:11; Num. 6:6), and
he-overdoes it when he maintains that Paul’s "present in
spirit” but "absent in body" (I Cor. 5:3-5) entails a
literal presence of Paul’'s spirit, for this would
technically imply the de-animation of Paul’s body while his
spirit was abroad (Gundry, Soma, pp. 122, 141)! Most of
Gundry‘’s texts do not support dualism, but merely
aspegtivalism; but it does prove a ubiquitous use of
dualistic language. When it comes to texts that clearly
contemplate the separation of soul or spirit and body at
death, then Gundry's argument for dualism is strong and
persuasive-

8Gundry, soma, pp. 29-80.
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odpat. ; the parallel uéin, the term 6nia, the references to
sexual immorality (6:19; 7:1-3). Similarly II Cor. 4:10-12
is physically oriented: note the physical character of the
persecution (I Cor. 1:8-10), the earthen vessel metaphor for
the body (4:7), the contrast between the outer and inner man
(4:16), the earthly tent which can be destroyed as a figure
for the body (5:1), and the contrast between being at home
in or away from the body (5:6, 8-9). And in Eph. 5:28-29
the physical orientation of the passage is apparent from the
use of odot (in a morally neutral sense) in a physical way
parallel to the use of ggue. Thus the interchange of
pronouns with o@pe by no means implies that oaue refers to
the "person" in isolation from the body.

Elsewhere Paul’s use of ggue is equally physical. In I
Cor. 7:4; Rom. 1:24 the orientation is sexual and physical.
The same is true of I Cor. 6:12-20, a passage in which
Bultmann’s exegesis oscillates back and forth between
physical and existential meanings for ocipx. If the meaning
were holistic, then marriage would also break union with
Christ. The "one flesh" refers to physical union of two
bodies in sexual intercourse. In Rom. 12:1 gape stands for
the physical life of man; it is contrasted with the mind
(12:2) and is clearly physical in 12:4. I Cor. 9:26 refers
to the physical side of man, as the context and the athletic
metaphors show; I Cor. 13:3 can only mean the body, for the
Phil. 1:20 refers to
the physical presence in the world, as the phrase "to remain
in the flesh" (1:24) makes clear. Rom. 8:11 refers to the
body in which the Holy Spirit dwells.

There are several passages in which oape appears to

whole self or person cannot be burned.

equal odpf in the morally evil sense (Rom. 6:6; 7:24; 8:10,
12-13).
odpt , not necessarily its equivalent; "body of death" and
"body of sin" are not the flesh per se but the physical body
enslaved and doomed to death by sin. The body of flesh in
Col. 2:11 refers to Christ’s physical body (cf. Col. 1:22;

But in these cases the gaue is the instrument of
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Rom. 7:4; I Pet. 2:24; 4:1).g
which oadwe might appear to equal cdpf in a morally evil

The remaining passage in
sense is Rom. 8:10. Now even if they were here synonymous,
that does not win a holistic meaning for oipa, for odpE is
But in fact the
only way to equate the two is to make a radical break before
v. 11, for there God is said to make alive the body, which
he would never do to the evil flesh.
vocabulary precludes any such break.
10 are the bodies to be made alive in the eschaton by Christ

the sinful proclivity within man’s nature.

But the carry-over of
The dead bodies in v.

in v. 11 and therefore mean "mortal bodies" (cf. 6:12;
7:24).
simpliciter. Paul’s references to "bodily presence® (II
Cor. 10:10) and "absent in body" (I Cor. 5:3; cf. Col. 2:5;
Other passages

Thus o@ue never means the morally evil odpé

I Thess. 2:17) refer to physical presence.
are obviously physical: the wounds on Paul’s body (Gal.
6:17), Abraham’s impotent body (Rom. 4:19), the physical
deeds in this world (Rom. 8:13), the transformation of the
physical body (Phil. 3:21).
quoting:

Gundry'’'s conclusion is worth

The soma denotes the physical body, roughly
synonymous with ‘flesh' in the neutral sense. It forms
that part of man in and through which he lives and acts
in the world. It becomes the base of operations for
sin in the unbeliever, for the Holy Spirit in the
believer. Barring prior occurrence of the Parousia,
the soma will die. That is the lingering effect of sin
even in the believer. But it will also be resurrected.
That is its ultimate end, a major proof of its worth
and necessity to wholeness of human being, and the
reason for its sanctification now.!

9This is, I think, the most difficult passage for
GundrY: But even if the reference here is not to Christ’s
body, it is nonetheless apparent that body does not equal
flesh in the passage, for then it would be unintelligible to
speak of the "body of flesh." It may be that "body" is here
a physical metaphor, as in "body of Christ," meaning the
whole mass of sins. At any rate the use of "body" as
"flesh" in the moral sense does not figure in I Cor. 15.

loGundry, Soma, p. 50.
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The importance of this conclusion cannot be over-
emphasized. Too long we have been told that for Paul oiua
is the ego, the "I" of a man.!! Like a dash of cold water,

llpor example, Conzelmann writes,
“. . . obpa designates the ‘I‘. . . the ‘I’ in so far
as it can be grasped by itself and others as the
possible object of action through others and through
itself. I am o@gue in so far as I can stand over
against myself, govern myself and risk myself. I am
oope in so far as I desire . . . owmue is thus the I
as a subject which acts and an object which is acted
upon, especially the I as one that acts upon itself"
(Hans Conzelmann, An Outline of the Theology of the New
Testament [New York: Harper & Row, 1968], pp. 176-77).
Cf. Bultmann, Theologie, pp. 196-98. This leads to the
fallacy of Marxsen that because the o@ue is the "I," the
opposition between the present body and the resurrection
body is really between the earthly "I" and the spiritual "I"
(Willi Marxsen, The Resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth,
trans. Margaret Kohl [London: SCM Press, 1970], pp: 69-70;
cf. Erhardt Giittgemanns, Der leidende Apostel und sein Herr,
FRLANT 90 [GBttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1966], pp.
247-81). Logically this implies that death and resurrection
is the death and resurrection of the ego, a viewpoint which
is indistinguishable from the revivification and subsequent
immortality of the soul. Robinson’s error is somewhat
different. He recognizes that oiuc as the empirical ego
(Bultmann) is strictly post-Cartesian and that oaue as the
whole personality is unHebraic. He holds that o@pa is the
body created for God, but that it is not in the least
constituted by its being physical. It fulfills its essence
by being utterly subject to Spirit, not by being either
material or immaterial. 1Its substance depends entirely on
the nature of the medium through which the Spirit is
manifesting itself (Robinson, Body, p. 32). Nothing in
Robinson’s prior 31 pages justifies such a conclusion.
Robinson never shows that o@ue can be used in abstraction
from the material component or aspect to describe a purely
immaterial entity. He has only proved omue is not the
“prime matter" of which things are made. It is true that
the body is fulfilled in its subjection to Spirit as a
obpa nveubatuxdy ; but what is the proof that materiality is
non-essential? Robinson never renders intelligible the
notion of a literal, non-physical, immaterial body. The
idea that o@pe may have an immaterial substance or medium
surreptitiously introduces the notion that o@ua nvevuarixdv
is a body made out of spirit, which it is not (see p.132).
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Gundry’s study brings us back to the genuine anthropological
consciousness of first century man. The notion of body as
the "I" is a perversion of the biblical meaning of gipa !
Robert Jewett asserts, "Bultmann has turned odpa into its
virtual opposite: a symbol for that structure of individual
existence which is essentially non-physical.™ Hence,
Gundry concludes, existentialist treatments of o@pa @S much
as idealist treatments, have been.a positive impediment to
accurate historical-critical exegesis of I Cor. 15 and have
sacrificed theology to a philosophical fashion that is
already passé.!

To say that ggua refers primarily to the physical body
is not to say that the word cannot be used as synecdoche to
refer to the whole man by reference to a part. "The soma
may represent the whole person simply because the soma lives
in union with the soul/spirit. But soma does not mean
‘whole person,’ because its use is designed to call
attention to the physical object which is the body of the
person rather than the whole personality."" Nor does this
preclude metaphorical use of the word, as in the "body of
Christ" for the church; for it is a physical metaphor: the
church is not the "I" of Christ. When we turn to I Cor. 15
and inquire about the nature of the resurrection body,
therefore, we shall be inquiring about a body, not about an

€go, an "I," or a "person" abstractly conceived apart from
the body.%

““Jewett, Terms, p. 211.
13Gundry, Soma, p. 167.
141pid., p. 80.

15Even Weiss, who believes that oaua can stand for

the yholg personality, admits that in I Cor. 15 such a
meaning is inadmissable (Johannes Weiss, Der erste
Korintherbrief, 9th ed., KEKNT 5 [Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Euprecht, 1910], p. 372). See also John Gillman,

Transformation in I Cor. 15, 50-53," ETL 58 (1982): 328-29.
Although Gillman, appealing to the reviews of Gundry’s work
by J3.D.G. Dunn in SJT 31 (1978):288-91 and Daniel J.
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I have already alluded to Paul’s use of gdpt, and it
6§ Theologians are
This

will not be necessary to say much here.!
familiar with odpf as the evil proclivity within man.
touches sensitive nerves in German theology because the
Creed in German states that I believe in the resurrection of
the Fleisch, not of the body as in the English
translation.!” Hence, many theologians are rightly anxious
to disassociate themselves from any doctrine that the flesh
as a morally evil principle will be resurrected. But they
seem prone to overlook the fact that Paul often uses gdpf in
a non-moral sense simply to mean the physical flesh or body.
In this morally neutral sense the resurrection of the flesh
= resurrection of the body. 15 Paul is
clearly speaking of odpf in a physical, morally neutral
sense, for he speaks of the flesh of birds, animals, and
fish, which would be absurd in any moral sense. Hence,

Now in I Cor.

Harrington in Bib 58 (1977):136-38, considers himself in
disaareement with Gundry's view, still he asserts that the
oGua guxukéy  is the totality of the created, corporeal
person with particular attention to the mortal, physical
body and the oiux nvevuatixdy 1is the totality of the
resurrected, heavenly, corporeal person animated by the
Spirit. This is only a shade different from Gundry’s view,
however, and Gillman agrees that ". . . the believer has a
body now and will have the same body, transformed, after
death" (Ibid., p. 330). The point is that oiue does not
refer to the "self" in abstraction from the physical body.
As for the two reviews, only Dunn objects to Gundry's
concept of oiua, but even he agrees that oiua designates man
as embodied in the world. But he goes beyond the evidence
and degenerates into self-contradiction when he asserts that
it is a physical embodiment in this world and a spiritual
embodiment in the next.

16gee TWNT, s.v. "odpE, oapxunds r odpxLvos ," DY
Eduard Schweizer, Friedrich Baumgédrtel, and Rudolf Meyer;
Bultmann, Theologie, pp. 232-39; Alexander Sand, Der Begriff
“Fleisch" in den Paulinischen Hauptbriefen, BU 2
(Regensburg: Friedrich Pustet, 1967); E. Brandenburger,
Fleisch und Geist (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchner Verlag,
1968); Jewett, Terms, pp. 49-166.

175ee Karl Bornhduser, Das Recht des Bekenntnisses
zur Auferstehung des Fleisches (Giitersloh: C. Bertelsmann,
1899).
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Jewett draws attention to "the striking departure from the
technical ’'flesh’ category and an appropriation of
traditional Judaic use of odpt as interchangeable with
odpe .""® Understood in this physical sense, the doctrine
of the resurrection of the flesh is therefore morally
unobjectionable.

Finally a brief word on the third term ¢uxi:? Paul
does not teach a consistent dualism of oaua - ¢uxd, but often
uses gyeope and other terms to designate the immaterial
element of man. 1In fact, in the adjectival form, ¢uyLxdg
has a meaning that does not connote immateriality at all,
but rather the natural character of a thing in
contradistinction to the supernatural character of God’s
Spirit. Thus in I Cor. 2:14-3:3 Paul differentiates three
types of men: the g4uSpwnds YuxLkds
from God’s Spirit; the

or natural man apart
Gudpwrds TVELPATLRG! or spiritual man
who is led and empowered by God’s Spirit; and the Juspurnds
gapxivos or carnal man who, though possessing the Spirit of
God ( I Cor. 12:13), is nevertheless still under the sway of
the odpf or evil principle in human nature. This makes it
evident that for Paul ¢uxwxés did not have the connotations

which we today associate with "soul."

Three analogies to the resurrection
With these terms in mind we now turn to Paul’s
discussion in I Cor. 15:35-57.
polemical questions:

He begins by asking two
How are the dead raised? With what
kind of body do they come? (v. 35)* The structure of

18Jta-w'ett, Terms, p. 454.

195ee Erwin Rohde, Psyche, 2 vols., 2d ed.
(Tibingen: Mohr, 1921); TWNT, s.v., "guxi, duyLnds ,
avdguEoLs  ,  avadlyw , SCduyog , diLydfuyxos, " by Georg Bertram,
Albert Dihle, Edmond Jacob, Eduard Lohse, Eduard Schweizer,
and Karl-Wolfgang Tréger; Bultmann, Theologie, pp. 204-11;
Jewett, Terms, pp. 334-57; Gundry, Soma, pp. 83-86.

20cf. Baruch’s guestions:
"'In what shape will those live who live in Thy day?

127

Paul’s answer led Jeremias to suggest that in vs. 36-50 he
first answers the second question and then in vs. 51-57 the
first question.?’ But Morissette has shown that Paul is
using here the traditional rabbinical schema of argument and
that repetition and parallelism are typical in this style of
arqument.? The two questions probably amount to the same
thing. Paul’s opponents seemed to have been unable to
accept the resurrection because the resurrection of a
material body was either inconceivable or offensive to their
Greek minds (cf. Bultmann's "resuscitation of a corpse").
Paul’s answer steers a careful course between the crasser
forms of the Pharisaic doctrine of resurrection, in which
the raised will, for example, each beget a thousand children
and eat the flesh of Leviathan, and the Platonistic doctrine
of the immortality of the soul apart from the body. Paul
will contend that the resurrection body will be radically
different from this natural body, but that it will
nevertheless be a body--he envisions no release of the soul
from the prison house of the body. Paul’s answer is that
the resurrection body will be a marvelous transformation of
our present body, making it suitable for existence in the
age to come--a doctrine not unusual in the Judaism of Paul's

day and remarkably similar to that of the contemporary II

Or how will the splendour of those who (are) after that
time continue?
Will they then resume this form of the present,

6r-wilt Thou perchance change these things which have
been in the world

As also the world?’" (II Baruch 49:2-3)

21cf, Joachim Jeremias, "‘Flesh and Blood Cannot
Inherit the Kingdom of God’ (I Cor. XV. 50)," NTS 2 (1955~
56):156-57.

22Rodolphe Morissette, "La condition de ressugité. E
Corinthiens 15, 35-49: structure littéraire de la péricope,
Bib 53 (1972):209, 216-24.
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Baruch 50-51, which should be read in conjunction with
Paul’s argqument.?

In the first paragraph, vs. 36-41, Paul searches for
analogies to the resurrection of the dead (v. 42). The
first analogy is the analogy of the seed.? The point of
the analogy is simply to draw attention to how different the
plant is from the seed that is buried in the ground (cf. Mt.
13:31-32 for Jesus's use of a similar analogy in another
context).® It is a good analogy for Paul'’'s purposes, for
the sowing of the seed and its death are reminiscent of the
burial of the dead man (vs. 42-44). To criticize Paul's
analogy from the standpoint of modern botany--saying, for
example, that a seed does not really die--presses the
analogy too far. Similarly some commentators criticize
Paul’s analogy because he lacked the modern botanical notion
that a particular type of seed yields a particular type of

plant; Paul thought God alone determined what plant should

_2?Paul's teaching is essentially the Jewish doctrine
of glorified bodies, according to Weiss, Korintherbrief, p.
345; W.D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism, 2d ed. (London:
SPCK, 1965), pp. 305-08; Ulrich Wilckens, Auferstehung, TT4
(Stuttgart and Berlin: Kreuz Verlag, 1970), pp. 128-31;
Joseph L. Smith, "Resurrection Faith Today," TS 30
(1969):406. It is highly instructive that in Acts 23:6 Luke
identifies Paul’s doctrine of the resurrection with that of
the Pharisees (cf. 24:14; 26:6, 21-23).

2%0n the dying of the seed, cf. Jn. 12:24. On the
nakedness of the seed cf. later parallels in the rabbinical
writings (Sanhedrin 90b; Tractate Kethubboth 111b; Pirké de
Rabbi Eliezer 33.17c), but these have to do with whether we
shall have clothes at the resurrection. The analogy is that
as the plant comes clothed from the naked seed, so shall we
at the resurrection. Paul uses the analogy differently.

) '25H.A.w. Meyer, Handbuch iiber den Ersten Brief an
dlg Korinther, 6th ed., rev. Georg Heinrici, KEKNT 5
(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht's Verlag, 1881), pp. 442-
33; Jeremias, "‘Flesh and Blood,’" p. 156; Ronald J. Sider,

The Pauline Conception of the Resurrection Body in I
Corinthians xv. 35-54," NTS 21 (1975):431.

—

129

spring up from any seed that was sown (v. 38).% But this

is quite unreasonable, as though Paul could think that a
date-palm could conceivably spring from a grain of corn! He
specifically says that God gives "each kind of seed its own
body" (v. 38) which harks back to the Genesis account of the
creation of gnéppa xatd yévos (LXX Gen. 1:11, 12). In an
agrarian culture, the Israelites certainly knew the
difference between sowing wheat and tares and that thorns do
not bring forth grapes or thistles figs. At any rate this
loses the whole point of the analogy: that from the mere
seed God produces a wonderfully different plant.

Paul then appeals to the analogy of different sorts of
flesh again in order to prove that if we recognize
differences even in the physical world then the resurrection
body could also be different from our present body. Paul’s
analogy may have in mind the creation account, but I think
the Jewish distinction between clean and unclean food is
closer (cf. Lev. 11; animals: 1-8; fish: 9-12; birds: 13-
19; insects: 20-23; swarming things: 29-30).” So I do
not think odpf here is precisely identical with oapa . Not
only would that reduce Paul’s argument to the rather banal
assertion that men have different bodies from fish, but it
would also entail the false statement that all animals have
the same kind of body. Rather in the present connection odpf

26Héring, Premiére épitre, p. 145. Allo thinks that
on the contrary Paul wants to say that the nature of the
plant corresponds to that of the seed (Ernst-Bernard Allo,
Premiére épitre aux Corinthiens (Paris: Librairie Lecoffre,
1934), p. 422; cf. Sider, “"Conception," p. 431).

27see also the very interesting list in I Kings
4:33b: animals, birds, reptiles, and fish.On the different
types of flesh, see Tractate Chullin 8.1, where the author
explains that one cannot cook flesh in milk, unless it is
the flesh of fish or of grasshoppers; fowl may be set on the
table with cheese, but not eaten with it. See also Davies,
Paul, p. 306.
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means essentially "meat" or “organic matter."® The old
commentaries were therefore wrong in defining wodpf tout
simple as "substance," for inorganic matter would not be
odpt ; Paul would never speak of the flesh of a stone. To
say that the resurrection body has therefore a different
kind of flesh than the present body probably presses the
analogy too far; all Paul wants to show is that as there are
differences among mundane things, analogously the
supernatural resurrection body could also differ from the
present body.
The third analogy is that of terrestrial and celestial

bodies (vs. 40-41).
Paul means astronomical bodies, not angels.”

There can be no doubt from v. 41 that
Again the
point of the analogy is the same: there are radical
differences among bodies in the physical world, so why
should not the body in the world to come differ from the
present body? Paul’s aralogy is particularly apt in this
case because as the heavenly bodies exceed terrestrial
bodies in glory, so does the resurrection body the natural

body (v. 43; cf. Phil. 3:21).¥ The s%ta of the heavenly

28mhis is not to say,however, that Paul contemplates
any formal dichotomy between form and substance that carries
over to the other analogies, as the older commentaries held
and as Conzelmann still asserts (Conzelmann, Korinther, pp.
334-36).

2950 Heinrici contra Meyer ([Heinrici-] Meyer,
Ersten Brief, p. 444).

30cf. 11 Baruch 51:1-10 where the glory of the
righteous seems to be a literal brightness like the stars’.
For Paul, the glory of the righteous seems to mean majesty,
honor, exaltation, etc., not so much physical radiance,
which is a mere analog. See Joseph Coppens, "La
glorification céleste du Christ dans la théologie
neotestamentaire et l’attente de Jésus," in Resurrexit, ed.
Edouard Dhanis (Rome: Libreria Editrice Vaticana, 1974), pp:
37-40. This exposes a serious deficiency in the argument O
Robinson who infers from Phil. 3:21 that Paul visualized
Christ’s resurrection body as a luminous, heavenly body
(James M. Robinson, "Jesus from Easter to Valentinus (or to
the Rpostles’ Creed)," JBL 101 [1982]:7).
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bodies is their brightness, which varies; there is no trace
here of Lichtsubstanz. 'When applied to the resurrection

body, however, siea seems to be honor (v. 43).
is also particularly apt because the
close analogy to the

The analogy
oupata enfycLa bear a

oiue duxurdv , which can be described as
(v. 47) and én(yevos (II Cor. 5:1), and the

resemble the o@Fua

€x yiis xoluds
ofpata énoupdvia tvevpatindy , which is
described as  ¢f olpavod (V. 47; II Cor. 5:2) and Zroupdviog
(v. 48). These descriptions make it evident that realms of
reality, not substances, are being here contrasted: the
present body is earthly, while the resurrection body will be
heavenly.

Paul has thus prepared the way for his doctrine of the
world to come by three analogies from the present world.
All of them show how things can be radically different from
other things of the same genus; similarly a oipa nveuvnatLndv
will be seen to be radically different from a oiua guyuxdv -
Moreover, Paul’s analogies form an ascending scale from
plant to animal to terrestrial bodies to celestial bodies;
the next type of body to be mentioned will be the most
wonderful and exalted of all.

The o@ua TvevpaTLxdv
From vs. 42-50 Paul spells out his doctrine of the
The body that is to be differs from the
present body in that it will be imperishable, glorious,

olbua TVEUNATLHAEY -

powerful, and spiritual; whereas the present body is
perishable, dishonorable, weak, and physical (vs. 42-44).
These are the four essential differences between the present
body and the resurrection body. What do they tell us about
the nature of the resurrection body?

First, it is sown &v ¢%0p§, but it is raised év &pdopoig.
These terms tell us clearly that Paul is not talking about
egos, or "I's," but about bodies, for (1) the onelpeTaL -
€yeCpetar has primary reference to the burial and raising up
of a dead man’s body, not the "person" in abstraction from
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the body; and (2) only the body can be described as
perishable (II Cor. 4:16), for man’s spirit survives death
(II Cor. 5:1-5; cf. Rom. 8:10; Phil. 1:23).*! Rather the
disjunction under discussion concerns the radical change
that will take place in our bodies: Paul teaches personal
bodily immortality, not immortality of the soul alone (cf.
vs. 53-54). Strange as this may sound to modern ears, the
Christian teaching (or at least Paul’s) is not that our
souls will live forever, but that we will have bodies in the
after-life,.

Second, it is sown év 4rtipde , but it is raised ev 64Ep .
Our present bodies are wracked by sin, are bodies of death,
groaning with the whole creation to be set free from sin and
decay; we long, says Paul, for the redemption of our bodies
(II Cor. 5:4; Rom 8:19-24). This body, dishonored through
sin and death, will be transformed by Christ to be like his
glorious body (Phil. 3:21). 1In a spiritual sense we already
have an anticipation of this glory insofar as we are
conformed inwardly to the image of Christ and are sanctified
by his Spirit (II Cor. 3:18), but Paul reaches that the body
will not simply fall away like a useless husk, but will be
transformed to partake of this glory also.

Third, it is sown gy dodevely , but it will be raised
év Suvduer . How well Paul knew of physical weakness!
Afflicted with a bodily malediction which was offensive to
others and a burden to those around him--his "thorn in the
flesh” which he implored God three times to take away--Paul
found in his weakness the power of Christ (Gal. 4:13-14; II
Cor. 12:7-10). And on his poor body which had been stoned,

: 3lpor this second reason I do not think we can agree
with those commentators who suggest that the resurrection
body 1s the culmination of a process already begun in a
Christian’s life (Cullmann, Immortality, pp. 36-37; Héring,
Premiére épitre, p. 148), for clearly our bodies are getting
worse, not better, while our spirits survive death. Even in

Rom. 6:1-11 Paul speaks of the resurrection as a future
event.

e
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beaten, and scourged for the sake of the gospel, Paul bore
the marks of Christ, so much so that he dared to write

". . . in my flesh I complete what is lacking in Christ’s
afflictions . . ." (Col. 1:24). Just as Christ "was
crucified in weakness, but lives by the power of God" (II
Cor. 13:4), so Paul longed to know the power of the
resurrection and looked forward to the day when he, too,
would receive a powerful resurrection body (II Cor. 5:1-4;
Phil. 3:10-11).

Fourth, it is sown a o@pa ¢uxudv , but it is raised a
opua nvevpetuxdy . By @ odpa duyuxdy Paul clearly does not
mean a body made out of d¢uxd.?® Rather just as Paul
frequently uses oapxuds to indicate, not the physical
substance of a thing (cf. odpxuvog ) but its orientation, its
dominating principle, so ¢uxuxds also indicates, not a
substance, but an orientation. In the New Testament ¢uxuxds
always has a negative connotation (I Cor. 2:14; Jas. 3:15;
Jude 19); that which is yyyuudg partakes of the character
and direction of natural human nature. Hence, the emphasis
in odua guxerdy  is not that the body is physical, but that
it is natural. BAccordingly, oaue ¢uyurdv ought rightly to
be translated "natural body;" it means our ordinary human
body. This is the body that will be sown. But it is raised
a oipe wvevpatixdy . And just as oapa ¢uyundy does not mean
a body made out of ¢uxd, neither does gipa TveupatLxdy mean
a body made out of ‘wuedpe . Virtually every modern

3ZSee Weiss, Korintherbrief, p. 372; Archibald
Robertson and Alfred Plummer, First Epistle of Saint Paul to
the Corinthians, 2d ed., ICC (Edinburgh: T&T Clarke, 1967),
p. 372; Clavier, "Remarques," pp. 345-51; Jewett, Terms, p.
354.

33&110, Premiére épitre, p. 425; (Kimmel-)
Lietzmann, Korinther I, p. 195; C.F.D. Moule, "St. Paul and
Dualism: the Pauline Conception of the Resurrection," NTS 12
(1965-66):108; TWNT, S.v. " nvelpa, nvevpatiuds » nvéw ¢ Exmvéw
SedTVELTTOS " by Hermann Kleinknecht, Friedrich
Baumgédrtel, Werner Bieder, Eric Sjdberg, Edward Schweizer;
D.E.H. Whitely, The Theology of St. Paul (Oxford: Basil
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commentator agrees on this point: Paul is not talking about
a rarefied body made out of spirit or ether; he means a body
under the lordship and direction of God’s Spirit.34 Thus,

Blackwgll, 1970), p. 252; Gundry, Soma, pp. 165-66.
According to Bornhduser the opposite of a body made out of
spirit would be a o@pa odpxivov , not @  oiua GuxLHdv . Yuyd
and nvelua are here determining factors, not substances
(Bornhduser, Auferstehung, pp. 22-23). Even Weiss, who
asserts that Paul "obviously" imagines an ethereal, light,
pure heavenly stuff of which all nveduate are made, above
all God himself, admits that as the opposite of o@ua guxLndy ,
obue mvevuatirdv cannot be formed out of spirit (Weiss,
Korintherbrief, p. 373). He muses that the notion of a
"Spiritual body" is problematic because we cannot imagine an
immaterial, bodiless body! I doubt that Paul could either.
The same unintelligibility confronts Robertson and Plummer
when they assert that in the resurrection body the nvebua
will be connected to an immaterial germ (whatever that is!)
which enables it to develop according to a law beyond our
comprehension; this, despite the fact that they recognize
that the adjectival forms here mean "congenital with" or
"formed to be an organ of" (Robertson and Plummer,
Corinthians, p. 372). Conzelmann, though he employs the old
form/substance distinction and thinks nsvebpa is a substance,
yet admits that the spiritual body is not one made out of
spirit, but one determined by spirit (Conzelmann, Korinther,
p. 336). Pamment, observing that for Paul rvedua is that
which determines a man’'s disposition or action so that a man
who is living xatd nveluz  is tveupetLnds , concludes that a
ofpa mvevpatLkéy  “is a body enlivened by God’s Spirit, no
longer dedicated to self-indulgence but to God" (Margaret
Pamment, “Raised a Spiritual Body: bodily resurrection
according to Paul," NB 66 [1985):378). But she adds that
thg body must be transformed, presumably materially, by the
Spirit so that it is no longer a body of flesh, but a body
of glory. But this presumption is gratuitous and forces her
to lapse back into the old form-substance dichotomy.

) _ 347he natural body is d¢uxuxév insofar as the yuxfi is
its life-principle and determinant. The ¢uxi reigns over
the natural body. But the resurrection body will be
spiritual, not in the sense of an ethereal substance, which
the opposition to ¢uxuxév prohibits, but insofar as the
nvebue will be its life-principle and determinant. In the
resurrection life, the body will be the organ for the nvelua,
and the guyqi will have ceased to dominate. Instead all
powers and activities of the body will be subordinated to
the nvebpa. ([Heinrici-] Meyer, Erster Brief, pp. 447-48).
In the present body the Spirit "has been limited and
hampered in its action; in the future body it will have
complete freedom of action and consequently complete
control, and man will at last be, what God created him to

e — — ——— o ——
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philological analysis leads, in Clavier's words, to the
conclusion that ". . . the ’spiritual body’ is, in
substance, the same body, this body of flesh, but controlled
by the spirit, as is the body of Jesus Christ."¥® The
contrast is not between physical body/non-physical body, but
between naturally oriented body/spiritually oriented body.*
They do not differ qua oapa ; rather they differ qua

be, a being in which the higher self is supreme" (Robertson
and Plummer, Corinthians, p. 372). According to Pearson, "
. . . the nvebpa - ¢uxd differentiation is basically a :
Jewish version of the voUs - ¢u,i differentiation of common
Hellenistic parlance" (Birger A. Pearson, The Pneumatikos-
Psychikos Terminology in I Corinthians, SBL Dissertation
Series 12 [Missoula, Mont.: Scholar’s Press, 1973], p. 82).
Hellenistic thought had distinguished the voig and the duxd
as the higher and lower elements of the soul respectively.
In the Hellenistic-Jewish exegesis of Gen. 2:7, nvelua Was
substituted for vols as the higher element. Thus, no
opposition was here contemplated between physical/non-
physical, since both were elements of the soul. Rather,
what is duywxde is lower and mortal, while what is nvelpatindg
is higher and heavenly. Paul’s argument is that at the
resurrection our bodies will be transformed from being
tuxurdy to  mveuvperuxdv . See Michael Ramsey, The
Resurrection of Christ (London: Centenary Press, 1945), pp.
107-08; Gerald 0’Collins, The Easter Jesus, 2d ed. (London:
Darton, Longman, & Todd, 1980), p. 113; Sider, "Conception,"
p. 435.

35Clavier, "Remarques, " p. 361. Despite the
philological evidence, Clavier goes for a substantival
understanding of spiritual body on two grounds: (1) in the
seed/plant analogy, the plant is not numerically identical
with the seed, and (2) I Cor. 15:50. The first reason 1s
astounding, for the plant certainly is numerically identical
with the seed! Pressing the analogy this far supports the
continuity of the resurrection body with this body. Clavier
sadly misunderstands v. 50, as evident from his remark that
Paul should have mentioned bones along with flesh and blood.
See pp. 137-40,

361t is the same contrast that Paul drawn between
the natural man and the spiritual man in I Cor. 2:14-15, a
passage which seems decisive for the understanding of Paul’s
contrast in I Cor. 15.° Just as Paul obviously does not by
“natural man" mean "material, tangible man" and by
"spiritual man" "invisible, intangible man" so neither does
he mean by “"natural body" “material, extended, t§ngible
body" and by "spiritual body" "invisible, intangible,
unextended body."
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orientation. Another way of putting the same thought is to
say that they belong to two different spheres or realms of
reality. The conceptual distinction between o@pa ¢uxLxdy
and odua wvevpatiudv seems to be reproduced in II Cor. 5 as
the distinction between the ¢ilyeios olxla and olxla év Toic
ovpavols . Again the contrast is not of substance, but of
proper sphere. Both are bodies, but one is oriented toward
and belongs to the natural order, whereas the other is
oriented toward and belongs to the heavenly order. Hence, I
think it very unfortunate that Paul’s carefully chosen term
Owua avevpatuidy  has been usually translated “"spiritual

body," for such a rendering tends to be very misleading, as
Héring explains:

. .. This term is very well-chosen; for it gives us an
indication of two gualities of the resurrection bodies
which we have difficulty conceiving, but which Pauline
theology invites us to consider: first, the
supernatural life bestowed by the Holy Spirit and
sgcond, its perfect submission to the spirit, which
will make it truly its temple. In French, however, the
literal translation spiritual body risks creating worse
misunderstandings. For most French readers, being more
or less consciously Cartesians, yield to the tendency
of identifying the spiritual with the non-extended and
of course with the immaterial as well, which is the
oppositg of Pauline ideas and creates, moreover, a
contradictio in adjecto; for what would be a body
without either extension or matter?¥

Héring therefore suggests that it is better to translate odua
wevpatunéy  as the opposite of natural body ( odua uyuxdy ) s
that is, as supernatural body.® Although this has the

37Héring, Premiére épitre, p. 147.

381t is interesting that the RSV and NEB translators
also use supernatural to render gueupatuxbv in the
€XPressions nveupaTixndv Bpopa ol Mépa in I Cor. 10:3-4: *all
ate the same supernatural food and all drank the same
supergatural drink." The manna and water in the desert were
certainly not immaterial or unextended, rather they were

from heaven (LXX Ps. 77:24) and thus belonging to the
supernatural order.

)
1
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disadvantage of ignoring the connotation of wvevsatixds as
"Spirit-dominated," it avoids the inevitable
misunderstandings engendered by "spiritual body." As Héring
rightly comments, this latter term understood substantively
is practically a self-contradiction. By the same token,
“physical body" is really a tautology. Thus, natural
body/supernatural body is a better rendering of Paul’s
meaning here.

The Two Adams

Having described the four differences between the
present body and the resurrection body, Paul elaborates the
doctrine of the two Adams.” He cites Gen. 2:7 LXX to prove
that the first Adam became elg ¢uxhv t@oav , and he adds to
this that the last Adam became elg mvedua fyomovolv ., By
this last expression he does not mean that Christ turned
into a disembodied spirit any more than he means by the
first that Adam turned into a disembodied soul.® Rather

397here has been much discussion of the relation
between Paul’s doctrine of the two Adams and Philo’s theory
of God’s creation of the earthly and heavenly man (Philo De
opificio mundi 134; idem, Legum allegoriae 1.41-43; idem, De
plantatione Noe 44-45; idem, De confusione linguarum 62-64).
In content Paul’s thought is utterly diverse. Philo’s
theory concerns the Neoplatonic dichotomy between the r?alm
of the universal and the particular. The heavenly man is a
Platonic form or idea; the earthly man is an exemplification
thereof. For Paul the distinction is historical, not
philosophical. The first Adam is the historical father of
the human race; the second Adam is Jesus the Messiah and
redeemer of mankind. Philo has no soteriology and Paul no
Platonism in mind. Cf. Jn. 3:34.

40TWNT: " pvetua " by Kleinknecht, et. al. I am

astounded by the number of scholars who appeal to I Cor.
15:45; II Cor. 3:17-18; etc. to prove that Christ turned
into the Spirit at the resurrection and so is now immaterial
and invisible (eg. Robinson, "Easter to Valentinus," p. 13).
Morissette shows from Jewish texts that "life-giving" means
"to resurrect" and comments, ;

“The appellation 'Spirit,’ for its part, is sometimes

used by Paul to designate Christ.'” Nonetheless, there

is no formal identification whatever.'® The

identification is always functional: it serves to show
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the same entities are described as
buxr céoa (v. 45),

(v. 44),

owua guyLrdy
(v. 46) and as

10 duxLudy

(V. 44) nvedpa cwomorony (V. 45),

OOUR RVEUNATLREY
16 AVELVPATLHOVY (v. 46). It is
because of the parallelism of his play on the words of Gen.
2:7 that Paul omits explicit reference to Christ’s body in
V. 45. Paul teaches in v. 45 that the natural body came
into being at creation, while the supernatural body came
into existence via the resurrection (cf. vs. 42-44a).%
Similarly, we bear first the natural body, but we shall in
the resurrection bear the supernatural body patterned after
Jesus’s (vs. 46, 49).

Now Paul calls the natural body xcinds and contrasts it
with the heavenly body (vs. 47-49), which might lead us to
think that the difference between the two is, after all, the
stuff of which they are made.
associate the ¢uyuubs

But while Paul does seem to
and the xoixds, he in no way implies
that the heavenly body will be immaterial.
is not the issue seems clear from v. 47:

That materiality

@ np@Tus avdpwnos €x yiig yotxde
© beUTepos Gvspurnos ¢E olpavod

what Christ means ’‘now’ for the faithful.D! The
statement of I Cor. 15.45b is no exception, as the verb

tyoroLodv . . and the entire context indicate.

) IzgC_. II Cor. 3.17a, 18c; comp. Rom. 8.9-11. This
affirmation is implied occasionally by Luke: comp. Lk.
12.12&021.15; Acts 16.6, 7.

Between II Cor. 3.17a (’the Lord is the Spirit’')

and 18c ('the Lord who is the Spirit’), Paul

g;stlzguishes in v. 17b ’where the Spirit of the Lord
;s ete.’

PlThe Apostle frequently attributes similar
functions to Christ and the Spirit; W.D. Davies in Paul
and Rabbinic Judaism, p. 177, has a good summary of
these texts" (Rodolphe Morissette, "L’antithése entre
le ‘psychique’ et le ’‘pneumatique’ en I Corinthiens,
XV, 44 & 46," RSCR 46 [1972]:141).

41 oo
That the one verb 'eyévero holds the sentence
together cannot force the conclusion that the same act of

2 i Tm—.

-
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There is something conspicuously missing in this parallel

186 mvevuatixoy (V. 46): the first
Adam is from the earth, made of dust; the second Adam is
from heaven, but made of--2?** Clearly Paul recoils from
saying the second Adam is made of heavenly substance. The
contrast between the two Adams seems to be their origin, not

between 13 guxuxdy and

their substance. This is reinforced by a comparison of

these verses with II Cor. 5:1-3. Here the first man is
called ¢y vyic yoinde ; there the tent dwelling is described
as  énlyevoc (c¢f. I Cor. 15:40). Here the second man is £g
olpavod ; there what is variously characterized as the
building, house, or dwelling is described as ¢£ olpavoy (CE-
I Cor. 15:40). Again it seems evident that the contrast is
one of origin, not substance. Thus, the doctrine of the two

Adams seems to confirm the philological analysis above.

"Flesh and Blood Cannot Inherit The Kingdom of God"

Then comes a phrase that has caused great difficulties
for interpreters: "I tell you this, brethren, flesh and
blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God, nor does the

perishable inherit the imperishable" (v. 50)." Does not

42op alternatively, the first Adam is made of the
dust of the earth, the second Adam is from heaven. The
first speaks of constitution, the second of origin. See
also TWNT, s.v. " nvelpa ," by Kleinknecht, et. al.; Bultmann,
Theologie, p. 249; S.H. Hooke, The Resurrection of Christ as
History and Experience (London: Darton, Longman, & Todd,
1967), p. 146; Gundry, Soma, p. 166.

43According to Jeremias, the misunderstanding of

this verse "has played a disastrous role in the New
Testament theology of the last sixty years until the present
day;" it has led to a spiritualizing of the resurrection so
that only the nveduax survives--"This is nearly commonplace
in New Testament scholarship" (Jeremias, "'Flesh and
Blood,'" pp. 157-58). Typical is the disastrous exegesis of
McLeman:

"If Paul had been able to read and accept the last

chapter of the canonical Gospels, he would not have

been so insistent that flesh and blood (sarx kai haima)

15:50). The

cannot inherit the kingdom of God (I Cor.
belief that the risen Jesus had flesh and bones (sgrka
kai ostea, Luke 24:39) stands in contrast to the view

Creation is_referred to, as is thought by Weiss,
Korintherbrief, p. 473, for this violates the context.
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this seem to clearly indicate that the resurrection body
will be immaterial? Jeremias has tried to escape this
conclusion by arguing that "flesh and blood" refers to those
alive at the Parousia, while the "perishable" refers to the
dead in Christ; Paul means that neither living nor dead as
they are can inherit God's kingdom, but must be transformed
(v. 51).% This however, seems unlikely, for it requires
that v. 50 go with v. 51. But not only does v. 50 appear to
be a summary statement of the foregoing paragraph, but v. 51
introduces a new paragraph and a new thought, as is
indicated by the introductory words, "Lo! I tell you a
mystery!" and by the fact that something new and previously
unknown is about to be communicated.® Neither need cne

adopt the expedient of Bornh&user that Paul means flesh and

that we must be changed (allagesometha, I Cor. 15:51),
and that the resurrection body is quite different from
the body of flesh. ’‘Paul believes in the resurrection

of the body, not of the flesh. The flesh is the power
of death, which must be destroyed.’¥*

*0. Cullmann, Immortality of the Soul or Resurrection

of the Dead? p. 46" (James McLeman, Resurrection Then

and Now [London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1965], p. 202).
McLeman not only confuses flesh-and-blood with anatomical
flesh, but both these with the ethical meaning of "flesh"!
Haenchen also tries to play Paul off against the author of
Acts, declaring, "For Paul Jesus was no longer 'flesh and
blood’. . after his resurrection--he and Peter had been
allowed to see the transfigured Lord (I Cor. 9:1), and the
idea that the risen Christ has eaten and drunk with the
disciples would have rung like a blasphemy in Paul’s ears"
(Ernst Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles, 14th ed.; trans.
B. Noble, G. Shinn, R. McL. Wilson [Oxford: Basil Blackwell,
1971], p. 114). Precisely the opposite is true. Also
stumbling at this verse are Robertson and Plummer,
Corinthians, p. 369; Clavier, "Remarques," pp. 348-49; Hans
Grass, Ostergeschehen und Osterberichte, 4th rev. ed.
(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1963), p. 164; Raymond
E. Brown, The Virginal Conception and Bodily Resurrection of
Jesus, (London: Geoffrey Chapman, 1973), p. 87; James W.D.G:.
Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit (London: SCM, 1975), pp. 121,
391; Robinson, "Easter to Valentinus," pp. 11-12.

44Jeremias, "'Flesh and Blood,'" pp. 151-59.

4ssand, "Fleisch," pp. 152-53.
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blood will decay in the grave, but the bones will be
raised.® This fails to reckon with the fact that v. 50
refers to the living at the Parousia as well as the dead and
falsely assumes Paul is here speaking of anatomy.

Rather, most commentators are agreed that “flesh and
blood" is a typical Semitic expression denoting the frail
human nature.? In other words it means pretty much the
same thing as & guyuxdy , applied to human nature generally.
It emphasizes our feeble mortality over against God; hence,
the second half of v. 50 is Paul’s elaboration in other
words of exactly the same thought.® The fact that the verb
is in the singular may also suggest that Paul is not talking
of physical aspects of the body, but about a conceptual
unity: “flesh and blood is not able to inherit . . . .
Elsewhere Paul also employs the expression "flesh and blood"
to mean simply “people" or "mortal creatures” (Gal. 1:16;
Eph. 6:12). Therefore, Paul is not talking about anatomy

46gar1 Bornhduser, Die Gebeine der Toten, BECT 26
(Glitersloh: C. Bertelsmann, 1921), p. 37; Walthe; KRiinneth,
The Theology of the Resurrection, trans. J.W. Leitch
(London: SCM Press, 1965), p. 94.

471t is found in Mt. 16:17; Gal. 1:16; Eph. §:12:
Heb. 2:14; see also Sirach 14:18 and the references in Paul
Billerbeck, Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und
Midrasch, 6 vols., ed. Herrmann Strack (Miinchen: Beck, 19?2—
63), 1:730-31, 753. The Semitic word pair odog mq.aEua is
first attested by Ecclesiasticus 14:18; 17:31 and its
equivalent occurs frequently in rabbinic texts, especially
rabbinic parables. See K.G. Kuhn, " Mevpaouds -- "apaptia -=
odpt im Neuen Testament und die damit zusammenhdngenden
Vorstellungen," ZTK 49 (1952):200-22; J.N. Sevenster,_“Some
Remarks on the +yupvée in II Cor. V.3," in Studia Paulina,
ed. J.N. Sevenster and W.C. Unnik (Haarlem, Netherlands:
Erven F. Bohn, 1953), p. 205; Moule, "Dualism," p. 109;
TWNT, s.v. " odpf," by Schweizer, et. al.; Bultmann,
Theologie, pp. 234-35; Sand, "Fleisch," pp. 152-53, 295;
Pearson, Pneumatikos-Psychikos, pp. 22, 25; 0’Collins, .
Easter, p. 113; Gundry, Soma, p. 166; Sider, "Conception,
pp. 436-37; Gillman, "Transformation," pp. 317-18.

4BWeiss, Korintherbrief, p. 377; Conzelmann,
Rorinther, p. 346.
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here; rather he means that mortal human beings cannot enter
into God's eternal kingdom; therefore, they must become
imperishable (cf. v. 53). This imperishability does not
imply immateriality or unextendedness; on the contrary,
Paul’s doctrine of the world to come is that our
resurrection bodies will be part of, so to speak, a
resurrected creation (Rom. 8:18-23). The universe will be
delivered from sin and decay, not materiality, and our
bodies will be part of that universe.®

The Transformation at the Parousia

In the following paragraph, Paul tells how this will be
accomplished. When he says "We shall not all sleep, but we
shall all be changed" (v. 51) it is not clear whether he
means by "all" Christians in general or Christians alive at
his time. 1In the first case he means that there will be
Christians alive at Parousia, but that they and the dead
alike will be changed. 1In the second case, he means some of
us will not die, but all of us, whether dead or living, will
be changed. The same ambiguity exists in I Thess. 4:15; 173
But in either case, two things are clear: (1) Paul held
that the transformation would take place instantaneocusly at
the moment of the resurrection (v. 52). In this he differs
sharply from II Baruch 50-51 which holds that the
resurrection yields the old bodies again which are
transformed only after the judgment.® Paul’s doctrine is
that we are raised imperishable and glorified. (2) For Paul

49 ;
. Cullmann, Immortality, pp. 37-38; Gundry, Soma, p.

the 50Accord1ng to Baruch the old bodies are raised for
e g rgoge of recognition, that the living may know that
Chris:a ave been raised. But for Paul, believers, like
i eTergg glorified from the tomb (Kirsopp Lake, The
Will'rlca Evidence for the Resurrection of Jesus [London:

lams & Norgate, 1907), pp. 24-27; Weiss, Korintherbrief,
PP. 349, 379; Grass, Ostergeschehen, pp. 151).
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the resurrection is a transformation, not an exchange.’! In
the resurrection, the "ego" of a man does not trade bodies.
Rather the natural body in the grave is miraculously raised
and transformed into a supernatural body. The metaphor of

the sowing and raising clearly points to this: "It is sown

51Robertson and Plummer, Corinthians, p. Xxxvii;
Brooke Foss Wescott, The Gospel of the Resurrection (London:
Macmillan, 1906), p. 94; Héring, Premiére épitre, p. 148;
M.E. Dahl, The Resurrection of the Body, SBT 36 (London:
SCM, 1962) pp. 27-33; Berthold Klappert, "Einleitung," in
Diskussion um Kreuz und Auferstehung, ed. idem (Wuppertal:
Aussaat Verlag, 1971), pp. 14-15; Whitely, Theology, p. 249;
0'Collins, Easter, p. 44; Sider, "Conception", p. 435;
Gillman, "Transformation," pp. 330-32; Joseph Plevnik, "The
Taking Up of the Faithful and the Resurrection of the Dead
in I Thessalonians 4:13-18," CBQ 46 (1984):274-83; Pamment,
"Raised a Spiritual Body," pp. 383-84; Ben Meyer, "Did
Paul's View of the Resurrection of the Dead Undergo
Development?" TS 47 (1986): 376-77; idem, "Paul and the
Resurrection of the Dead," TS 48 (1987):157-58. Grass is
simply wrong when he characterizes the resurrection as a re-
creation, not a transformation (Grass, Ostergeschehen, p.
154). He falsely appeals to v. 50; his statement that Paul
has no interest in the emptying of the graves ignores the
statements of I Thess. 4.16; I Cor. 15.42-44, 52. He
attempts to strengthen his case by arguing that the relation
of the old world to the new is one of annihilation to re-
creation and this is analogous to the relation of the old
body to the new (Ibid., pp. 167-71). But Grass's texts are
chiefly non-Pauline (Heb. 1:10-12; Mk. 13:31; Rev. 6:14;
20:11; 21:1; II Pet. 3:10). Paul's doctrine suggests a
transformation of creation (Rom. 8:18-23; cf. I Cor. 7:31).
And even the other passages leave mixed impressions.
According to Paul it is this creation which will be
delivered from its bondage to sin and decay.

According to Dahl, the widely accepted exegesis of what
he calls "hetero-somatism" is due more to Western philosophy
than the true biblical outlook. He emphasizes that the very
word "resurrection" implies the restoration of something
lost, not the provision of something new, that the seed-
plant analogy shows the organic unity of the beginning and
end of the change, and that the "it" which is sown and
raised in v. 43 haunts the "accepted exegesis" (Dahl,
Resurrection, pp. 27-28, 33). Dahl’'s own view of somatic
continuity (Ibid., pp. 93-94) presses existentialist views
of o@ua onto Paul, for he thinks o@ue = whole personality;
but in Dahl’s favor it must be said that he regards a
physical body as an integral aspect of the whole
personality.
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- - , it is raised," Paul repeats four times. His
statement that we shall all be changed includes the dead as
well as the living, and the change concerns the change in
the body (v. 35). When Paul says "the dead will be raised
imperishable" (v. 52) and "the dead in Christ will rise
first" (I Thess. 4:16), he can only mean the dead in the
graves. His use of toUto four times in vs. 50-55 emphasizes
the continuity between the natural and supernatural body:
this perishable, mortal body will put on imperishability and
immortality. In fact, as we have seen, the very concept of
resurrection involves an emptying of the grave, for in an
exchange of bodies there is no raising at all.

The idea of an exchange of bodies seems to be a
peculiarly modern notion. In the Old Testament it is
clearly the resurrection of the body which is contemplated
(Is. 26:19; Dan. 12:2; cf. Ez. 37:1-14). In Jewish
literature on the resurrection contemporaneous with the New
Testament, the resurrection is conceived of as the re-
uniting of the souls of the dead, which are in Sheol or hell
or chambers, with the bodies, which are interred in the
earth (I Enoch 51:1; II Baruch 30:2-5; cf. 21:23; 42:8; IV
Ezra 7:26-44). Resurrection means the raising of the dead
man in the grave. For the Jews the primary object of the
resurrection was the remains of the dead, which they
conceived to be the bones. According to their
understanding, the flesh decayed, but the bones endured. It
was the bones, therefore, that were the principal subject of
the resurrection, and with this hope in mind, the Jews
carefully preserved the bones of the dead, collecting them
into ossuaries after the flesh had decomposed.® Only in a
case in which the bones were destroyed, as with the Jewish
martyrs, did God's creating a resurrection body ex nihilo
come into question (cf. I Enoch 61:5). Otherwise, the body

) °“See E.M. Meyers, Jewish Ossuaries: Reburial and
Rebirth, BO 24 (Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1971).
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in the grave was raised.®® In the New Testament we seem to
find the same emphasis on the raising of the dead in the
graves. In Mt. 27:52-53, we find an old tradition in which
resurrection "is conceived in terms of the bodies of the
dead coming out of the tombs in which they were laid."™* It
is the same in Jn. 5:28-29: “. . . the hour is coming when
all who are in the tombs will hear his voice and come forth

. . ." We must remember, too, that Paul was a Pharisee
and that Luke identifies his doctrine of the resurrection
with that of the Pharisees. Paul’s language is thoroughly
Pharisaic, and it is unlikely that he should employ the same
terminology with an entirely different meaning.® Paul,
like Baruch and others, held to a resurrection and
transformation of the dead in the graves. He could not be
more explicit: "It is sown a natural body, it is raised a
supernatural body" (I Cor. 15:44).

53ps Hengel notes, "In Jewish Palestine, Fhere was
only one conception of the resurrection: the_bodxly v (e e
It was not possible to speak of the resurrection of a dead
person without taking into account his corpse" (Martin _—
Hengel, “Ist der Osterglaube noch zu retten?" TQ 153 [1973]:
225).

54Dunn, Jesus, p. 118.

55Gundry emphasizes that Paul as a forme; Phar;see
could not use such traditional language without intending to
imply a physical resurrection (Gundry, Soma, pp. 176-77).
Smith adds: o
. "Paul’s conception of the new body of the Christian is
not as radically different from all Jew;sh.ldeas as
Grass and others maintain. Certainly he did not retain
the hope of a crassly material resurrection of the old
body which was the content of the popular hope. But he
does indicate that he believes the spiritual body will
be produced by a transformation of the ppys;gal body
(or what is left of it--according to Jewish ldeas,“the
bones in the grave or the one indestructible bone)
(Smith, "Resurrection Faith," p. 406). .
Paul’'s outlook is "thoroughly Pharisaic," according t?
Davies, Paul, pp. 303-08; so also Sider, "Conception,"” Pp-
438.
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If this were not clear enough, Paul’s doctrine of the
new creation in Rom. 8 seems to drive the point home. He
writes,

But if Christ is in you, although your bodies are dead

because of sin, your spirits are alive because of

righteousness. If the Spirit of him who raised Jesus
from the dead dwells in you, he who raised Christ Jesus

from the dead will give life to your mortal bodies also
through his Spirit which dwells in you (Rom. 8:10-11).

Note: it is our mortal bodies to which God will give life.
Grass attempts to escape this conclusion by arguing that the
verses have nothing to do with eschatological resurrection.
It would be very odd, he says, if the present indwelling
Spirit were the factor to transform our bodies at the
resurrection.® This point certainly has weight; but
nevertheless this does appear to be an eschatological
passage.’’” The eschatological resurrection would seem to be
in view in light of the future tense ("will give life") and
the context of Christ’s resurrection as the parallel to our
being given life ("to your mortal bodies also"). The body's
being dead in v. 10 is equivalent to its being mortal in v.
11 and is the curse of sin (cf. Rom, 5:12-21).
spirits are alive through regeneration by God’s Spirit. So
our spirits are alive, but our bodies are mortal. Paul'’s
answer to this predicament is that just as God raised Jesus
from the dead, so he will give life to our mortal bodies
also (cf. I Cor. 15:22, 54-57; II Cor. 5:4). The oddity
noted by Grass finds something of a parallel in II Cor. 5:5;
the point may be that the Spirit which will raise us from
the dead has already in measure been given to us.

But our

But however we resolve the oddity, the decisive
confirmation that the passage does concern eschatological
resurrection seems to come seven verses later in Paul’s

discussion of the deliverance of creation from sin and

D°Grass, Ostergeschehen, p. 165.

3Tsee Gundry, Soma, pp. 44-46.
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decay. Here there seems no doubt that the passage is
eschatological. Paul says that the creation waits with

eager longing for the day when it will be delivered from its
bondage to decay. "We know that the whole
creation has been groaning in travail together until now;
and not only the creation, but we ourselves, who have the
first fruits of the Spirit, groan inwardly as we wait for
adoption as sons, the redemption of our bodies" (Rom. 8:22-
23). Here the Christian dilemma is poignantly expressed:
the first fruits of the Spirit are our spirits which are
alive. But they are united with mortal bodies. So we groan
inwardly--for what?--for the redemption of our bodies (cf.
II Cor. 5:2, 4). Thus, vs. 10-11 concern an eschatological
event. Therefore, Rom. 8 attests to the fact that the
resurrection is a change wrought on our mortal bodies. It
is not an exchange of the mortal body for a new one; rather
God will give life to our mortal bodies, and we thus await
the redemption of our bodies. In saying that it is the
mortal body that will be given resurrection life in the

He continues,

eschaton, Paul precludes any attempt to view the

resurrection as an exchange, and not a transformation.%®

585till more confirmation of this fact comes from
Paul’s discussion of the sanctity of the body (I Cor. 6:12-
20), 1In this passage, he is talking about the physical
body, as the crassly physical proverb in v. 13, the
admonitions to sexual purity in vs. 15-18, and the
comparison between the body and the temple in v. 19 show.
In v. 13 Paul affirms that the body is meant for the Lord
and the Lord for the body. Then in v. 14 he states that
just as God raised Jesus, he will also raise us up. And in
V. 15 he asserts that our bodies are members of Christ. 1In
these verses, Paul affirms in strongest terms the value of
our physical bodies. Our mortal bodies are members of
Christ and are intended for the Lord. Hence, God will raise
us up, i.e., raise our bodies. In very physical terms,
then, Paul affirms that there is numerical identity between
the mortal and resurrection body. The only reason to doubt
this conclusion would be v. 13, that God will destroy the
body, and v. 17, that a man united to the Lord becomes one
spirit with him. But the destruction of the body may very
well be part of the quotation from the Corinthians
themselves, who scorned the significance of the body. In
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Although this is perhaps difficult to conceive, an
interesting analogy to the sort of transformation envisaged
by Paul is Jesus’s changing the water into wine at Cana (Jn.
2:1-11). Why did Jesus command the servants to fill the
jars with water? Clearly it was the water that Jesus
changed into wine, according to John. He did not command
jars full of water to be emptied so that he could fill them
with wine created ex nihilo. The water was not poured out
or discarded; rather it was transformed. Similarly, Paul’s
doctrine is that the old body is not cast aside; rather it
is changed. This may be difficult to conceive, but it seems
to be what Paul believed. Thus, for him resurrection
implied an empty tomb. Scholars who appeal to Paul’s
doctrine of the resurrection body to show that the tomb
might not be empty would therefore appear to be seriously
mistaken.” Of course, God could create a new body (or
wine) ex nihilo, but the question is not what God could do,
but what God does do. Paul fervently believed that God
would raise and transform our bodies at the Parousia.

The Personal Return of Jesus
In fact, to my mind, perhaps one of the most convincing
arguments that Paul believed that Christ’s resurrection body
was physical is his earnest adherence to the hope of the
personal return of Christ (I Thess. 4:16-17; II Thess. 1:7-

any case, the destruction probably refers to death, a
circumstance that is then overcome in the resurrection (v.
14). As for v. 17, the unity in spirit which one has with
God is not meant substantively, for this would contradict
chapter 15, which affirms a resurrection of the oiua and
personal immortality. Besides, the verse refers to our
belng.cne spirit with the Lord now; this is our Christian
experience, not an eschatological expectation. That

expectation is expressed in v. 14b: God will also raise us
up by His power.

) 59Grass, Ostergeschehen, pp. 146-73; Gerhard Koch,
Die Auferstehung Jesu Christi, BHT (Tibingen: J.C.B. Mohr,
1959){ pp. 168, 171; Jacob Kremer, Die Ostervangelien--
Geschichten um Geschichte (Stuttgart: Katholisches
Bibelwerk, 1977), p. 49.

-
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8, 10; 2:1, 8; I Cor. 15:23; Phil. 3:20-21; 4:5; Col. 3:4).
Though some of these references taken alone could be
interpreted in a spiritual way (Phil. 4:5; Col. 3:4), most
of them refer to a literal event and thus serve as the
yardstick for the interpretation of the others. Paul seems
to have awaited the personal, visible return of Christ.
This hope runs through the entire New Testament (Mt. 24-25;
Mk. 13; Lk. 21:5-36; Jn. 14:1-3; 21:22-23; Acts 1:6-7;
17:31; I Tim. 6:14; II Tim. 4:1; Tit. 2:13; Heb. 10:37; Jas.
5:7, 9; I Pet. 1:13; II Pet. 3:4, 10; I Jn. 2:28; 3:2). The
Parousia was conceived to be the personal return of Jesus at
which believers would be resurrected and transformed and
taken by the Lord into his kingdom. Grass dismisses the
"meeting the Lord in the air" (I Thess. 4:17) as so
mythological that it may be understood as an expression the
wholly other nature of the eschatological mode of being.‘io
But the point is, Paul really believed it and re-iterated it
("Now concerning the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ and our
assembling to meet him . . ." II Thess. 2:1). This blessed
hope was evidently no symbol for Paul, but an imminent
future event which he hoped to see. But this would seem to
be possible only if the risen and coming Christ has, at
least in this dimension, a physical, extended body.
II Cor. 5:1-10
The Earthly Tent and the Heavenly Dwelling

But this at once raises the puzzling question: what
happens to those Christians who die before the Parousia? 1In
I Thess. 4 Paul assures us that they will be raised first.
But are they simply extinguished until the day of
resurrection? The clue to Paul’s answer may be found in
another important passage concerning our hope for the next
life, II Cor. 5:1-10.% The earthly tent we live in is the

60Grass, Ostergeschehen, p. 151.

6lkor a survey of the various interpretations of
this passage, see Friedrich Gustav Lang, 2 RKorinther 5, 1-10
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present body, the oggpa guxundv (v. 1; cf. 4:7).% By way of
contrast the building we have from God is the resurrection
body, the oOWua mveuvparundv ., The contrast between the tent
and the building is one of stability and permanence. The
€xovev does not imply that the resurrection body is already
waiting in heaven for us; rather it expresses certainty of
possession, as when one says that one has an inheritance in
heaven.® similarly the fact that the house is eternal

( aldviov ) does not mean that it has existed from eternity
past, but that it endures forever.® The phrase ¢, ¢
oUpavols does not go with éyopev , but with the immediately

in der neueren Forschung, BGBE 16 (Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr,
1973). 1In this passage Paul takes account of dying before
the Parousia, according to H.A.W. Meyer, Handbuch iber den
zweiten Brief an die Korinther, 6th ed., rev. Georg
Heinrici, KEKNT 6 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht’s
Verlag, 1883), p. 132; Grass, Ostergeschehen, p. 157; C.K.
Barrett, A Commentary on the Second Epistle to the

fogintbians, BNTC (London: Adam & Charles Black, 1973), p.
59.

627he figure of a tent for the body is common in
Hellenistic literature. See Plato Phaedrus 81C; Philo
Quaestiones in Genesin 1.28; Corpus hermeticum 8.15, and
llt?rature cited in Rudolf Bultmann, Der Zweite Brief an die
Korinther, ed. Erich Dinkler, KEKNT (G&ttingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, 1976), pp. 132-33. 1In the 0ld Testament it
appears only in Is. 38:12; see also Wisdom 9:15. 1In the New
TﬁstgmeTtlie find the metaphor in II Pet. 1:13; Heb. 8:9;
CIl. Jdn.l:1l4.

63(Heinrici—) Meyer, Zweiten Brief, p. 134; Alfred
Plu@mer, Second Epistle of St Paul to the Corinthians, ICC
(Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1915), pp. 143-44; Ernst-Bernard
Allo, Seconde épitre aux Corinthiens (Paris: Librairie
Lecoffre, 1956), pp. 120-21, 138; P.E. Hughes, Paul’s Second
Epistle to the Corinthians, NLC (Edinburgh: Marshall, Morgan
& Scott, 1962), p. 163; Fuller, Formation, p. 20; Barrett,
Second Epistle, p. 151; Bultmann, Korinther, pp. 133-34;
Payl Hoffmann, Die Toten in Christus, 3d rev. ed., NTA 2
(Minster: Aschendorff, 1978), p. 270. This seems to be
nearly fatal to Grass’'s attempt to show that the
resurrection consists in the exchange of the present body
for a heavenly one.

64P1ummer, Corinthians, p. 144; Allo, Seconde
épitre, p. 121.
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preceding words as a description of the house.® The idea
that our house or body exists already in heaven may be seen
to be untenable by reflecting upon the fact that the
resurrection body is a  o@pe mveuvparundy - The notion of an
unanimated  odwe nvevpetuxdv , stored up in the closets of
heaven until the Parousia, is a contradiction in terms,
since nvebua is the essence and source of life itself.

"Putting On" the Resurrection Body
Paul goes on to say that while we are here we groan and
long to put on our heavenly dwelling (v. 2). The metaphor
is mixed (cf. II Pet. 1:13-14): the word érevédoacdar has
reference to pulling on top-clothing, but Paul uses it of
the house we shall receive from God.®* We long to put on

65Bultmann, Korinther, p. 133.

66rhis is a very rare verb both in the New Testament
and in ancient Greek literature. It has the sense of
pulling one garment on over another one. Taken in isolation
this might be thought to indicate that the resurrection
consists in drawing on the new body “over" the old, so that
the old is annihilated and only the ego is continuous
([Kimmel-] Lietzmann, Korinther II, p. 119). This, however,
is to press the metaphor too far. Paul is not trying to be
technical, as is evident by his use of the ordinary &évéuvoduevou
in v. 3 (cf. I Cor. 15:54). He wants only to say that
rather than lose the body in death, he would rather be
changed directly at the Parousia, thus avoiding the
necessity of "undressing." 1In this sense, the
transformation of the bodies of those alive at the Parousia
is analogous to putting on top-clothing, viz., one need not
undress first. For Paul the resurrection is not an exchange
of the body, but a transformation of the body. Indeed, the
"putting on" consists precisely in being transformed. This
is hinted at in II Cor. 5:4, for the swallowing up of the
mortal in life corresponds with God’s giving life to the
mortal body (Rom. 8:11). The mortal body is not left alone;
rather it is “swallowed up," it is transformed, into a
resurrection life. The first-fruits of the Spirit are given
to us as a guarantee of this event (II Cor. 5:5; Rom 8:23).
Note also the parallel between II Cor. 4:14 and I Cor. 6:14,
where the resurrection of the mortal body is in view.

It is also pressing the metaphor too far to emphasize
parallels in Religionsgeschichte concerning the reception of
a heavenly robe by the righteous (I Enoch 62:15; II Enoch
22:8-10; I Baruch 5:2; Ascension of Isaiah 7:22; 8:26; 9,
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the heavenly dwelling so that we may not be found naked (v.
3). The nakedness is defined in v. 4: we sigh in this
earthly tent, not to be unclothed and so be naked, but to be
further clothed ( ¢;cus0m0%a1 ) SO that mortality is
swallowed up by life ( XaTano®i 1o SvnTdv Umnd Thg fwis ). The
There we
saw that the mortal ( rp Suntbv ) must put on ( evbdoacda, ) the
immortal, and the perishable the imperishable (I Cor.
15:53). This had reference to the transformation of the old
body at the Parousia. When this occurs, then death is
swallowed up in victory ( wxotend$n 3 $dvatos eLg vinog ) (I
Cor. 15:54). This makes it likely that the building from
God in II Cor. 5:1 is not received immediately upon death,
but at the Parousia.®

language is irresistably reminiscent of I Cor. 15,

This fact also seems clear from a

Od?s of Solomon 11:11; 21:3; 25:8). It is not at all
evident that the robes of glory given to the righteous are
new bodies, rather than new clothes. Much closer to these
parallels than Paul's doctrine of the resurrection body are
the white robes of Rev. 4:4; 6:11; 7:9, 13, 14. Paul does
not refer to the resurrection body as a garment, but as a
building. The point Paul wishes to express is that he wants
to possess the resurrection body without the necessity of
dying so that there would be no interval of separation of
soul from body. This would prevent the disquieting state of
being found naked (Plummer, Corinthians, pp. 147-48;
[Rimmel-] Lietzmann, Korinther II, p. 117; Sevenster,
"Remarks," p. 207; Allo, Seconde épitre, p. 123; Grass,
Ostergeschehen, pp. 158-59; Cullmann, Immortality, pp. 52-
53; Moule, "Dualism," pp. 118-19, 122; Hughes, Epistle, pp.
168-69, Barrett, Second Epistle, p. 156).

6-’The evidence of I Thess. 4; I Cor. 15; and Rom. 8
seems to stand decisively against those who think the new
bodg 1s received immediately after death ([Heinrici-] Meyer,
Zweiter Brief, p. 122; Davies, Paul, pp. 311, 317-18;
Whitely, Theology, p. 260; Bultmann, Korinther, pp. 135-39;
Meyer, "Paul’s View of the Resurrection," p. 379). Aas Allo
says, it is unbelievable that had Paul changed his mind on
the dead’s receiving their resurrection bodies at the
Paro?sia, he would not have told the Corinthians, but
continued to use precisely the same language (Allo, Second
épitre, p. 151). 1If a new body is received immediately,
then there is no resurrection of the dead. But Paul in his
later letters did not abandon the doctrine and hope of the
resurrection. The whole point of II Cor. 4:7-5:10, which
ought to be read as a unit, is that though our weak and
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comparison with Rom. 8.%® There the groaning ( orevdrw; c£.

II Cor. 5:2) concerned our waiting for the eschatological
God will then give life

) (v.
11), a phrase reminiscent of II Cor. 5:4, (va xotamodfi 10 Suntdv

redemption of our bodies (v. 23).

to our mortal bodies (  zyomoufoer T& Suntd oduata Vudv

beleaguered bodies are gradually failing, we have the hope
of the resurrection. The "outer nature" (4:16) is not the
old man of sin, but the earthen vessel (4:7), the body
(4:10; 5:6, 8, 10), the mortal flesh (4:11), the earthly
tent (5:1), the mortal (5:4). As God raised Jesus, he will
also raise us (4:14; cf. I Cor. 6:14). This hope is that
which is expressed in 5:1. It would be a desperate
expedient to posit a third intermediate body between the
present body and the resurrection body; this would
contradict the permanence of the building we receive, too.
If we receive a body immediately upon death, v. 8 becomes
unintelligible. There would also be no reason for the fear
of nakedness. This viewpoint seems to forget as well that
the resurrection body will be a transformation of the
physical body in the grave. "Final result: there is a
total lack of persuasive evidence that Paul’s teaching on
the resurrection of the dead underwent significant
development either between I Thess. 4 and I Cor. 15, or
between I Cor. 15 and 2 Cor. 5" (Meyer, "Paul’'s View of the
Resurrection," p. 382).

68Rom. 8 and II Cor. 4:7-5:10 on the resurrection
serve to illuminate each other. That the subject matter is
the same is evident from the clear parallels between them:
our quickened spirits in mortal bodies (Rom. 8:10; II Cor.
4:7, 16); the present sufferings versus the incomparable
glory to come (Rom.8:18; II Cor. 4:17); the groaning while
in the present body until the time of deliverance (Rom.
8:22-23; II Cor. 5:2, 4); the mortal body's being given life
(Rom. 8:11; II Cor. 5:4); the first-fruits of the Spirit
having been given as a preparation (Rom. 8:23; II Cor. 5:5);
and the patient waiting for that which is not yet seen (Rom.
8:24-25; II Cor. 5:6-9). This is exceedingly important, for
it shows, since Romans was written after II Corinthians,
that Paul retained the doctrine of the resurrection and
transformation of the body from I Cor. 15. We also see that
while the continuity of the earthly and resurrection body is
masked by their purposely sharp contrast in II Cor. 5:1, the
continuity is nevertheless there, for the mortal’s being
swallowed up in life in v. 4 can only refer to the mortal
body‘s being given life (Rom. 8:11), since our inner spirits
are already alive. It needs to be emphasized that in both
these passages, the longed for deliverance is not from
corporeality as such; it is from the sin and consequent
decay that infects our bodies. Paul looks forward, not to
release from the body, but to the redemption of the body.
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Ond Ths fwhs . The indwelling Holy Spirit, alternately
designated as the first fruits of the Spirit ( ThY drapxhv ToD
rvedpatog ) (Rom. 8:23) or the down payment of the Spirit

( .1bv dppafiva Tob wvedpatos ) (II Cor. 5:5), is our guarantee
of eschatological redemption (cf. II Cor. 1:22; Eph. 1:13-
14). This makes it evident that the "putting on" of the
heavenly body is an eschatological event.

The Intermediate State
In I Cor. 15 Paul did not speak of a state of

nakedness; the mortal simply "put on" the immortal. But in
II Cor. 5 he speaks of the fear of being unclothed and the
preference to be further clothed, as by top-clothing, rather
than undressing and then being re-clothed. It seems likely
that Paul is speaking here of the loss of the earthly tent
or body through death as being unclothed and hence naked. He
would rather not quit the old body but simply be transformed
at the Parousia without experiencing the nakedness of death.
This nakedness is thus the nakedness of the individual'’s
spirit or soul apart from the body.® This is confirmed in
vs. 6-9 where Paul contrasts being at home in the body and

690n nakedness as a description of a disembodied
soul, see Plato Cratylus 403B; idem Gorgias 523, 524; idem
Phaedo 67D, E; 81C; idem Republic 9; 377B; Corpus hermeticum
1.26; cf. 9.18; Philo De virtutibus 76; idem Legum
allegoriae 2.57, 59; Lucian Hermotimus 7. The normative
view of first century Judaism was anthropological dualism,
including the continued existence of the disembodied soul
after death (Hoffmann, Toten, pp. 26-174; Gundry, Soma, pp.
87-93). See also Weiss, Korintherbrief, p. 370; Plummer,
Corinthians, p. 147; Sevenster, "Remarks," pp. 202-14; Allo,
Seconde épitre, pp. 121-22; Grass, Ostergeschehen, p. 161;
Cullmqnn, Immortality, p. 52; Jean Héring, Le seconde épitre
de Saint Paul aux Corinthiens, CNT 8 (Neuchatel,
Switzerland: Delachaux & Niéstle, 1958), pp. 48-49; Hughes,
Epistle, pp. 169-70; Barrett, Second Epistle, pp. 153-55.
Hoffmann also finds confirmatory evidence for an
intermediate state from the use of the terms  &gucoos (Rom.
10:7), ¢w vewpav (I Cor. 15:12, 20), and napdéercos (II Cor.
12:1-4; cf. Lk. 23:43; Acts 2:7) (Hoffmann, Toten, pp. 177-
86). But the decisive passage proving Paul's belief in such
a state is Phil. 1:21-26 (Ibid., pp. 286-320).

155

being at home with the Lord as mutually exclusive
conditions. Paul is saying that while we are in this body
we sigh, not because we weant to leave the body by death and
exist as a disembodied soul, but because we, burdened by the
mortal body subject to sin and death, want to have our
heavenly body, but without the necessity of passing through
the intermediate state.

Despite the unsettling prospect of such an intermediate
state, Paul sounds a note of cheer (v. 6). While we are in
this body we are away from the Lord, and even with the
nakedness it is better to be away from the body and with the
Lord (v. 8). Christ makes all the difference; for Paul the
souls of the departed are not shut up in caves or caskets
until the end time as in Jewish apocalyptic; rather they go
to be with Jesus and enjoy a nearer and deeper fellowship
with him until he comes again to claim his kingdom.™
Hence, Paul could write, "For to me to live is Christ, and
to die is gain" (Phil. 1:21). Paul's desire, despite his
distaste for the nakedness of the soul, was "to depart and
be with Christ, for that is far better" (Phil. 1:23).

From this it seems to follow that the intermediate
state of believers is conscious, blissful communion with
Jesus. Paul explicitly contradicts any notion that the soul
"sleeps" or is unconscious until the Parousia.” When Jesus
returns again to earth he brings with him the souls of the
departed, and they are reunited with their resurrected,
transformed bodies, whereupon those alive at the Parousia

are similarly transformed, and together they all go to be

70ce. I Baruch 30:2-5; IV Ezra 7:26-44; I Enoch
22:1-14. see also Hoffmann, Toten, pp. 286-320.
7180rnhauser, Auferstehung, p. 44; Plummer,
Corinthians, p. 150; Allo, Seconde épitre, p. 132; C.F.
Evans, Resurrection and the New Testament, SBT 12 (London:
SCM Press, 1970), pp. 22-24; Whitely, Theology, pp. 262-69;
Robert E. Bailey, "Is ’‘Sleep’ the Proper Biblical Term for
the Intermediate State?" ZNW 55 (1964):161-67; Hoffmann,
Toten, pp. 186-206.
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with the Lord (I Thess. 4:14, 16-17). Paul‘s hope was to

live to see the Parousia; nevertheless, his comfort was that
should he die he would go to be with Jesus. While he was in
the flesh, in the body, he meanwhile sought to honor his
Lord in all that he did (Phil. 1:24-25; II Cor. 5:9)7
Paul’s doctrine of the nature of the resurrection body
would now seem to be reasonably clear. When a Christian
dies, his conscious spirit or soul goes to be with Christ
until the Parousia, while his body lies in the grave. When

Christ returns, in a single instant the remains of the

72phis interpretation of Paul’s doctrine would
appear to involve the following inconsistency: on the one
hand, he wants to live to the Parousia so as to avoid the
gtate of nakedness; on the other hand, he explicitly says it
is better to die and be with Christ than to go on living in
the flgsh. Now even should there be an irreconcilable
inconslstency here, that would not of itself falsify the
foregglng interpretation, for to be caught between
conflicting desires, especially with regard to life and
death, is a common human experience. Alternative
interpretations of II Cor. 5 seem to be less plausible
exeggtlcally. But is the inconsistency so irreconcilable?
I think that if we look at the three states involved, we
shall see that Paul’s desires are not so contradictory.
boéy and soul could exist in three states: (1) the soul
unlteq with the present mortal body away from the Lord, (2)
the disembodied soul with the Lord, and (3) the soul united
with the resurrection body with the Lord. Paul desires (3)
above all, gnd (2) in preference to (1). Thus, with regard
to states, it is better, even with the nakedness, to be with
the Lorg thag to be in the present body; but even better
than being with the Lord as a disembodied soul is being with
him united with a resurrection body, since then one avoids
the nakedness. Paul’'s desires therefore seem to be
consistent. But the problem arises for the apostle when one
cons;@ers how one reaches these states. For in order to get
(3) without going through the nakedness, one has to remain
in (1)! _So what is one to do? Does he stick it out in the
present in hopes of attaining the best, or does he settle
for second best rather than endure the present? In other
words, to get the best state, one has to go on living in the
worst state, hoping only that the Lord will soon return!
What I am suggesting is that the tension which we see in
Paul’s desires is not the result of exegetical
interpretation; rather it was a real dilemma which
confronted Paul himself, such that whatever he chose to do
would involve him in a sort of inconsistency.

The
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natural body are transformed into a powerful, glorious, and
imperishable supernatural body under the complete lordship
and direction of the Spirit, and the soul of the departed is
simultaneously reunited with the body, and the man is raised
to everlasting life. Then those who are alive will be
similarly transformed, the old body miraculously changed
into the new without excess, and all believers will go to be

with the Lord.

Paul ‘s Understanding of the Resurrection Body

This doctrine proves very fruitful in illuminating
Paul’'s conception of the resurrection body of Christ, for
Christ is "the first fruits of those who have fallen asleep"
(I Cor. 15:20) and "will change our lowly body to be like
his glorious body" (Phil. 3:21). In no sense did Paul
appear to have conceived Christ’s resurrection body to be
immaterial or unextended. The notion of an immaterial,
unextended body seems to be a self-contradiction; the
nearest thing to it would be a shade in Sheol, and this was
certainly not Paul’'s conception of Christ’s glorious
resurrection body! The only phrases in Paul’s discussion
that could lend themselves to a "dematerializing" of
Christ’s body are " o@pa mvevpatexdv “ and “flesh and blood
cannot inherit the kingdom of God." But virtually all
modern commentators seem to agree that these expressions
have nothing to do with substantiality or anatomy, as we
have seen. Rather the first speaks of the heavenly
orientation of the resurrection body, while the second
refers to the mortality and feebleness of the natural body
in contrast to God.

So it is difficult to understand how theologians can
persist in describing Christ’s resurrection body in terms of
an invisible, intangible spirit; there seems to be a great
I can only agree
"Platonism

lacuna here between exegesis and theology.
with O’'Collins when he asserts in this context,
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may be hardier than we suspect."”™ With all the best will
in the world, it is extremely difficult to see what is the
difference between an immaterial, unextended, spiritual
"body" and the immortality of the soul. And this again is
certainly not Paul’s doctrine!

We have also seen that Paul gives apparently no clue as
to the nature of Christ’s appearance to him, though he does
make clear that it was an appearance and not a vision. From
Paul’s doctrine of the resurrection body it could
theoretically have been as physical as any gospel
appearance. In describing Paul's appearance as a heavenly
vision, Luke portrays it as one of a kind; he considered the
appearance to Paul to be different because it was a post-
ascension encounter. Paul himself gives no hint that he
considered the appearance to him in any way determinative
for a doctrine of the resurrection body or in any sense
normative for the other appearances. On the contrary, Paul
also seemed to recognize that the appearance to him was
unusual and was exercised to bring it up to the level of
objectivity and reality of the other appearances. The
upshot of all this is the startling conclusion that Paul’s
doctrine of the mature of the resurrection body is
potentially more physical than that of the gospels, and if
Christ’s resurrection body is to be conceived in any less
than a physical way, that qualification must come from the
side of the gospels, not of Paul. With these results in

730'Collins, Easter, p. 94. He remarks that the
position of some theologians "looks scarcely distinguishable
from the immortality of Jesus’s soul" (Ibid). Cullmann
agrees: "I Cor. 15 has been sacrificed for the Phaedo"
(Cullmann, Immortality, p. 8). In fact, the position of
many theologians today could, according to the exposition
given by Robinson, "Easter to Valentinus," pp. 1-17, rightly
be described as neo-Gnostic (Cf. Valentinian Treatise on the
Resurrection [NH 1, 48:30-49:25])! Gundry observes that
Paul’s understanding of o@ux in relation to the resurrection
1s as scandalous to twentieth century minds as to the
anclent Greeks and proto-Gnostics. "The scandal is
difficult--impossible--to avoid" (Gundry, Soma, p. 168).
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hand, we are now prepared to go over to an investigation of
the gospels.




PART II
THE EVIDENCE OF THE GOSPELS
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CHAPTER 5
THE BURIAL NARRATIVE

Introductory Remarks

In examining the historical value of the gospel
accounts of the resurrection, we shall have to answer two
distinct questions: (1) what are the traditions underlying
the gospel accounts, and, (2) what is the historical
reliability of these traditions and accounts? It is not
enough simply to show that some prior tradition underlies a
particular appearance story, for this does not explicitly
answer the question of historicity. The tradition may, in
fact, be false. Merely rediscovering old traditions does
not, therefore, go far enough; indeed, from the very nature
of the case, we should expect that the bulk of what the
gospels narrate is traditional, especially where John and
the Synoptics or Paul and the gospels agree, rather than an
elaborate story spun out of the imagination of the writer.
So the isolation of tradition does not it itself carry the
verdict of historicity for those traditions.

On the other hand, it is egually unwise to dismiss out
of hand as unhistorical information supplied by the
evangelist which was not part of the tradition before him.
Rgain the fact alone that a piece of information is
redactional does not in itself address the guestion of
historicity. This is especially the case where the
information could possibly stem from reminiscences of an
eyewitness, as is claimed for the Johannine narratives (Jn.
19:35; 21:24)., The redactional material, too, must be
examined for historicity.
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In assessing the historicity of a passage, we must
resist the frequent tendency to regard traditions in the
later gospels as ipso facto themselﬁes late and simply
developments of early traditions. Though it is universally
acknowledged that a late gospel may contain early
traditions, it seems to be an irresistible temptation for
scholars to show the line of evolution of a tradition from
Mark to Matthew and Luke to John, just as Strauss
confidently showed the development from Matthew and Luke to
Mark. Too often the criteria of "lateness" employed seem to
be very subjective and merely to accord with the writer’s
view of what he considers to be truly "primitive." So
caution must be exercised in pronouncing judgment on the
evolution of a tradition.

In assessing the historicity of a tradition or account,
we inevitably run up against the problem of the burden of
proof. Although in historiography in general, one
approaches a document with an attitude of non-commitment,
such that all things being equal its testimohy will be
accepted rather than rejected, many biblical scholars
maintain that this rule does not or at least no longer
applies to gospel studies. According to James M. Robinson,
the old quest of the historical Jesus came to an end because
of a basic change in New Testament scholarship: the
discovery of theology in the gospels.!
oldest sources of the gospels seen as objective,
positivistic sources, but as devotional literature of the
early church.

No longer were the

In this century the basic reorientation of
New Testament scholarship has been that "all the tradition
about Jesus survived only in so far as it served some
function in the life and worship of the primitive Church."?

1
James M. Robinson, A New Quest of the Historical
gesus, BT 25 (London: SCM Press, 1959), pp. 34-39. Cf.
orman Perr;n, What is Redaction Criticism?, GBS/NT
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1969), pp. 1-24.

2Robinscn, Quest, p. 37.
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This in turn radically affects the prima facie credibility
of the gospels: “The twentieth century presupposes the
kerygmatic nature of the Gospels and feels really confident
in asserting the historicity of its details only where their
origin cannot be explained in terms of the life of the
Church.? Thus, the normal historiographical approach to the
trustworthiness of a document must be abandoned: according
to Robinson, the burden of proof now rests on the person who
sees an objective, factual source in the gospels. If some
element of the gospels can be explained by the church’s
life, the burden of proof is to show why we need to posit an
additional source in Jesus himself.

Robinson’s conclusions, however, may be overdrawn. His
underlying presupposition appears to be that history and
theology are mutually exclusive categories, such that the
discovery of theology in the gospels automatically expels
historical accuracy at that point. This, however, appears
to be a non sequitur.® An event like the piercing of
Jesus's side could be both historical and regarded as

31bid., pp. 37-38. Cf. the judgment of Perrin:
“. . . the nature of the synoptic tradition is such that the
burden of proof will be upon the claim to authenticity"
(Norman Perrin, Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus [New

York: Harper and Row, 1976], p. 39).

4yoltmann observes that the understanding of the
resurrection narratives as no longer statements "about
something" but as "expressions of" personal and corporate
faith came about through the alliance of form-critical
research and dialectical theology, especially in its
existential interpretation. But, he protests, "The Easter
reports in the New Testament proclaim in the form of
narrative, and narrate history in the form of proclamation.
The modern alternative, reading them either as historical
sources or as kerygmatic calls to decision, is foreign to
them, as the modern distinction between factual truth and
existential truth is also foreign to them" (Jirgen Moltmann,
Theology of Hope, trans J.W. Leitch [London: SCM, 1967], p.

188).
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theologically significant.® Since one cannot assume a
priori that history is falsified because it is seen to be
pregnant with theological significance, the only way to
prove this would be empirically, by a historical examination
of the gospels. But since this investigation precedes the
presupposition in guestion, it must begin without assuming
the basic unreliability of the gospels. Undoubtedly,
Robinson would contend that this was done in the last
century and that the results have established the
incompatibility of history and theology in the gospels. But
this conclusion may be far from certain. A. N. Sherwin-
White, for example, has compared favorably the gospels with
Roman history with regard to external confirmation of
narrated events.® He recognizes that Roman history and the
gospels are of a different genre, but, he insists, this need
not affect the historicity of particular stories. In Acts,
he asserts, the historicity is indisputable. Yet Acts is
just as much propaganda as the gospels. Moreover, in the
gospels whenever Jesus comes into the Jerusalem orbit, the
external confirmation inevitably begins. Therefore, the
historical trustworthiness of the accounts of the Galilean
ministry, which by its nature is less susceptible to
external confirmation, ought to be presumed. According to
Sherwin-White’s analysis, not only are the categories of

SThe spear thrust as a means of ensuring death is a
proven custom (Quintillian Declamationes majores 6.9), and
the "blood and water" (Jn. 19:35), which could have been
either a serum in the pericardial sac plus blood from the
heart or a hemorrhagic £luid in the pleural cavity between
the ribs and the lungs, was apparently seen by John to hold
theological significance (Raymond C. Brown, The Gospel
according to John, Anch Bib 29A [Garden City, N.Y.:
Doubleday & Co., 1970], pp. 935, 947-52). Another example
where historical and theological interests combine is the
soldiers’ dividing of Jesus’s garments, for they had this
right (A.N. Sherwin White, Roman Society and Roman Law in
the New Testament [Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1963), p. 46),
and John saw it as a fulfillment of prophecy (Jn. 19:24).

68herwin~White, Roman Society, pp. 186-89.
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theology and history not mutually exclusive, but the
external confirmation of the gospels is of such a degree
that their trustworthiness ought to be accepted even in
cases where specific confirmation is lacking. It is
therefore by no means to be taken for granted that the
discovery of theology in the gospels has vitiated their
historical credibility, so that they must now be presumed to
be historically false until they are proved to be true. If
Sherwin-white’s analysis is correct, the exact opposite is
true: they should be presumed to be historically true until
they are proved false.

Robinson also seems to be guilty of misuse of one of
the traditional criteria of authenticity: the dissimilarity
criterion. As has frequently been pointed out, the
criterion can logically be used only to establish the
authenticity of a tradition, not to disprove it.” If a
tradition can be explained in terms of the life of the
church, that does not give grounds for assuming that it is
inauthentic; it could be both historically authentic'and
significant for the church. The criterion can only be used
properly in a positive role: if a tradition cannot be
explained in terms of Judaism on the one hand or the church
on the other, then it is probably historically authentic.
Therefore, if one could explain a certain aspect of a
resurrection narrative by an element present in later church
life, by no means has one thereby proved that that element
was in fact the foundation of the narrative. One has only
opened the possibility; but he who would assert that this
element was the sole foundation in abstraction from the
historical events in the narrative bears as much the burden
of proof as he who finds the foundation in the events

7see Morna Hooker, "Christology and Methodology,"
NTS 17 (1970-71):480-87; idem, "On Using the Wrong Tool,"
Theol 75 (1972):570-81; Robert H. Stein, "The Criteria for
Authenticity," in Gospel Perspectives I, ed. R.T. France and
David Wenham (Sheffield, England: JSOT Press, 1980), pp.
225-63.
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themselves and the motive for their preservation partly in
the element of later church life.

Now in this study I shall not assume Robinson’s
historiography, but neither shall I presume that an account
is accurate if it has not been falsified. Rather any
proffered hypothesis will have to bear the burden of proof.
What we want to determine is which explanation provides the
most plausible reconstruction of what happened. In many
particular cases, there may be alternative explanations,
none of which can be satisfactorily proved, and the question
should be left open. With regard to a particular tradition
or motif, we may simply not know whether it goes back to
historical events or whether it originated in the life of
the church.
which there is good reason to accept an incident as
historical, and these can be positively affirmed.

But there may be other important instances in

All the gospels concord with the pattern of events
recorded in the formula of I Cor. 15: that Jesus died, was
buried, was raised, and appeared. We shall step into this
sequence of events at the burial, since it constitutes the
prelude to the resurrection.

Traditional Material
The burial narrative is generally recognized as a
straightforward, traditional recounting of Jesus'’'s
interment, uncolored by theological motifs.
Mark’s account "a historical report which makes no

Bultmann calls

impression of being legendary, apart from the women who
appear again as witnesses in v. 47 and vs. 44, 45, which
Matthew and Luke probably did not yet read in their Mark."®

8Rudolf Bultmann, Die Geschichte der synoptischen
Tradition, 2d ed., FRLANT 12 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1970), p. 296. Taylor says that Bultmann's
estimate is "a notable understatement"; "The narrative
belongs to the best tradition" (Vincent Taylor, The Gospel
according to St. Mark, 2d ed. [London: Macmillan, 1966], P-
599). Cf. Gunther Bornkamm, Jesus von Nazareth, 8th ed.
(Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1968), p. 154; Berthold Klappert,
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The burial pericope was undoubtedly part of the pre-Markan
passion story and served as a transition by closing the
passion and looking forward to the resurrection.’ Although
it is customary to see Matthew and Luke's differences from
Mark as mere editorial changes, the sporadic and uneven
nature of their verbal agreements with Mark, their omissions
from Mark, and their numerous agreements with each other
against Mark' suggest that while Matthew and Luke shared
the same stream of tradition as Mark, the Markan narrative
as we have it was not their (only) source, which they simply
re-worked, but that their sources were generically similar

to those underlying Mark.!! At any rate, the narrative of

"Einleitung," in Diskussion um Kreuz und Auferstehung, ed.
idem (Wuppertal: Aussaat Verlag, 1971), P 12.

950 fdouard Dhanis, "L’ensevelissement de Jésus et
la visite au tombeau dans l'évangile de saint Marc (Mc Xv.
40-XVI.8)," Greg 39 (1958):367-410; Rud9l£ Pesch, Das
Markusevangelium, 2 vols., HTKNT 2 (Freiburg: Herder, 1977),
2: 509, 511.

10gee william R. Farmer, Synopticon: The verbal
agreement between the Greek Texts of Matthew, Mark and Luke
contextually exhibited (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1969), pp. 81, 135, 225; Edward Lynn Bode, The First
Easter Morning, AB 45 (Rome: Biblical Institute Press,
1970), pp. 8-10.

11Lohmeyer agrees that Matthew follows his own ]
tradition in the burial story. His literary 1ndependencefls
clear from the imperfect active in the dependent clause of
v. 60 instead of Mark’s past perfect passive; also ¢v 10
nétpp instead of € nérpag . He also thinks Matthew is not
dependent on Mark for the empty tomb account (Ernst
Lohmeyer, Das Evangelium des Matthdus, 4th ed., ed. W.
Schmauch, KEKNT [GBttingen: Vandenhoeck & Rup;ech;, 1967],
pp. 398-99, 404, 408). Similarly Grundmann maintains Luke is
not dependent on Mark for the burial story, as the tradition
in 23:53b; Jn. 19:41 makes clear (Walter Grundmann, Das
Evangelium nach Lukas, 8th ed., THRNT 3 [Berlin: )
Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 1978), p. 436). According to
Bode, it is rather difficult to explain all the additions of
the later evangelists to the basic Markan narrative as
stemming out of the tradition preserved by Mark. One 1s
therefore justified in speaking of independent traditions
within the framework of the empty tomb tradition (Bode,
Easter, p. 18).
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John is apparently literarily independent of Mark' and
serves to confirm the cardinal points of the burial

pericope: that late on
Arimathea asked for and
take the body of Jesus,
linen, and that he laid

the day of Preparation Joseph of
received permission from Pilate to
that he did so, wrapping the body in
the body in a tomb. at
traditional.

This much,
least, would seem to be

The Time of the Burial

According to Mark, Joseph went to Pilate "when evening
had come, since it was the day of Preparation, that is, the
day before the sabbath" (Mk. 15:42). It is typical for Mark
to give two time indicators, the second qualifying and
making more precise the first. Thus, while "evening"
alone might make one think that the sabbath had begun, Mark
adds that it was still the day of Preparation before the
sabbath. That Joseph is able to buy the linen shroud
suggests that the Passover had not yet begun, which would
imply that Mark and John agree chronologically that that
year Passover (15 Nisan) fell on Saturday, so that the
Passover coincided with the weekly sabbath (Jn. 19:31:

"that sabbath was a high day"). This suggestion is
reinforced by the tradition embodied in Mk. 14:2.

It is paradoxical that John, who describes the most
elaborate burial, is also the evangelist who senses most
keenly the urgency of the hour and shortness of time allowed
for the burial. He records that the Jews asked Pilate to

1250 Brown, John, p. 958.
13sece Bode, Easter, p. 11.

légy Taylor, Mark, p. 601; Josef Blinzler, "Die
Grablegung Jesu in historischer Sicht," in Resurrexit, ed.
Edouard Dhanis (Rome: Liberia Editrice Vaticana, 1974), p.
61; see also F. Godet, Commentar zu dem Evangelium Lucas,
ed. E.R. Wunderlich (Hannover: Carl Meyer, 1872), pp. 464-
66; Joachim Gnilka, Das Evangelium nach Markus, 2 vols.,

EKKNT (Ziirich: Benziger Verlag, 1979: Neukirchen-Vluyn,
1979), 2:333,
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preak the victims' legs to prevent the bodies from remaining
on the cross on the sabbath and that because of the
impending sabbath Jesus’s body was placed in a tomb which
was close at hand to the place where he was crucified (Jn.
19:31, 42). By contrast, the course of events in Mark is
measured and steady; there is no sense of urgency: Joseph
asks for Jesus's body, Pilate summons and questions the
centurion, Joseph after receiving the body wraps it in a
shroud, lays it in a tomb, and rolls a stone across the
There is a sense of completeness and finality in that
last act--there is no hint of a rushed and unfinished
burial.” This is paradoxical because it is Mark who is
usually associated with a hasty burial. But Mark has no
leg-breaking due to the impending sabbath and mentions no
necessity of choosing a tomb nearby because of the lateness
of the hour; instead he relates Pilate’s interview with the
centurion, which would consume what one would think to be
precious time.

Whence John’s concern over the impending sabbath?
According to Deut. 21:22-23 the body of a man executed by
hanging could not be allowed to remain on the tree overnight
because he was accursed by God and would therefore defile
the land (cf. Mishnah Sanhedrin 6.6; B. Sanhedrin 46b Bar;
Josephus Antiguities of the Jews 4.202). The Jews applied
this principle to crucifixion as well (Josephus Jewish War
4.317). Hence, because the day was beginning to wane, the
Jews asked Pilate to employ the crurifragum, a breaking of
the victim’s legs with a mallet, which hastened death
because the victim could no longer brace himself on his legs
in order to breathe, but would dangle helplessly, his lung
cavity collapsed, until he died shortly thereafter. The

1556 also Blinzler, "Grablegung," p. 62; Robert
Mahoney, Two Disciples at the Tomb, TW 6 (Bern: Herbert
Lang, 1974), p. 144. It is ironical that Taylor shoyld
state that there are two traditions of the burial: in Mark
a hasty one and in John an elaborate one (Taylor, Mark, p-
602) !




practice is attested as a Roman method of execution, and the

Jews apparently sought its use to prevent the bodies from
hanging on the crosses overnight.
another problem:

This, however, created
for the Jews always buried the dead (II
Sam. 2:12-14; Tobit 1:17-19; 2:3-7; 12:12-13; Sirach 7:33;
38:16), even the dead of their enemies (Josh. 8:29; 10:27;
Josephus Jewish War 3.377). But although Jewish law would
permit burial after nightfall (Josephus Antigquities of the
Jews 4.264), it did not allow burial on a sabbath. Since
according to Jewish reckoning each new day began in the
evening, Jesus’s body had to be disposed of before
nightfall, that is, the breaking of the sabbath day. This
seems to be in the back of John’s mind when he reports that
Jesus’s body was laid in the tomb in the garden because of
the day of Preparation and because the tomb was close at
hand.

There is thus in John a sense of urgency that one would
probably not infer from Mark alone. Indeed, Mark’s phrase
"when evening had come" (cf. Mt. 27:57) might make one think
that it was already night; but he no doubt means the final
quarter of the day, since Jesus died at 3 p.m.! Luke’'s
expression is interesting: "It was the day of Preparation
?nd the sabbath was beginning" (Lk. 23:54). The word
énépuoxev literally means “dawning" and has either lost here
all sense of illumination (as when we say, a new age has
dawned)!” or perhaps refers to the appearance of the first
evening star which marks the beginning of the new day.!®

16
M.-J. Lagrange, Evangile selon saint Marc (Paris:
) o ris:
Librairie Lecoffre, 1966), p. 439; Taylor, Mark, p. §99'
Blinzler, "Grablegung," p. 60. ’ d

17
So Alfred Plummer, The Gospel according to S
Luke, 5th ed., ICC (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1964),gpp. 5;2-43-

18
K.H. Rengstorff, Das Evangelium nach Luk
- as, NTD
éGOttlngEn: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1937), p. 266; )
LrEndmann, Lukas, p. 437; I. Howard Marshall, The Gospel of
uke, NIGTC (Exeter: Paternoster Press, 1978), p. B88l.
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Luke’s picturesque phrase thus describes the hour of dusk as
the time of Jesus's burial. Hence, all the gospels agree
that Jesus was interred in the late aftermoon on Friday.

Joseph of Arimathea

The gospels all record the request of Joseph of
Arimathea for the body of Jesus. Arimathea is probably
Ramathaion-zophim, the home of Samuel (I Sam. 1:1; cf.
Eusebius Onomasticon 32), just north of Jerusalem. Mark
reports that he was a member of the council, which probably
refers to the Sanhedrin itself. Matthew states that he
owned the tomb in which Jesus was laid (Mt. 27:60), and this
seems plausible as one cannot deposit a body in just
anybody’s rock tomb that happens to be close at hand. This
suggests that Joseph was born in Arimathea, but now made his
home in Jerusalem.

According to Mark, Joseph was loqking for the kingdom
of God (Mk. 15:43); Luke also uses the phrase and adds that
he was a “"good and righteous man," who had not consented to
the purpose or the deed of his fellow councilmen (Lk. 23:50-
51); Matthew and John independently record that he was a
disciple of Jesus, but John adds nsecretly, for fear of the
Jews" (Jn. 19:38; Mt. 27:57); Matthew says further that he
was a rich man. Although these details are often regarded
as redactional or legendary embellishments of Joseph's
person,’ this conclusion could be hasty. That he was rich

as Matthew says is already implied by Mark’s ¢loyrduwy

194ans Grass, Ostergeschehen und Osterberichte, 4th
rev. ed. (GBttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1970), PP- 173-
76. It is customary to see particularly Joseph’s being a
disciple as an evolutionary development. Against this it
might be pointed out that such a development would be
counter-productive for Christians, since burial by a
Sanhedrin member would insure that no hoax was perpetrated
by the disciples to produce a "discovery" of an empty tomb
as alleged in early Jewish polemic (Mt. 28:13). The
supposed pattern of Christianization of Joseph may be
illusory, since the Gospel of Peter calls him only a
“friend" of Pilate and the Lord.
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(appearing only here in Mark, the word is from pre-Markan
tradition and means "noble," "influential," or "wealthy") as
well as by the type and location of the tomb he employed for
the burial (see below). These suggest that Joseph really
was a wealthy individual.

It is not clear whether Mark’s description "looking for
the kingdom of God" implies that Joseph was a disciple. The
phrase might mean only that Joseph was a godly Jew who
awaited the Messianic coming. On the other hand, these are
precisely the words used to describe Jesus’s gospel (Mk.
1:14, 15), and it is not evident that Mark held that a man
could sincerely be looking for the kingdom of God and not
believe in Jesus. And the actions of Joseph are certainly
those taken by one who had some special care for Jesus.?

His are no perfunctory duties discharged as a cold emissary
of the Sanhedrin. Mark says he dared ( tolurfoas ) to go to
Pilate and ask for the body. According to the Roman
practice the bodies of crucified criminals would remain on
the cross for days until decayed or devoured by birds or
animals, but when relatives or friends requested the body,
it was usually granted (Plutarch Antonius 2; Cicero
Orationes Philippicae 2. 7. 17; Philo Against Flaccus 10.
83). But in cases of major offenses, the body was not given
over. Since Joseph was neither a relative nor a friend of
Jesus and since Jesus had been convicted of treason against
the state, it took courage for Joseph to request the body.
That Pilate gave it over reinforces the picture painted by
the gospels that Pilate really believed that Jesus was
innocent; at a feast time, too, he could be more lenient.”

ZOJames Orr, The Resurrection of Jesus (London:
Hodder & Stoughton, 1909), p. 96. “The act of embalming was
his act of l?ve, and the grave was his own new family tomb"
(E. Earl Ellis, ed., The Gospel of Luke, NCB [London:
Nelson, 1966], p. 270).

21 ; " T
- So Bllngler, "Grablegung,” p. 87; William L. Lane,
€ Gospel according to Mark, NLCNT (London: Marshall,
Morgan & Scott, 1974), p. 579. On the Roman practice of

As noted, one gets the impression from Mark that Joseph
gives Jesus a proper and careful burial; most surprising of
all, instead of throwing the body into a shallow grave in a
dirt plot reserved for criminals,? Joseph lays the body in
a rock tomb of the most expensive variety, a tomb that was
probably his own. It has been suggested that Joseph laid
Jesus there only because time was short and his tomb was
close, and he intended to later transfer the body to the
criminals’ common graveyard.®” But then one seems to be at
a loss to explain what happened to the two thieves crucified
with Jesus (Mk. 15:27, 32). Why were they not also
deposited in the tomb with Jesus? The reason why time was
short for Jesus’s interment, according to John, was
precisely because of the elaborate burial procedures (Jn.
19:40), procedures which would probably not be wasted on the
two thieves. According to John, the Jews asked the Romans
that the bodies be taken away after their legs were broken,
but Joseph came to Pilate and asked that he might take
Jesus’s body. None of the gospels suggests that Joseph was
acting as a delegate of the Sanhedrin; there was nothing in
the law that required that the bodies be buried immediately,
and the Jews may have been content to leave that to the
Romans. That Joseph dared to go to Pilate and ask
specifically for Jesus’'s body is difficult to understand if
he was simply an emissary of the Sanhedrin, assigned to
dispose of the bodies. If he was not acting as an emissary
of the Jews but as a private citizen, then the thieves’
bodies would naturally have been disposed of by the Romans,
while Joseph took Jesus’s body. On the other hand, if

giving over bodies, see Josef Blinzler, Das Prozess Jesu
(Regensburg: Pustet, 1969), pp. 385-87.

22phere were two sites for the burial of executed
criminals outside the city, one for those stoned or burned
and another for the decapitated or hanged (Tosephta
Sanhedrin 9.8-8; Mishnah Sanhedrin 6.5-7). There the bodies
could be buried in shallow earth graves.

2350 Blinzler, “Grablegung," p. 97.
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Joseph was a delegate of the Sanhedrin and a secret disciple
as well, he may have directed that the thieves’' bodies be
taken down and immediately dumped into some common grave,
while Joseph tended for Jesus'’s body properly, knowing that
his own tomb was near and intending to lay Jesus there.

Thus, it seems possible that Joseph was a disciple or
at least a sympathizer of Jesus; his daring to ask Pilate
for a request lacking legal foundation, his proper burial of
Jesus'’s body alone, and his laying the body in his own,
expensive tomb are acts that go beyond the duties of a
merely pious Jew. But perhaps most importantly, Matthew and
John give independent testimony of the fact that Joseph was
a disciple of Jesus. This suggests that Joseph’s
discipleship is not a redactional inference, but has
traditional roots. To regard this tradition as a legendary
development may not take seriously enough the evidence of
Mark that Joseph did act in a manner that befits a disciple
more than a Sanhedrin member. John states that many even of
the authorities believed in Jesus but were afraid to confess
it (Jn. 12:42-43), and he describes Joseph in the same way.
It is not even impossible that Joseph refrained from
attending the meeting that condemned Jesus or that he
abstained from the vote, as Luke indicates. Joseph’s being
a secret believer does not therefore seem to be implausible;
John and Matthew’s tradition could be accurate--one must be
careful to avoid the inference that because a gospel is
late, the traditions contained therein are also late. 1In
any case, most scholars grant that Joseph was a genuine
historical individual, since it would be unlikely that the
early believers would invent an individual, give him a name
and a city of origin, and place this fictional character on
the historical council of the Sanhedrin.

The Granting of Jesus’s Corpse
The story of Pilate's questioning the guard is
sometimes held to be an apologetic motif against Jesus’s
merely apparent death, especially since Matthew and Luke do

il B -
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not record the incident. On the other hand, one cannot
regard a narrative as unhistorical simply because it is
apologetic; the question of apologetics concerns the
intention of a passage, not its historicity.” An

apologetic intention may sometimes tell us why an evangelist
includes an incident, not why he invents an incident.

That Matthew and Luke are silent about this incident
cannot be decisive either; they may have regarded it as
superfluous, especially Matthew, as he has the guard at the
tomb to prevent any hoax. Stylistically, it does not seem
to be true that v. 43 goes with v. 46, as this leaves a gap
in the story concerning Pilate’s decision. In leaving out
vs. 44-45 of Mark, Luke creates such a gap in Lk. 23:52-53,
whereas Matthew fills the gap with Mt. 27:58b. These two
verses contain Markan expressions ( sauudrw s  mpooxaiéouan f
wevtupluwy ¢ enepwrdw )+ DUt yuobg 4rd 1S @ unique construction
here, and &wpfoua. and mtopa are technical terms, together
reflecting perhaps the official language of the governor's
order: donavit cadaver. This would indicate traditional
material. The story itself is plausible and does not seem
to merit Bultmann’s judgment as legendary.”

All the gospels indicate that Joseph then took down the
body of Jesus and carried it away. This does not
necessitate that Joseph himself ascended the ladder and
pulled out the nails. The Romans may have taken down the
body for him; in any case Joseph no doubt had, as a man of
authority, servants to help him. Interesting is that Mk.
16:6 states, "See the place where they laid him" (contrast
Mt. 28:6). Joseph himself would probably not have touched
the corpse, as he would then have been defiled and could not

241nis is recognized by Gerald O’'Collins, The Easter
Jesus, 2d ed. (London: Darton, Longman, & Todd, 1980), p.
24.

2350 Grass, Ostergeschehen, p. 174; Lagrange, Marc,
p. 441; Taylor, Mark, pp. 600-01; Blinzler, "Grablegung," P.
59.
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have eaten the Passover (Num. 19:11). Similarly, servants
could have taken care of the buying of the linen shroud.
According to John's account, Nicodemus assisted Joseph in
the burial. Like Joseph, Nicodemus is in John one of those
among the authorities who seem to be incipient believers in
Jesus (Jn. 3:1-15; 7:50-52). John reintroduces him here in
the same way as in ch. 7, which is characteristic of John
(cf. 11:2; 12:1; 12:21; 21:2, 20). It might be thought that
Nicodemus is an unhistorical figure because he dees not
appear in the Synoptics; but there are other individuals in
John who do not appear in the Synoptics, but seem to be
nonetheless historical persons. There is no inherent
impossibility in Nicodemus's aiding Joseph in the burial or
even in his having come to faith in Christ, which may be in
the background here.*

The Burial in the Tomb
The manner of Jesus’s burial is a matter of great
controversy. Though none of the gospels mention it, the
body would normally have been washed, as was customary (cf.
Acts 9:7), rather than wrapped bloody and sweaty in fresh
linen. The washing of a corpse prior to burial was
considered so necessary that it was even allowed on the

sabbath (Mishnah Shabbath 23.5; B Moed Qatan 28b). But it

. 26Schnac}'cenburg thinks that John did not invent
Nicodemus; but his being at the burial is John’s addition
éRudolf Schnackenburg, Das Johannesevangelium, 3 vols.,
thNT 4 [Freiburg: Herder, 1976], 3:347-48). Blinzler states

grg is no reason he could not have helped in the burial;
and it 1s'p0551b1e that he was a councilor and disciple of
Jesus (Blinzler, "Grablegung," p. 77; so also John A.T.
gob1nson, The Priority of John, ed. J.F. Coakley [London:
Jcﬁ, 1985], p. 287). Remarkably, Mahoney thinks that the

ohannine tradition was that Nicodemus buried Jesus
(Mahoney, ngciples, pp. 129-30). But his reasoning is
rather contrived: for example, Joseph is not said to be
bold in asking for the body, while in Jn. 7:50 Nicodemus
bgldly speaks out; or again that Joseph brings no spices
éiztdthese are not mentioned in the Synoptics either), while
- odemus does; or again that Joseph is not said to be rich,
ut Nicodemus can afford to buy 100 pounds of spices.

179

could have been that time did not permit the corpse to be
The synoptics state simply that the body was

eveLAéw ; Mt. 27:59, Lk. 23:53:

John says that it was

washed.
wrapped (Mk. 15:46:
gvtuitoow ) in a shroud
bound ( séw) in linen cloths ( 69évia ) with the spices, that
is, the myrrh and aloes brought by Nicodemus, in the burial
custom of the Jews.” Undoubtedly, John gives us to
understand that Jesus was buried in the same typical fashion
as Lazarus, who came out of the tomb with his hands and feet
bound (gg,) with bandages ( weupta ) and his face wrapped

( nepubéouar ) with a cloth ( couvbdproy ) (In. 11:44). John
reports that at Jesus'’'s resurrection the govbdpLov  was
rolled up ( tvrurloow ) in a place by itself and not lying
with the ¢%évia (Jn. 20:7). Remarkably, Luke himself, who
had spoken only of the owbdy , also says that Peter found
the 4%évea lying in the tomb on Easter morning (Lk 24:12).
This makes it evident that the Synoptics see no
contradiction between speaking of the ouvsdy and a plurality
of 6%dvie . It may be that the guvéuv signifies simply the
material of which 6%6via were made. Or it could be that the
53dévea in which Joseph and Nicodemus bound the body refer to
the wewia which bound the hands and feet together; the
sovbdpLov may have been a jaw band that kept the dead man’s
mouth closed (cf. Mishnah Shabbath 23.5). The body thus
bound could have been wrappe& in a large sheet with the dry
spices, which were probably fragrant resin and powdered

( ouLvedv).

274aenchen points out that since Jewish burial
practices did not include embalming, the corpse could not
have been wrapped like a mummy because the gases produced by
its corruption would have then caused it to explode.
Ironically, however, instead of concluding that John did not
therefore intend us to understand that Jesus’s body was
wrapped like a mummy, Haenchen concludes that the evangelist
was unfamiliar with the Jewish practice of burial (Ernst
Haenchen, Das Johannesevangelium, ed. Ulrich Busse
(Tibingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1980], p. 556). For more on Jewish
burial practices, see Gnilka, Markus, 2:334-36.
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sandalwood, whose scent served to offset the stench of
decay.

An issue (which until recently was a matter of genuine
debate) inevitably arises at this point, namely, the
authenticity of the Turin Shroud. Although Grass was able
in 1956 to brush aside the Anhdnger of the Turin Shroud with
a couple of sentences, scientific tests conducted on the
shroud during the 1970’s made the authenticity of the shroud
a serious question.® The shroud, which belongs to the
former royal family of Italy and is kept and periodically
exhibited in the Cathedral of San Giovanni Battista in
Torino, is reputedly the burial shroud in which Joseph of
Arimathea wrapped Jesus'’s corpse and laid it in his tomb.
According to the gospel accounts, the graveclothes of Jesus
were found lying in the empty tomb on Sunday morning (Lk.
24:12; Jn. 20:4-9), and if the shroud is genuine, they were
presumably kept by the disciples and handed down through the
church. Hence, if the shroud were authentic, it would shed
dramatic light on the manner of Jesus'’s burial. One'’s
initial reaction to the shroud is scepticism, since the
medieval Catholic church fairly swarmed with such relics of
Jesus’s life, for example, the cords which bound Christ,
nails or pieces of wood from the cross, the sponge lifted to

280n the background of the shroud see Ian Wilson,
The Shroud of Turin (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday & Co.,
1978); P.M. Rinaldi, The Man in the Shroud, rev. ed.
(London: Sidgwick & Jackson: 1974). On scientific
investigation see S.F. Pellicori, "Spectral Properties of
the Shroud of Turin," Applied Optics 19 (1978):1913-20; J.S.
Accetta and J.S. Baumgart, "Infrared Reflectance
Spectroscopy and Thermographic Investigations of the Shroud
of Turin," Applied Optics 19 (1980):1921-29; R. Gilbert and
M. Gilbert, "Ultraviolet-Visible Reflectance and
Fluorescence Spectra of the Shroud of Turin," Applied Optics
19 (1980):1930-36; John H. Heller and Allan D. Adler, "Blood
on the Shroud of Turin" Applied Optics 19 (1980):2742-44;
RﬁA. Morris, et. ;1., "X-Ray Fluorescence Investigation of
the Shroud of Turin," X-Ray Spectrometry 9 (1980):40-47.
For a report of the results of radio carbon dating of
samples of the shroud, see Steven Dickman, "Shroud a good
forgery," Nature 335 (20 October 1988), p. 633.
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his lips, and so forth. Given such a historical milieu, it
is difficult, indeed, to regard the shroud as anything more
than just another medieval forgery. Moreover, when the
shroud was first exhibited in the thirteenth century it was
denounced as a fraud by the local bishop, who claimed to
know the identity of the artist who painted the image.

Despite this circumstantial evidence, however,
scientific data concerning the shroud began to make the
hypothesis of forgery seem unlikely. The most important
evidence prior to radio-carbon dating, which appears to have
been an experimentum crucis for the shroud, may be
summarized under three heads:

(1) The shroud has marks of authenticity. Pollen
samples taken from the shroud have been identified as pollen
from seven types of plants that grow in Palestine,
suggesting that the shroud was likely once in that area.
Some of these identifications may be tenuous, however, since
the pollens are extremely close to European varieties;
moreover, no olive pollen has been identified, which is
strange if the cloth stems from Jerusalem. Textile analysis
of the cloth is inconclusive, but consistent with
authenticity. The cloth is linen, normally used in
Palestine for graveclothes, with traces of cotton of a
Middle Eastern variety. The thread is handspun, rather than
spun on a wheel, which also indicates an old age. The
thread may have been bleached prior to wearing, which was
also an ancient practice. The weave itself is of a pattern
not unknown in the ancient world, through not as common as a
simpler pattern. The most recent tests, including X-ray and
ultraviolet radiation experiments, have shown that the blood
on the shroud is real blood. The wounds on the body are
extremely realistic. The flow of blood from the wound on
the side passes around to the small of the back, appearing
on the back image of the shroud, something that a forger
would perhaps have overlooked. The angle of th blood flow

from the wrist wound is also appropriate for crucifixion.
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Ultraviolet fluorescence photographs reveal auras around the
side wound and the blood on the wrists and one foot, which
may be a serum which is squeezed out of clotting blood. The
same photographs reveal that the body is covered not only
with lash wounds apparently inflicted with a flagrum, a
multi-thonged Roman whip tipped with metal or bone, but also
with fine, diagonal scratch marks, especially on the legs.

(2) A forger would probably not have produced such a
shroud. The Shroud of Turin is not unique, but a comparison
of its image with those on other medieval forgeries is
dramatic, to say the least. The ghostly image on the Turin
Shroud is extremely realistic, while other shrouds display
pictures of cartoon-like figures, typical of pre-Renaissance
painting. It is bewildering to think that a medieval
painter could have produced so anomalous an image as the man
on the Turin Shroud. It has been sﬁggested that the image
was produced by laying the cloth over a heated statue or by
a rubbing, but it seems improbable that the dorsal image
would have been so produced, since a statue of the dead
Christ would naturally be lying prone so that no sculpture
of the back would be available. Nor would medieval forger
have known to place the nail wound in the wrist rather than
in the hand. All medieval paintings show the wounds in the
hands, but this position of the nail could not support the
weight of the body, as was discovered by the French surgeon
Pierre Barbet in 1931. The term yelp includes the wrist and
forearm as well as the hand, and victims were crucified by
their wrists, a fact no medieval forger would know. When
one thinks of the religious significance attached to the
stigmata, it seems very puzzling that a forger would locate
the wound in the wrist rather than the hand.

(3) There are no known means of producing the image on
the shroud. The first photographs of the shroud, taken in
1898 by Secondo Pia, revealed it to be a negative
photographic image, a remarkable fact when one considers
that it would have to have been forged hundreds of years
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prior to the invention of photography. In 1973 researchers
discovered that the image lies only on the topmost fibrils
of the threads and that there is no trace of pigment. The
most recent examinations in 1978 confirm this, but also
found that the blood stains had penetrated the cloth,
indicating that the blood had been absorbed into the cloth,
while the man’s image only colors the surface. Paint could
not have produced such an image. This conclusion is
reinforced by the evidence stemming from a fire that damaged
the shroud in 1532. Both the heat of the fire as well as
the water used to extinguish it would have discolored an
image made by paint in the areas nearest the burn marks.

the color of the

A Brazilwood

But there is no trace of such an effect:
image is constant right up to the burn areas.
solution rather than paint has been used by modern artists
to produce an image remarkably like the shroud’s, but this
cannot duplicate what is perhaps the most amazing discovery
concerning the shroud. Using a VP-8 Image Analyzer, an
instrument used to study the relief of the surface of the
moon and of Mars, scientists in 1978 discovered that the
image contains three-dimensional data, so that the original
body that produced the image can actually be recreated. No
painting or ordinary photograph yields such three-
dimensional data. It has been suggested that the image may
have been reproduced by a forger's scorching the cloth by
laying it over a heated statue. But in that case, the
scorch should be deeper where the most contact is made, for
example, the nose. But in fact this does not occur; each
fibril is an identical shade, and certain areas are darker
only because there are more colored fibrils there. Hence,
there simply is no known mechanism by means of which a
medieval forger could have produced the image on the shroud.
In the fall of 1988, however, the results of radio-
carbon dating of pieces of the shroud, carried out at the
University of Arizona, Oxford University, and the Swiss
Federal Polytechnic Institute, revealed the shroud to have a
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mid-thirteenth century date. These were blind tests,
performed by the technicians of each laboratory on
previously dated samples of ancient Egyptian cloth and
medieval cloth as well as the bits cut from a corner of the
shroud. The results unanimously yielded a medieval date for
the shroud. Unless future dating tests (none of which are
planned at the time of this writing) contradict these
results, they constitute decisive proof that the Turin
Shroud is a forgery, just as the good bishop claimed. This
discovery does not, it must be said, remove the mystery of
the shroud; on the contrary, it deepens it, for now it
remains to be explained how it is that so anomalous an
object could have been produced by a medieval forger.

The fraudulency of the Turin Shroud makes little
objective difference for the resurrection of Jesus, but
chiefly deprives us of what would have been direct and
dramatic evidence concerning the manner of Jesus's burial.
Despite the shroud’s failure, however, it does seem guite
plausible that Jesus was in fact wrapped and buried in the
manner envisioned by the creator of the shroud.

It has been suggested that the amount of spices brought
by Nicodemus (about 75 modern pounds) reflects John's desire
to make Jesus’s burial a kingly one. But by the same token,
it might also have been Joseph’s or Nicodemus’s, who knew
that Jesus had been unjustly condemned by their own council
and crucified as King of the Jews (Mk. 15:2, 9, 12, 13, 18,
26, 31, 32). When Gamaliel died in AD 50, his follower
Onkelos burned 80 pounds of spices, referring to Jer. 34:5
and commenting, "Gamaliel was better than 100 kings" (B Ebel
Rabbathi 8.6). Thus, it is not impossible that so great an
amount should have been employed in Jesus’s burial.”

o ?gThe Johannine figure is quite within the bounds of
credibility as a rich man’'s last tribute, according to
Roblnsog, Priority of John, p. 283. For the interesting
suggestion that the Johannine measurement concerns volume,
not weight, and so is not in excess of twenty liters, see
T.C. de Kruijf, "’More than half a hundredweight’ of Spices
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Some have felt that the time between Jesus’s death and
the breaking of the sabbath was too short to permit so
elaborate a burial, but Acts 5:7 may indicate that Ananias
was wrapped ( syvoréilw ) and buried within a space of three
hours. Though he did not, of course, need to be taken down
from a cross like Jesus, neither did one on the other hand
expect his death like Jesus’s, SO that the wrapping cloth
could be purchased and a grave site determined in advance.
At any rate, Jesus's burial itself may not have been so
lengthy--the hands and feet had to be bound, perhaps the jaw
tied, the dry spices packed around the body, and the whole
wrapped up in the sheet.® John states that because
Joseph’s tomb was near and time was short, the body was laid
there (knowing the sabbath was coming, Joseph may have
intended this all along, not as an afterthought), and all
the gospels agree that the sabbath was breaking when the job
was finished. So the burial procedure carries the marks of
authenticity and seems quite plausible.

Joseph laid the wrapped body in a rock-hewn tomb and
rolled a stone against the door (Mk. 15:46). In this the
other gospels agree.’! Matthew, Luke, and John all agree
that the tomb was new and unused (Mt. 27:60; Lk. 23:53; Jn.
19:41). Matthew states that it was Joseph’s own. Both
these details are very likely, as a body of a condemned
criminal would defile the bodies of other family members

(John 19, 39 NEB). Abundance and Symbolism in the Gospel of
John," Bijdragen 43 (1982):234-39.

30arfter Gamaliel II (AD 90) it was customary to bury
a corpse in linen; prior to that time burials could be more
elaborate. See references in Paul Billerbeck, Kommentar zum
Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, 6 vols., ed.
Herrmann L. Strack (Minchen: Beck, 1922-63), 1: 1048.

3lrhe allegation that Luke mistook a tomb hewn out
of rock for a tomb built of hewn stones is refuted by the
use of Xxfeutds in LXX Deut. 4:49. Lake's contention that
John's grave is a mausoleum with a stone 1id seems equally
foundationless (Kirsopp Lake, The Historical Evidence for
the Resurrection of Jesus [London: Williams & Norgate,
1907], p. 134).
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resting in the tomb, and Joseph could not take liberties to
deposit a criminal’s body in any tomb he happened to find.
The gospels give the impression that Joseph had a specific
tomb in mind, not that it was a chance discovery. So there
is good reason to believe that all the gospels presuppose
that it was his own. Mark says that Joseph shut the door of
the tomb with a stone which was very large (Mk. 15:46;
16:4); the other gospels all mention the stone either in
connection with the burial (Mt. 27:60) or the empty tomb (Lk
24:4; Jn. 20:1), but supply no additional information about
it. Prescriptions for rock tombs are laid down in Mishnah
BB 6.8. The tomb was shut with a large stone ( Y711), which
was made fast with a small stone ( #917).

Archaeological discoveries have revealed three
different types of rock tombs in use during Jesus’s time:
(1) kokim or tunnels perpendicular to the walls of the tomb,
about six or seven feet deep, three in each of the three
inner walls of the tomb, into which the body was inserted
headfirst; (2) acrosolia or semi-circular niches 2% feet
above the floor and two to three feet deep containing either
a flat shelf or a trough for the body; (3) bench tombs
containing a bench that went around the three walls of the
tomb on which the body could be laid.® These tombs could
consist of two chambers: an antechamber at the back of
which was a small rectangular door about two feet high,
which led to an inner chamber where the bodies were placed.
The tomb was sealed with a stone slab to keep out animals.
In a very expensive tomb, a round disc-shaped stone about a
vard in diameter could be rolled down a slanted groove to

cover the entrance. Although it would be easy to close the

32g 1. Smith, "The Tomb of Jesus," BA 30 (1967):87-
88; Brown, John, pp. 982-83. On kokim tombs see R.A.S.
Macalister, "Jewish Rock Tombs," in P. Gardner-Smith, The
Narratives of the Resurrection (London: Methuen, 1926), pp.
191-92.' Because he only knows this type of tomb, Lake’s
conclusions concerning the burial are vitiated (Lake,
Evidence, pp. 170-76).
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tomb, it would take several men to roll the stone back up
away from the door. Only a few tombs with such disc-shaped
stones have been discovered in Palestine, but they all date
from Jesus’'s era. It is evident from the gospels’
descriptions of the empty tomb that it was either of the
acrosolia or bench type of tomb with a roll-stone for the

In Mk. 16:5 the women see the angel seated on the
right side; in Jn. 20:12 the angels are sitting at the head
and the feet where the body had lain. In Mk. 16:6 the angel
tells the women to "see the place where they laid him;* in
Mt. 28:6 the angel invites them to “see the place where he
lay." Both Lk. 24:12 and Jn. 20:5, 11 mention the necessity
of stooping in order to enter or lock through the low door
of the tomb. Lk. 24:12 and Jn. 20:5-8 indicate that the
graveclothes which had been around the body were visibly
lying out. Mk. 15:46; 16:3, 4; Mt. 27:60; 28:2; Lk. 24:2
indicate the stone had been rolled back from the tomb’s
entrance; Jn. 20:1 says it had been taken away. These
details preclude a kokim sort of tomb.

Thus, Joseph's tomb is described as being a bench or
acrosolia tomb; these types of tombs were scarce in Jesus's
day and were reserved for persons of high rank. But such
tombs were in fact used in Jerusalem during this period, as
the tombs of the Sanhedria attest. Near the Church of the
Holy Sepulchre, the traditional site for Jesus's grave,
acrosolia tombs from Jesus’s time have been found.

John adds the further detail that the tomb was in a
garden (Jn. 19:41). Some have considered this a Johannine
addition to emphasize the kingly nature of Jesus’s burial,
since in II Kings 21 Manasseh and Amon were buried in the
garden of Uzza and LXX Neh. 3:16 says David’'s tomb was in a
garden. But the context of II Kings 21 seems to make this
suggestion far-fetched, for in one breath the writer is
describing the abominations, idolatry, and murderousness of
Manasseh and Amon and in the next stating matter of factly
that they died and were buried in the garden of their house-

door:
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That leaves LXX Neh.
3:16 a distant and rather unlikely source for John’s
description of the burial site. 1In fact it seems quite
plausible that the detail is historical.® The word «xiinos
means "plantation" or "orchard," a nfinog could contain rock
tombs. Significantly one of the four gates in the North
Wall of the city was called the Garden Gate, and Josephus
attests to gardens outside the North Wall (Josephus Jewish
War 5. 57, 147, 410). The tombs of the Hasmonean high
priests John Hyrcanus and Alexander Jannaeus were in this
area (Josephus Jewish War 5.259), and so it may have been a
prestigious place for burial. In AD 350 Cyril of Jerusalem
said that the remains of a garden were still to be seen next
to the Church of the Holy Sepulchre which Constantine had
recently built over the traditional site of Jesus’'s tomb
(Cyril Catechesis 14.5; PG 33.829B). The expensive bench or
acrosolia tomb with a roll-stone and the location of this
tomb in some sort of orchard near the tombs of other
notables is consonant with the description of Joseph as a
wealthy member of the Sanhedrin. That he would give his
tomb to Jesus bespeaks a devotion that exceeds that of a
merely religious Jew.

-no regal burial seems in sight here!

The Women Witnesses

Finally, Mark states that Mary Magdalene and Mary the
mother of Joses saw where Jesus was laid (Mk. 15:47). John
does not mention women in connection with the burial, but in
Jn. 20:1 Mary Magdalene is mentioned as coming to the tomb,
of which she evidently knew the location. Matthew says Mary
Magdalene and the "other Mary," that is, the Mary of v. 56
"Mary the mother of James and Joseph," were sitting opposite
the sepulchre during the interment (Mt. 27:61). Luke states
that the women who had come with Jesus from Galilee (cf.
23:49) saw the tomb and how the body was laid and returned

33see C.K. Barrett, The Gospel according to St. John
(London: SPCK, 1972), p. 465; Brown, John, p. 943.

N

to the tomb Sunday morning--they included Mary Magdalene,
Joanna, and Mary the mother of James as well as other
unnamed women with them (Lk. 23:55; 24:1, 10). From the
accord between Mark and John alone it seems clear that at
least the name Mary Magdalene was traditionally connected
with the tomb of Jesus.

In order to assess the value of the list of women
witnesses, it is necessary to return to the crucifixion and
the women there (Mk. 15:40-41).
Mary the mother of James the younger and of Joses, and
Salome; there were also other Galilean women there who came

Mark names Mary Magdalene,

with them to Jerusalem. These two verses are not an
independent piece of tradition, since they only have sense
in this context.® But neither do they seem to be
editorially constructed out of the names in 15:47 and 16:1
because then the appellation "the younger" is inexplicable,
as is the fusion of what would normally designate the wife
of James and wife of Joses into one woman, the mother of
This seems to imply that the names in

15:40 are part of the pre-Markan passion tradition.*® The

James and Joses.

list serves to name witnesses of the crucifixion from the
Urgemeinde and introduces some important dramatis personae
who have yet their greatest role to play.

It is quite intriguing that women are named as the
witnesses of the crucifixion and burial and as the

34gee Pesch, Markusevangelium, 2: 504. Pesch notes
the “looking on"“ in w. 40 and the flashback in v. 41, the
threefold use of the personal pronoun oty in v. 41 with its
antecedent 'InooUs in v. 37, and the reference of v. 41 back
to Mk. 10:32-34 and forward to the burial and empty tomb
stories, thus binding them together with the crucifixion.

35pesch also thinks the verses give indication of
belonging to the pre-Markan passion story: the naming of
persons known to the Urgemeinde (cf. 10:46, 14:3; 14:10, 43;
15:1, 2, 5, 9, 12, 15, 44-45; 15:7, 11, 15, 21), the
paraphrase of 10:32, and the words dnd uanpdsev (14:54),
Sewpdw (12:41; 15:47; 16:4), 4uaBalvw (10:32-33), glg
‘Iepooéiupa (10:32; 11:1, 11, 15, 27) (Pesch,
Markxusevangelium, 2: 504).
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discoverers of the empty tomb, given not only their lack of
legal status as witnesses, but also the low rung on the
ladder of Jewish society which they occupied.®* Although
some scholars have attempted to avoid this oddity by
asserting that the women are not juridical witnesses to
historical facts, but rather witnesses, that is,
proclaimers, of the gospel, such an escape is not very
plausible. For even if this were the case, it is far from
clear why the pre-Markan passion tradition would employ
women as the primary proclaimers of the good news of
Christ’s resurrection rather than the male disciples (cf. I
Cor. 15:5) if this had not been the case. And the careful
listing of the different women who attended the crucifixion,
the burial, and the discovery of the empty tomb suggests
that it is their witness to the facts that is being
recalled, not merely their proclamation of the Easter
message. In any case, the dichotomy between their being a
witness either to the historical facts or to the gospel is
doubtless a twentieth century import which is foreign to
these accounts: the women bore witness to the truth of the
gospel by bearing witness to the events they experienced.
Why do women appear in the tradition as witnesses and
not men? Probably not because of any supposed flight of the
disciples to Galilee inferred from Mk. 14:50, a theory which
von Campenhausen rightly dismisses as a fiction of the
critics;¥ the story of the denial of Peter indicates that

36as evident from such expressions as these:
"Sooner let the words of the Law be burnt than delivered to
women" (J Sotah 19a); "Happy is he whose children are male,
and alas for him whose children are female" (B Kiddushin
82b). See also chapter 2 note 3.

374ans Freiherr von Campenhausen, Der Ablauf der
Ostgrereignisse und das leere Grab, 3d rev. ed., SHA
(Heldglberg: Carl Winter, 1966), pp. 44-49. Early critics
of this theory included Orr, Resurrection, pp. 217-18;
Joyanges Weiss, Der erste Korintherbrief, 9th ed., KEKNT 5
(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1910), p. 350: "I cannot
convince myself of the scholarly legend that the apostles

all the gospels held the disciples to be in Jerusalem. So
there seems to be no reason why they could not have been
used as witnesses just as easily as the women. That the
male disciples were not cast in this role suggests that the
tradition is historically credible; the reason why the
unqualified women are named as witnesses is most likely
pecause, like it or not, they were the witnesses, the
disciples lying low in fear of reprisals by the Jews against
themselves as followers of Jesus.

John confirms that there were women at the cross; he
names Jesus’s mother and his mother’s sister, Mary the wife
of Clopas, and Mary Magdalene (Jn. 19:25). Matthew names
Mary Magdalene, Mary the mother of James and Joseph, and the
mother of the sons of Zebedee (Mt. 27:56); Luke states that
all Jesus’s acquaintances and the women who had followed him
from Galilee witnessed the crucifixion (Lk. 23:49). Pesch
has argued that Mark actually names four women: Mary
Magdalene, Mary of James (Lk. 24:10); Mary mother of Joses
(Mk. 15:47), and Salome.® The first two Maries are
identified with an article plus an addition and the others
with a preceding genitive or nothing. In order to make Mary
the mother of James and Joses, Mark would have written Maptla
4 uftne + the two names. However, this exegesis seems
rather artificial. To say the third and fourth women are
identified by a genitive or nothing appears to be question-
begging, since there is only one example of each. Against
this theory is the fact that the mother of Joses would now

fled to Galilee;" and Martin Albertz, "Zur Formgeschichte
der Auferstehungsberichte," ZNW 21 (1922):269: "a critic’s
legend." Kremer observes that the denial of Peter precludes
any flight to Galilee (Kremer, Osterbotschaft, p. 19). Koch
admits that the "scattering of the sheep" in no way implies
a flight to Galilee (Gerhard Koch, Die Auferstehung Jesu
Christi, BHT (Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1959], p. 41). This
undermines Grass’'s theory that the women were made
discoverers of the empty tomb because no disciples were
available (Grass, Ostergeschehen, p. 182).

38pesch, Markusevangelium, 2:506-07.
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lack a definite article (this being surrendered exclusively
to  Maplo i 'Iaxdfou ) and would be unnamed here as just
"mother of Joses," but named in 15:47 as Mary. It is
perfectly good grammar to take the definite article with the
so that both sons’ names are enclosed with their mother’s:
Mapla 1 "IandBou 10D pinpol xat 'Iwohtos phtne . Schottroff
remarks that we probably have here a reliable, old
tradition, since it would be unusual to identify a woman by
her two sons (rather than her husband) unless they were
prominent figures in the Urgemeinde.” Matthew agrees with
Mark, except that he calls Joses by the variant Joseph and
does not name Salome but apparently identifies her as the
mother of the sons of Zebedee. Luke speaks of Mapla N 'IanwBou
which may reflect Mk. 16:1, where Joses is omitted; he adds
Joanna to the list, whom he identifies as the wife of
Herod’s steward Chuza (Lk. 8:3). He states that there were
other women as well, which could include Salome or perhaps
even someone like Susanna (Lk. 8:3). John's Mary the wife
of Clopas could be the mother of James and Joses. If the
wife of Clopas and Jesus’s aunt are not two persans.."0 then
James and Joses would be Jesus’s cousins. But some have
wanted to identify Mary the wife of Clopas with Matthew'’s
mother of the sons of Zebedee.

sons of Zebedee would be Jesus'’'s cousins.

Thus, James and John the
This latter
identification would be nice for those who wish to identify
the Beloved Disciple with John, for then Jesus’s bond with
him and Jesus’s giving of his mother to him would become
more understandable. But this is, of course, speculative.
Clopas could also be identified with Cleopas (Lk. 24:18;
Kiednes is an abbreviated form of Kicdnatpoc and was
equivalent to the Semitic Kiwndc) of the Emmaus appearance,

3uise Schottroff, "Maria Magdalena und die Frauen
am Grabe Jesu," EvT 42 (1982):8-9; see also Pesch,
Markusevangelium, 2: 507; Lagrange, Marc, p. 439.

40ps is held by Barrett, John, p. 458.
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but then Lk. 24:22-23 make little sense, since Cleopas’s own
wife was among those who found the empty tomb. Because all
the lists contain unnamed women, multiple cross-
identifications are possible, but none provable. Mark says
there were many other women at the cross besides the three
he names, and it seems likely there was a group no smaller
than five or six."

In Mk. 15:47 Mark says that of the women at the cross,
Mary Magdalene and Mary the mother of Joses saw where he was
laid. The verse is obviously not independent; is it a
redactional construction? This seems unlikely since the
redactor would have to arbitrarily select out of the longer
identification just the words Maple f 'Iwofitos ; the work of
a redactor is more like Matthew’s "the other Mary" upon the
second mention. And why, too, was Salome omitted? More
likely is that only two women of the larger group at the
cross saw the burial; rather than repeat the long
identification of Mary, the pre-Markan tradition names her
by one son in 15:47 and the other in 16:1.” Thus 15:47 and
16:1 seem to presuppose each other’s existence; if one is
traditional, so is the other.®

In 16:1 Mary Magdalene, Mary the mother of James, and
Salome go to the tomb. Many critics regard this verse as
either a redactional construction or evidence that the empty
tomb pericope was not part of the pre-Markan passion story,
since the juxtaposition of 15:47 and 16:1 creates a useless
Now I have already suggested that the
And if

duplication of names.
two verses actually seem to presuppose each other.

4lgo Taylor, Mark, p. 652.

425, Lagrange, Marc, p. 444; Grant Osborne, “H;story
and Theology in the Resurrection Narratives: a Redactional
Study" (Ph.D. thesis, University of Aberdeen, 1974), pp.
146-47.

43Against the view that 16:1 is a much later
addition based on Mt., see the critique by Taylor, Mark, pp.
652-53; cf. Blinzler, "Grablegung," pp. 65-66.
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the pericope does belong to the passion story, can we be so
certain that the list is a needless repetition? The fact
that Salome’s name is re-introduced suggests that whereas
only two women saw the burial, three women of the original
larger group at the cross rose early to go to the tomb. As
Pesch explains, the different roles played by individuals
known in the Urgemeinde are being here recalled.® This may
be no useless duplication at all--rather the mention of the
different witnesses to the crucifixion, burial, and empty
tomb begins the pattern of I Cor. 15:
buried--rose . .

Christ died--was

. Just as the formula emphasizes the
witnesses to the appearances of Jesus, so the pre-Markan
passion story carefully lists the women witnesses, who were
not apparently adduced in the evangelistic preaching but
were nevertheless remembered in the life of the church, to
each of the events preceding the appearances.® Luke'’s
addition of Joanna to the list may reflect a local tradition
that remembered her role, which was not so important to the
Jerusalem congregation;* his use of the unparalleled

N MoySainvn Maplo Suggests that he did have another source.
So I see no compelling reason to consider the juxtaposition
of the different lists in 15:47 and 16:1 as evidence for
either redactional editing or independent traditions. All
three lists were probably part of the pre-Markan tradition
remembering the role of the women in those dark and crucial
hours before the dawn of resurrection hope.

Traces of Other Burial Traditions
Grass has said that the historicity of the burial story
can be denied only if an earlier burial tradition can be
discovered and if the present story can be shown to contain

44Pesch, Markusevangelium, 2: 508.

) 45Taylor, Mark, p. 651; Lane, Mark, p. 577; cf.
Gnilka, Markus, 2: 339.

439 46Taylor, Mark, p. 652; Osborne, “"Resurrection," p.
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improbabilities.” He adduces therefore what he considers

to be three improbabilities in the burial account: (1)
there was insufficient time for burial in the tomb, (2) the
linen shroud could not have been purchased on a holiday, and
(3) criminals were normally buried in a common grave. But
if our analysis has been correct, none of these
improbabilities need prove insuperable. Grass himself
acknowledges that Mark’s account is not impossible and that
if it is reliable, then the site of Jesus’s tomb would have
been known to both Jews and Christians. But Grass also
claims to have found other traditions in Acts 13:29 and Jn.
19:31 for burial of the body by either the Jews or the
Romans. This, however, seems doubtful. 1In Acts Luke tends
to polemicize against the Jews, and the remark here probably
represents no separate burial tradition.® 1In any case,
this does not resolve the problem of the empty tomb, since
Acts 13:29 speaks of a wuvnueCov and not a common criminals’
grave. In John the Jews ask only that the victims’ legs be
broken and the bodies taken away, but before they are taken
down, Joseph requests Jesus’s body. It seems entirely
possible that the Romans did bury the thieves' bodies; in
any case there is no suggestion that Joseph did not
personally take charge of Jesus'’s burial in the tomb. So
there appears to be no evidence of any burial tradition
apart from the burial by Joseph of Arimathea.

Grass's conclusion that all we are left with is an
uncertain tradition of burial by Joseph with other possible
traditions seeming to appear therefore seems overly
timorous. Rather the burial story seems quite plausible in
itself, and has several positive marks of historical

credibility. This is an important conclusion, for as Grass

47Grass, Ostergeschehen, p. 178.

48yilckens, Die Missionsreden der Apostelgeschichte,
3d ed.., WMANT (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchner Verlag, 1974,
p. 135; Gnilka, Markus, 2: 336.
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acknowledges, if the burial story is historical, then it
seems impossible that the grave of Jesus would have remained
unknown to either the Jews or the Christians.® That
consideration would seem to be relevant, in light of the
disciples’ proclamation of Jesus’s resurrection in
Jerusalem, in assessing the historical credibility of the
empty tomb.

. 49Grass, Ostergeschehen, p. 179; so also Blinzler,
Grablegung," p. 64; Gnilka, Markus, 2:346.

CHAPTER v
THE EMPTY TOMB NARRATIVE

Traditional Material

When we turn to the empty tomb narrative, we again find
evidence of traditional material in the agreement between
John and the Synoptics. The various traditions apparently
related that on the first day of the week women, or at least
Mary Magdalene, came to the tomb early and found the stone
taken away, that they saw an angelic appearance, that they
informed the disciples, or at least Peter; who went, found
the tomb empty with the graveclothes still lying in the
grave, and returned home wondering, that the women saw a
physical appearance of Jesus shortly thereafter, and that
Jesus gave them certain instructions for the disciples. Not
all the Synoptics record all these traditions; but John
does, and at least one Synoptic confirms each incident; thus
given John's independence from the Synoptics, these
incidents would seem to be traditional.!

The story of the discovery of the empty tomb was in all
likelihood the conclusion or at least part of the pre-Markan

‘Neirynck has recently argued that John knew the
Synoptics and formed chapter 20 on the basis of them. His
strategy is to show that the appearance to the women and the
disciples’ investigation of the empty tomb are redactional
creations of the evangelists; since John also narrates these
events, he must have used the Synoptics (Frans Neirynck,
"John and the Synoptics: The Empty Tomb Stories," NTS 30
[1984]:161-87). But while Neirynck succeeds in showing the
possibility that the events narrated by John and the
Synoptics are the same, the evidence for redactional
creation is sparse, indeed, and John'’s account evinces no
direct dependence on the Synoptics. Shared tradition is
therefore the more plausible explanation.
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passion story.’ About the only arqument against this seems
to be the juxtaposition of the lists in 15:47 and 16:1. At
the very most, however, this could only warrant explaining
one list or the other as an editorial addition; it would not
serve to break off the empty tomb story from the passion
narrative.’ Pesch explains that the empty tomb story is no
independent pericope, but is bound up with the passion story
and the immediate context.® The burial story looks forward
with expectancy to the empty tomb: Joseph’s laying the body
in the tomb anticipates the angel’s proclamation, “He is not
here; see the place where they laid him;" the mention of the
roll-stone anticipates the women’s question in v. 3 and the
open tomb in v. 4, and the women’'s witnessing the location
of the tomb prepares for the visit on Sunday morning. The
burial story and the empty tomb story are also bound

2Rudolph Pesch, Das Markusevangelium, 2 vols., HTKNT
2 (Freiburg: Herder, 1977), 2:519-20; idem, "Der Schluss der
vormarkinische Passionsgeschichte und des
Markusevangeliums," in M. Sabbe, L’Evangile selon Marc
(Leuven: Gembloux, 1974), pp. 365-409. Taylor also finds
that the burial and empty tomb stories were part of the pre-
Markan passion story; his qualification that 16:1-8 cannot
have been a part of that tradition is entirely arbitrary ‘and
cannot explain what happened to the original story and why
(Vincent Taylor, The Gospel according to St. Mark, 2d ed.
[London: Macmillan, 1966], p. 659). See also Edouard
Dhanis, "L’ensevelissement de Jésus et la visite au tombeau
dans l’evangile de saint Marc, (MC XV.40-XV1.8)," Greg 39
(1958):391-92, 396; Joachim Jeremias, "Die &lteste Schicht
der Osteriiberlieferungen," in Resurrexit, ed. Edouard Dhanis
(Rome: Libreria Editice Vaticana, 1974),p. 186; Joachim
Gnilka, Das Evangelium nach Markus, 2 vols., EKRNT (Zirich:
Benziger Verlag, 1979; Neukirchner-Verlag, 1979), 2:348-50.

. 3Thus Wilckens argues that 16:1 is a later addition
designed to protect the women against the charge of breaking
the sabbath. Originally 16.2-6a was the close of the
Pass;og story (Ulrich Wilckens, Auferstehung, TT4 [Stuttgart
& Berlin: Kreuz Verlag, 1970}, pp. 56-63). For a critique
of Wilckens’s hypothesis see Josef Blinzler, "Die Grablegung
Jegu in historischer Sicht," in Resurrexit, pp. 65-66.
Blinzler argues that all the lists are old and unchanged
(Ibid., pp. 65-68)"

4Pesch, Markusevangelium, 2:519-20.
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together by verbal and syntactical similarities.’® But
especially significant are the data in 15:42-47 which are
presupposed in 16:1-8: the "when the sabbath was past"
(16:1) presupposes the burial on "the day of Preparation,
that is the day before the sabbath" (15:42); the use of the
personal pronoun avtév for Jesus (16:1) has its antecedent
in the naming of Jesus in the burial story (15:43); the
visit to the tomb (16:2) presupposes the knowledge of the
grave’s location (15:47); the discussion between the women
(16:3) presupposes the knowledge of the shutting of the tomb
with the roll-stone (15:46); the entering of the tomb (16:5)
presupposes the nature of the tomb (15:46); and the words of
the angel (16:6) presuppose Joseph’s action (15:46).
Moreover, the empty tomb narrative is tied to the wider
context of the passion story: the list of names (16:1)
remembers 15:40; the time indicator mpwl (16:2) harks back
to the trial and crucifixion accounts (15:1, 25, 33, 34; cf.
14:17); on $Sewpfw (16:4) compare 15:40; for the
identification of Jesus as a Nazarene (16;6) see 10:47;
14:67 and as the crucified (16:6) see 15:13, 14, 15, 20, 24,
25, 27; the proclamation of the resurrection (16:6) fulfills
the prophecy of 14:28, and the motif of fear (16:8) recalls
10:32,

But perhaps the most telling argument in favor of 16:1-
8's belonging to the passion story is that it is unthinkable
that the passion story could end in defeat and death with no
mention of the empty tomb or resurrection. As Wilckens has

Sverbal: the time indicators (15:42; 16:1, 2); the
buying of linen and spices (15:46; 16:1); mention of laying
the body in the tomb (15:46, 47; 16:6); alternate use of
pviua / uvnueior  for the tomb (15:46; 16:2, 3, 5, 8); the
closing of the grave with a stone (15:46; 16:3, 4); the
women's seeing (15:47; 16:4), and the list of names (15:47;
16:1). Syntactical: time indicators in genitivus absolutus
(15:42; 16:1); no. series broken by &¢ (15:44; 16:6); four
participia conjuncta (15:43, 44, 45, 46; 16:1, 4, 5, B);
introduction of the action of characters by a change of )
subject with the article + &¢ in 15:44, 47; 16:6, but not 1in
15:46; 16:8.
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urged, the passion story is incomplete without victory at
the end.® Confirmation of the inclusion of 16:1-8 in the
pre-Markan passion story would also seem to be the
remarkable correspondence to the course of events described
in I Cor. 15: died--was buried--rose--appeared; all these
elements appear in the pre-Markan passion story, including a
reference to Christ’s appearance (v. 7). Thus, there seem
to be very strong reasons for taking the empty tomb account
as part of the pre-Markan passion story.

Like the burial story, the account of the discovery of
the empty tomb is remarkably restrained. Bultmann states,
“. . . Mark's presentation is extremely reserved, in so far
as the resurrection and the appearance of the risen Lord are
not recounted."’ Nauck observes that many theological
motifs that might be expected are lacking in the story: (1)
the proof from prophecy, (2) the in-breaking of the new eon,
(3) the ascension of Jesus’s spirit or his descent into
hell, (4) the nature of the risen body, and (5) the use of

Christological titles.® Although kerygmatic speech appears

6Wilckens, Auferstehung, p. 61. The passion story
c?uld not have ended with the death and burial of Jesus
without assurance of victory; the discovery of the empty
tomb by the women was part of the passion story (Raymond C.
Brown, The Gospel according to John, Anch Bib 29A [Garden
Elty, N.Y.: Doubleday & Co., 1970], p. 978; Blinzler,
Grablegung,” p. 76; Rudolf Schnackenburg, Das
Johannesevangelium, 3 vols., HTKNT 4 [Freiburg: Herder,
1976], 3: 353).

. TRudolf Bultmann, Die Geschichte der synoptischen
Tradition, 2d ed., FRLANT 12 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1970), p. 309.

. 8Wolfgang Nauck, "Die Bedeutung des leeren Grabes
fiir den Glagben an den Auferstandenen," ZNW 47 (1956):243-
67. According to Kremer, every theological reflection on
the meaning of the resurrection is lacking, so the tradition
must come from a very early time. For its origin in
Palestine (qerusalem} counts not only the interest in the
empty tomb itself, but also the names of the women and the

§emitic _TH ULE thv oaBBdrwy (cf.  medtn caBBdtov  [16:9];
gfter three days" [8:31; 9:31; 10;34)]) (Jacob Kremer, "Zur
Diskussion iiber ‘das leere Grab,’" in Resurrexit, p. 153).

in the mouth of the angel, the fact of the discovery of the
empty tomb is not kerygmatically colored. All these factors
point to a very old tradition concerning the discovery of
the empty tomb.’

The Anointing Motif

Mark begins the story by relating that when the sabbath
was past, the women bought spices to anoint the body. In
the next sentence, he almost seems to begin anew: "And very
early on the first day of the week, they went to the tomb
. . ." (16:2). This new beginning suggests that there is in
fact a gap here, namely, that after the sabbath, that is,
Saturday evening, they went and bought the spices.”® Then
early the next day they went to the tomb. Luke is the only
other evangelist to mention the spices, and he also states
that they had been prepared prior to the visit on the first
day of the week (Lk. 24:1). The insertion of 23:56b gives
the impression that the women prepared the spices on Friday
night, but this is probably unintentional, since in v. 54
the sabbath was already beginning and Luke says in v. 56b
they did no work on the sabbath. So there was no time to
buy and prepare spices on Friday night. Rather v. 56b is
probably to be taken as a parenthetical remark, not the
narration of a chronologically successive event. The
preparation of v. 56a was probably understood by Luke as
taking place Saturday night, since Mark is quite clear. But
by inserting his parenthetical remark on the pious behavior
of the women he generates an apparent contradiction.

The women’s intention to anoint the body has caused no
end of controversy. It is often assumed that the women were

karl Heinrich Rengstorf, Die Auferstehung Jesu, 4th
rev. ed. (Witten: Luther-Verlag, 1960), pp. 60-61.

10c.E.B. cranfield, The Gospel according to Saint
Mark, CGTC (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1963), p.
463; Taylor, Mark, p. 603; William L. Lane, The Gospel
according to Mark, NLCNT (London: Marshall, Morgan & Scott,
1974), p. 585; Pesch, Markusevangelium, 2: 520.
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coming to finish the hurried job done by Joseph on Friday
evening; John, who has a thorough burial, mentions no
intention of anointing. It is frequently said that the
"Eastern climate" would make it impossible to anoint a
corpse after three days.!! It is sometimes pointed out that
it would not have violated sabbath law to anoint a body on
the sabbath, instead of waiting until Sunday (Mishnah
Shabbat 23:5). Besides, the body had been already anointed
in advance (Mk. 14:8). And why do the women think of the
stone over the entrance only after they are underway? They
should have realized the venture was futile.

But what in fact were the women about? There seems to
be no indication that they were going to complete a task
poorly done. Mark gives no hint of hurry or incompleteness
in the burial. That Luke says that the women saw "how" the
body was laid (Lk. 23:55) does not necessarily imply that
the women saw a lack which they wished to remedy; it could
mean merely that they saw that the corpse was laid in a
tomb, not buried in the criminals’ common plot thus making
possible a visit to anoint the body. The fact that John
does not mention the intention of anointing proves little,

HMaurice Goguel, La foi & la résurrection de Jésus
dans le christianisme primitif (Paris: Leroux, 1939), p.
144; Ernst Lohmeyer, Das Evangelium des Markus, KEKNT 2
(Gott%ngen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1937), p. 353; Bultmann,
Geschichte, p. 309; Hans Freiherr von Campenhausen, Der
Ablauf der Osterereignisse und das leere Grab, 3d rev. ed.,
SHA (Heidelberg: Carl Winter, 1966), p. 24; Hans Grass,
Ostergeschehen und Osterberichte, 4th rev. ed. (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1970), p. 20; Taylor, Mark, p. 604;
EdEarq Schweizer, Das Evangelium nach Markus, NTD 1
(Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1967), p. 211; E.
Gutwenger, "Zur Geschichtlichkeit der Auferstehung Jesu,"
ZKT 88 (1966):273; Ludger Schenke, Auferstehungsverkiindigung
und leeres Grab (Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1968),
P. 31; I. Broer, "Zur heutigen Diskussion der
Grabesgeschichte (Mc 16, 1-8)," BiLeb 10 (1969):40-52;
Walter Grundmann, Das Evangelium nach Markus, 7th rev. ed.,
THRNT 2 (Berlin: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 1977), p- 321;
Karl Martin Fischer, Das Ostergeschehen, 2d ed. (Gdttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1980), p. 61.
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since Matthew does not mention it either. So there seems to
be no conclusive indication that the women were going to
complete Jesus'’'s burial.

In fact what the women may have been doing was
precisely that described in the Mishnah, namely the use of
aromatic oils and perfumes that could be rubbed on or simply
poured over the body."” Even the threat of decay would not
necessarily prevent this simple act of devotion. That same
devotion could have induced them to go to try together to
open the tomb, despite the stone. (That Mark only mentions
the stone here does not mean that they had not thought of it
before; it serves a literary purpose here to prepare for v.
4.) The opening of tombs to allow late visitors to view the
body or to check against apparent death was Jewish
practice,” so the women’s intention was not extraordinary.
It is true that anointing could be done on the sabbath, but
this was only for a person lying on the death bed in his
home, not for a body already wrapped and entombed in a
sealed gravé outside the city. On the contrary, Blinzler
points out that, odd as it may seem, it would have been
against the Jewish law even to carry the aromata to the
grave site, for this was "work" (Jer. 17:21-22; Shabbath
8:1)!™ Thus, Luke's comment that the women rested on the
sabbath is probably a correct description.

Sometimes it is asserted that Matthew leaves out the
anointing motif because he realized one could not anoint a
corpse after three days in that climate.? But Mark himself

12BrOwn, John, p. 940; Blinzler, "Grablegung," p.
81; Lane, Mark, p. 585.

13gemachoth 8; Ebel Rabbathi 4.11. See further
Lohmeyer, Markus, p. 351; Blinzler, "Grablegung," p. 81.

l4g)inzler, "Grablegung," p. 83.

5pi11i Marxsen, The Resurrection of Jesus of
Nazareth, trans. Margaret Kohl (London: SCM Press, 1870),
pp. 44-45; Wilckens, Auferstehung, p. 46; Grundmann, Markus,
p. 445. Gardner-Smith believes Matthew did not wish to
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cannot be presumed to be ignorant of this fact, if true,
since he also lived in the Mediterranean climate.!® In
fact, moreover, Jerusalem, being 700 meters above sea level,
can be quite cool in April; interesting is the entirely
incidental detail mentioned by John that at night in
Jerusalem at that time it was cold--so much so that the
servants and officers of the Jews had made a fire and were
standing around it warming themselves (Jn. 18:18). Add to
this the facts that the body, interred Friday evening, had
been in the tomb only a night, a day, and a night when the
women came to anoint it early Sunday morning, that a rock-
hewn tomb in a cliff side would stay naturally cool, and
that the body may have already been packed around with
aromatic spices, and one can see that the intention to
anoint the body cannot in any way be ruled out.!” The
arqument that the body had been anointed in advance seems
actually a point in favor of the tradition of the women’s
intention to anoint the body, for after 14:8, Mark would

mgnt;on Joseph’s failure to anoint the body, since he was a
disciple (P. Gardner-Smith, The Narratives of the
Resurrection, [London: Methuen, 1926], p. 37)! More
realistic is Osborne’s remark that Matthew omits the motif
because his theological interest is on what happens at the
tomb (Grant Osborne, "History and Theology in the
Resurrection Narratives: a Redactional Study" [Ph.D. thesis,
University of Aberdeen, 1974], p. 190).

16Gerhard Koch, Die Auferstehung Jesu Christi, BHT
(Tibingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1959), p. 29; Brown, John, p. 982.
In fact, Lindemann asserts that Mark makes the women’s visit
so early in the morning precisely because of the problem of
anointing a corpse in that climate (Andreas Lindemann, "Die
Osterbotschaft des Markus. Zur theologischen Interpretation
von Markus 16: .1-8," NTS 26 [1979-80]:303).

) 17Dhanis, "Ensevelissement," p. 383; Paul Gaechter,
"Die Engelerscheinungen in den Auferstehungsberichten," ZKT
89 (1967):195; Edward Lynn Bode, The First Easter Morning,
AB 45 (Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1970), pp. 14, 16;
Luise Schottroff, "Maria Magdalena und die Frauen am Grabe
Jesu," EvT 42 (1982):15-16.
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probably not have invented such a superfluous and almost

contradictory intention for the women.'

The Women'’s Discovery of the Empty Tomb
According to Mark, the women came to the tomb "very

early on the first day of the week" "when the sun had risen"
(16:2). Here is the Markan pattern again of using the
second time indicator to specify the first. It indicates
that the women came around dawn.” Luke says in fact that
they came at “early dawn" (Lk. 24:1); Matthew says "after
the sabbath, toward the dawn" (Mt. 28:1). The word & can
mean either "late" or "after," depending on whether it is
being used adverbially or prepositionally, respectively. It
has been suggested that Matthew means late_Saturday evening,
dawn being used as in Lk. 23:24;% but the mention of the

187¢ might be said that 14:8 reveals knowledge that
Jesus’s body was not properly interred and anointed and
seeks to remedy that lack. But such a hypothesis in no way
contradicts the women's intention, since they were not 1in
fact successful in their mission. In any case, the women's
visit even without the anointing motif is perfectly coherent
in light of the practice of visiting the graves of loved
ones until the third day (Thomas R.W. Longstaff, "The Women
at the Tomb: Matthew 28:1 Re-examined,“ NTS 27 (1980-
81]:277-82).

19Cranfield, Mark, p. 464; M.J. Lagrange, Evangile
selon saint Marc, (Paris: Libraire Lecoffre, 1966), p. 444;
thorough discussion in Bode, Easter, pp. 6-13. This rebuts
the purported contradiction seen by Kremer, "Grab," p. 152.
Cf. Hugh Anderson, Jesus and Christian Origins (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1964), p. 238-40.

2OC.K.Barrett, The Gospel according to St. John
(London: SPCK, 1972), p. 562; Ernst Lohmeyer, Das Evangelium
des Matthdus, 4th ed., ed. W. Schmauch, KEKNT (G&ttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1967), pp. 404-05; Kremer,
Osterbotschaft, p. 36; Bode, Easter, pp. 12-13; Walter
Grundmann, Das Evangelium nach Matth&us, 3d ed., THKNT 1
(Berlin: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 1972), p. 568; Robert
H. Gundry, Matthew: A Commentary on his Literary and
Theological Art (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Wm.B. Eerdmans, 1982),
pp. 585-86. This case serves as a good illustration of the
fact that every editorial change by an evangelist should not
be seen as charged with significance, for though Matthew
uses py4¢ and drops "when the sun had risen," v. 13 makes it
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night in Mt. 28:13 excludes this understanding. Rather he
refers to dawn on Sunday morning. John says Mary came
"early, while it was still dark" (Jn. 20:1). Some
commentators like to see in the darkness a symbol of sin,
despair, etc., as in 13:30; but as Brown observes, if John
had said "it was light" there would probably be no less
number of commentators who would see this as a symbol of
resurrection dawn, the light of life, or something else.?
Safer is to take it as a straight time-indicator. To say it
contradicts the Synoptics would appear to be somewhat
pedantic; John does not imagine Mary feeling her way through
the dark--the gospels all seem to agree that sometime around
dawn the women visited the tomb.

Which women? Mark says the two Maries and Salome;
Matthew mentions only the two Maries; Luke says the two
Maries, Joanna, and other women; John mentions only Mary
Magdalene. There seems to be no difficulty in imagining a
handful of women going to the tomb. Even John records
Mary’s words as "we do not know where they have laid him"
(Jn. 20:2). It is true that Semitic usage could permit the
first person plural to mean simply "I" (cf. Jn. 3:11, 32),
but not only does this seem rather artificial in this
context, but then we should expect the plural as well in v.
13.2 In any case, this ignores the Synoptic tradition and

clear that he still thinks of Sunday morning. To say that
in v._l he writes "from his own standpoint" (Gundry)
explains nothing at all, for the whole chapter, including
the guard story, is written from his own standpoint.

- 21Raymond Brown, "Echange de vues," in Resurrexit,
D .

) _2250 Brown, John, p. 984. Mahoney’s answer that v.
13 is singular because Mary is being addressed a personal
question misses the point that the Semitic idiom means
precisely "I" and would therefore be entirely appropriate
(Robert Mahoney, Two Disciples at the Tomb, TW 6 [Bern:
Herbert Lang, 1974), p. 216). Bode attempts to support the
Semitic usage by other uses of oléapcy in Jn. 3:2, 11; 9:31;
14:5; 21:24 (Bode, Easter, pp. 73-74), but most of these are
in fact genuine plurals. Bernard, Hoskyns, Barrett,
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makes only an isolated grammatical point. If we have
represented in John and the Synoptics independent traditions
that women visited the tomb, then the weight of probability
falls in favor of Mary's "we" being the remnant of a
tradition of more than one woman. John has perhaps focused
on her for dramatic effect.

The Guard at the Tomb
0f the canonical gospels, only Matthew mentions the
setting of a guard at the tomb (Mt. 27:62-66; 28:4, 11-15).
The story serves an apologetic purpose: the refutation of
the allegation that the disciples had themselves stolen
Jesus’s body and thus faked his resurrection. Behind the
story as Matthew tells it seems to lie a tradition history
of Jewish/Christian polemic, a developing pattern of
assertion and counter-assertion:
Christian: "The Lord is risen!" .
Jew: . "No, his disciples stole away his body."
Christian: “The guard at the tomb would have prevented
any such theft." i
Jew: “No, his disciples stole away his body
while the guard slept."

Christian: "The chief priests bribed the guard to say
this."

Though only Matthew recounts the story of a guard at
the tomb (John mentions a guard in connection with Jesus’s
arrest; cf. Mk. 14:44), the Gospel of Peter also tells the
story of the guard at the tomb, and its account may well be
independent of Matthew, since the verbal similarities are
practically nil.*

Schnackenburg, and Kremer agree that otéapev implies a
plurality of women (J.H. Bernard, Gospel according to St.
John, 2 vols., ICC [Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1928], 2: 656;
E.C. Hoskyns, The Fourth Gospel, 2d ed., ed. F.N. Davey
(London: Faber, 1967], p. 540; Barrett, John, p. 563; .
Schnackenburg, Johannesevangelium 3: 358; Jacob Kremer, Die
Osterevangelien--Geschichten um Geschichte [Stuttgart:
Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1977), p. 166).

2350 B.A. Johnson, "The Empty Tomb in the Gospel of
Peter Related to Mt. 28:1-7" (Ph.D. dissertation, Harvard




According to Matthew, on Saturday, that is, on the
sabbath, which Matthew calls the day after the day of
Preparation, the chief priests and Pharisees ask Pilate for
a guard to secure the tomb to prevent the disciples from
stealing the body and thus "fulfilling" Jesus’s prediction
of rising on the third day. Pilate says, "You have a guard;
make it as secure as you can." It is not clear if Pilate
gave them a Roman guard or told them to use their own Temple
guard. The Gospel of Peter uses a Roman guard, but this
could be read into the tradition and may be designed to
emphasize the strength of the guard. If Pilate rebuffed the
Jews, then one wonders why this part of the story be told at
ail; on the other hand, if the Jews really did go to Pilate,
then perhaps this detail was remembered. If Pilate gave
them a guard it is strange that Matthew does not make this
explicit, like the Gospel of Peter, as this would strengthen
his apologetic. It is intriguing to note that accoerding to
John both Jewish guards and Roman soldiers were involved in
Jesus’'s arrest (Jn. 18:3, 12). Mark calls the party which
arrested Jesus a crowd ( gyiog ) armed with swords and clubs,
delegated by the Jewish hierarchy; but he later refers to
the Urnpérar (14:65) which included Jewish military police.
John also states that these Jewish guards were involved in
the arrest, but he alone adds that a Roman cohort ( oreipa )
and its commander ( xuAlapyos ) participated actively in the
seizure and binding of Jesus (18:12). This could provide
some precedent for further involvement of Roman soldiers in
the guard at the tomb. It need not be thought that the
whole cohort (theoretically 1,000 men, but usually, in fact,
about 600) were involved in the arrest; a detachment large
enough to warrant the commander’s presence may have been
involved. Fear of insurrection during the Feast days could
have prompted Roman involvement. The historicity of John’s
information, however, is disputed. On the one hand, there

University,_lgss), p- 17. This does not commit one to
Johnson's view that this was an appearance tradition.

does not seem to be any convincing reason why John would
create the Roman participation. Indeed, since he tends to
exonerate the Romans at the expense of "the Jews," it seems
likely that this information is traditional. On the other
hand, such participation seems out of place, for the Jewish
leaders had not yet framed a charge against Jesus to Pilate,
and upon Jesus'’'s arrest the guards take him, not to Pilate,
but to the high priest. But Jn. 18:30 might be taken as an
expression of surprise on the part of the chief priests,
indicating that some prior understanding with the governor
had existed on which he was now ambivalent. And the
proceeding to the high priest’s house could indicate that
the Jewish leaders were directing the affair, the Romans
merely supplying the muscle. We do not know. Arrangements
could have been similar in the setting of the guard at the
tomb. Matthew attributes its instigation to the "chief
priests and Pharisees" (27:62; cf. Jn. 17:3), a traditional
phrase for him, and calls the guard "soldiers" ( octoatihrar
28:12) rather than Onnpétac (cE. 26:58). However, even if
John is accurate concerning the Roman involvement in the
arrest, this really affords no ground for inference
concerning the identity of the guard at the tomb. The
instigation of the setting of the guard by the Jewish
leaders also provides no firm clue. Matthew’s use of
otpatiltat  is significant, but it should be noted that 26:58
is the only place in the gospel where oUmnpéreL appears,'and
here it is Markan (Mk. 14:54) and may refer to servants as
well as guards. But in 28:12 he is specifically referring,
perhaps, to {mnodta. WhO are grpatiufira, - Pilate’s words in
27:65 may mean the Jews have the governor’s permission to
use their armed soldiers at the tomb. The fact that the
guards return to the chief priests seems to be evidence that
a Jewish guard is intended; contrast the Gospel of Peter,
where the Roman guard report to Pilate the events at the
tomb. The mention of the governor in v. 14 might indicate a
Roman guard, but then it would not be clear how the Jews
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could do anything to keep them out of trouble. The fact
that Roman guards could be executed for sleeping on watch
and taking a bribe could further point to a Jewish guard.

In the Gospel of Peter the bribe and the sleeping story are
eliminated; Pilate simply commands the Roman guard to keep
silent. The story is perhaps more plausible if one assumes
that the guard is Jewish; but Matthew may well be describing
the setting of a Roman guard.

So the guard is set and the sepulchre sealed. It has
been said that Matthew omits the anointing motif because of
the guard and the sealing,* but this surmise holds little
weight, for the women were clearly ignorant of such actions
taken on the sabbath. Rather it could be that Matthew is
following different traditions here, since v. 15 makes it
evident that there is a tradition history behind Matthew’s
story.? Before the women arrive, an angel of the Lord
rolls back the stone, and the guard are paralyzed with fear.
It is not said that the guard see the resurrection or even

24, . : 4
"Kirsopp Lake, The Historical Evidence for the
gefurrectzon of Jesug (London: Williams & Norgate, 1907), p.
1; Grundmann, Matthdus, p. 568; Blinzler, "Grablegung," p.
82; Gundry, Matthew, p. 586.

) 25gyidence of pre-Matthean tradition is also found
;n the many words which are hapax legomena for the New
,estapent: tnadoLoy ¢ Tapaoxevd , whdvog / piduns ovoTwdla s
CogaAlty , Ogpayliw hlsc the expression "chief priests and
Pharisees" (cf. 21:45) is unusual for Matthew and never
appears in Mark or Luke, but is common in John (7:32, 45;
9:47, 57; 18:3). Moreover, the expression 17 tpltn fiuépa
indicates tradition here, for Matthew everywhere changes
this expression to uetd tpets hufpag. For discussion see R.
Kratz,_Auferwegkung als Befreiung, SBS 65 (Stuttgart:
Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1973), pp. 72-73; I. Broer, Die
Urgemeinde und das Grab Jesu, SANT 31 (Miinchen: Kdsel
Verlag, 1972), pp. 69-78; F. Neirynck, "Les Femmes au
tombeau: Etude de la rédaction mathéenne," NTS 15 (1968-
69):168-90; A.H. M'Neile, The Gospel According to Matthew
(London: Macmillan, 1961), p. 428. On the independence of
Matthew from Mark see E. Ruckstuhl and J. Pfammater, Die
Auferstehung Jesu Christi (Lucerne and Miinchen: Rex, 1968).
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that this is the moment of the resurrection.”® After the
women leave, some of the guard go to the Jewish authorities,
who bribe them to say that the disciples stole the body .
This story has been spread among the Jews until this day,
adds Matthew.

Matthew’s account has been nearly universally rejected
as an apologetic legend, though the reasons for this
assessment are of unequal worth. For example, the fact that
the story is an apologetic answering the allegation that the
disciples stole the body does not therefore necessarily mean
that it is unhistorical. Similarly, it counts for little to
press the theological objection against the story, as is
often done, that it overshoots the remaining witness of the
New Testament that Jesus only appeared to his own, but
remained hidden to his enemies.?” Some scholars seem to be

26contrast the Gospel of Peter 8:35-42:

“Now in the night in which the Lord's day dawned, when
the soldiers, two by two in every watch, were keeping
guard, there rang out a loud voice in heaven, and they
saw the heavens opened and two men come down from there
in a great brightness and draw nigh to the sepulchre.
The stone which had been laid against the entrance to
the sepulchre started of itself to roll and gave way to
the side, and the sepulchre was opened, and both the
young men entered in. When now those soldiers saw
this, they awakened the centurion and the elders--for
they also were there to assist at the watch. And
whilst they were relating what they had seen, they saw
again three men come out from the sepulchre, and the
two of them sustaining the other, and a cross following
them, and the heads of the two reaching to heaven, but
that of him who was led of them by the hand overpassing
the heavens. And they heard a voice out of the heavens
crying, 'Thou hast preached to them that sleep,’ and
from the cross there was heard the answer, 'Yea.'"

and the Ascension of Isaiah 3:16:
“Gabriel, the Angel of the Holy Spirit, and Michael,
the chief of the holy Angels, on the third day will
open the sepulchre: and the Beloved sitting on their
shoulders will come forth."

27Grundmann, Matthdus, p. 565; John E. Alsup, The
Post-Resurrection Appearance Stories of the Gospel-
Tradition, CTM A5 (Stuttgart: Calwer Verlag, 1975), p. 117.
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disturbed at the thought that pagan guards might see the
“Risen Christ."?® But the account says nothing about any
appearance of Jesus to the guards at all. On the contrary,
the angel expressly says, "He is not here; for he has
risen;" but the tomb is opened presumably that the women
might come and "see the place where he lay" (Mt. 28:6). And
in any case, the New Testament witness is that Jesus did
appear to sceptics, unbelievers, and even enemies (Thomas,
James, and Paul). The idea that only the eye of faith could
see the risen Jesus seems to be foreign to the gospels and
to Paul, for they all appear to agree on the physical nature
of Christ’s resurrection body. It is also sometimes urged
that the chief priests and Pharisees would not go to Pilate
on the sabbath day. But such an inference is again not very
weighty, since it is not said that they went en masse, but
merely met there,” and each could come a Sabbath day’s
journey without transgressing the Law. Moreover, it is not
said that they entered the praetorium (cf. Jn. 18:28). In
any case, the objection takes no account of possible
hypocrisy on the part of men who could bind others with
heavy burdens, but they themselves not lift a finger to
help. Nor again does it seem conclusive to object to the
story because it contains what are regarded as inherent

287hus, Grass says that besides the particularities,
the guard story is unbelievable because heathen guards would
see the resurrection (Grass, Ostergeschehen, p. 25). Von
Campenhausen also states that the story implies pagan guards
would be witnesses of the resurrection and we cannot agree
that this should be (Von Campenhausen, Ablauf, p. 29).
Similarly 0’Collins makes the astounding assertion that had
Rnnas and Caiaphas been with the disciples when Jesus
appeared, they would not have seen anything (Gerald
O’Collins, The Easter Jesus, 2d ed. [London: Dartonm,
Longman, & Todd, 1980], p. 59). This, despite what Grass
repeatedly describes as the "massive realism" of the
gospels! Cf. Koch, Auferstehung, pp. 59-60, 204, who is
scandalized by the objectivity of the gospel appearances,
which he vainly attempts to construe in wholly subjective
categories.

295ee Lohmeyer, Matthdus, p. 400.
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absurdities, for example, that the guards wquld not know
that it was the disciples who stole the body because they
were asleep or that a Roman guard would never agree to
spread a story for which they could be executed.® The

30Lake, Evidence, p. 178; Marxsen, Resurrection, p.
46; Grundmann, Matthdus, p. 571. Orr thinks that the
guard’s accepting the bribe is not so far-fetched, since
their fleeing was already a breach of duty (James Orr, The
Resurrection of Jesus, [London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1909],
p. 160). Similarly, Gundry points out that the guard had
nothing to lose by cooperating with the Jewish leadership,
since the emptiness of the tomb would have exposed their
failure anyway. Ironically, then, our judgment of the
likelihood of the guards’ compliance depends upon our
estimate of the historicity of the empty tomb. For if the
women did find the tomb empty, one cannot object to the fact
that it had been gquarded on the basis that the guards would
not agree to spread a story for which they could be
executed, since the emptiness of the tomb itself showed
their failure of duty (Gundry, Matthew, p. 585). Von
Campenhausen brings forth other absurdities, such as the
fact that the guard reported to the Jewish leaders rather
than Pilate and that Christians, despite the guards’ lie,
knew everything (Von Campenhausen, Ablauf, p. 29). But the
former could be construed as evidence that the guard was
Jewish or, if Roman, perhaps on loan under Jewish direction
(as in the arrest). If Orr is correct, going to the Jews
was the Roman guards’ best hope of survival. As for the
latter allegation, it is not surprising that the conspiracy
should come to light. 1In any case, the Jews’' conversation
with Pilate is probably an imaginative Christian re-
construction of what they inferred took place, which would
explain the third day motif and kerygmatic language
employed.

Perry regards the placement of a Jewish guard at the
tomb by the Jews, without knowledge of Jesus'’s prediction,
as historically defensible (Michael Perry, The Easter
Enigma, with an Introduction by Austin Farrer [London: Faber
& Faber, 1959], pp. 98-99). Schottroff claims that it was
then feared that the graves of executed political opponents
of the Empire would become assembly points of partisan
conspiratorial elements (Luise Schottroff, "Maria Magdalena
und die Frauen am Grabe Jesu," EvT 42 [1982]:6); in view of
Jesus’s following and the highly charged atmosphere in
Jerusalem, such distrust could have provoked Pilate to agree
to the setting of a guard. Staudinger suggests that the
guard was placed after the discovery of the empty tomb and
the story displaced by Matthew (Hugo Staudinger, "The
Resurrection of Jesus Christ as Saving Event and as ‘Object’
of Historical Research," SJT [1983]:324-25).
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first assumes that the Jews could not have fabricated a
stupid cover-up story; really this story seems to have been
as good as any other. At any rate the inference that it was
disciples of Jesus was not so far-fetched, for who else
would steal the body? The second absurdity assumes that the
guard was Roman, which is not obligatory. And even if the
guard were Roman, perhaps the Jews’ promise to "satisfy the
governor" meant telling him the truth about the guards’
loyal service, if they would agree to lie to the people.
The guard had already compromised themselves by failing to
keep the tomb secure (were they to tell their commander that
God had miraculously opened it?) and deserting their post.
Complying with the Jewish authorities was about all they
could do.¥

Rather the more serious difficulties with the story are
two: (1) it is not related in the pre-Markan passion story
nor in the other gospels, and (2) it presupposes not only
that Jesus predicted his resurrection in three days, but
also that the Jews understood this clearly while the
disciples remained in ignorance. With regard to the first,
it is exceedingly odd that the other gospels know nothing of
so major an event as the placing of a guard around the tomb.
This suggests that the account is a late legend reflecting
years of Jewish/Christian polemic. The designation of Jesus
as an impostor is an earmark of Jewish polemic against
Christianity (Justin Dialogue with Trypho 108; Testament of
the Twelve Patriarchs (Levi) 16:3). But perhaps this
polemical interest supplies the very reason why this event,
even if historical, was not included in the pre-Markan
passion story. For the pre-Markan passion story arose in
the life of the Urgemeinde before the Auseinandersetzung
with Judaism became serious and reflects the inner concerns
of the Christian fellowship. Since the guard played

3150 Paul Gaechter, Das Matthdusevangelium
(Innsbruck: Tyrolia-Verlag, 1963), p. 959.

virtually no role in the events of the discovery of the
empty tomb--indeed the Matthean account does not exclude
that the guard had already left before the women arrived--,
the pre-Markan passion story might simply omit them. If the
slander that the disciples stole the body was restricted to
certain quarters ("the story has been spread among Jews

[ nepd 'Iouvéalors ] to this day"), then it cannot be ruled out
that Luke or John might not have these traditions. And the
evangelists often inexplicably omit what seem to be major
incidents that must have been known to them (for example,
Luke’s great omission of Mk. 6:45-8:26), so that it is
dangerous to use omission as a test for historicity.

As for the second objection, we must be careful not to
exclude a priori the possibility that Jesus did predict his
resurrection, since ruling this out in advance seems to
betray a philosophical presupposition against the
miraculous. And if philosophical presuppositions cannot
exclude Jesus's prediction, neither can theological, for
example, that this represents a sort of "triumphalism" that
minimizes the extent of Jesus’s sacrifice since he knew he
would rise again. Theological conceptions of what is
"appropriate" to Jesus's person and work cannot dictate to
history what must have happened; rather theological
conceptions may simply have to be changed in light of
history. The only valid grounds for accepting or rejecting
Jesus’'s predictions as historical must be empirical.

What, then, are the empirical grounds for thinking that
Jesus did not predict his resurrection? It is sometimes
asserted that Jesus’s prediction of his resurrection is
incompatible with the despair and hopelessness of the
disciples. But this may reckon too lightly with the
statements of the gospels that the disciples could not
understand how a dying and rising Messiah could be possible
(Mk. 8:32; 9:10). The concept was utterly foreign to
Judaism and would have passed ill with the common conception
of the Messiah as the triumphant King of Israel, though,
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Mark reflects restrospectively, Jesus told the disciples
plainly that he was to suffer, be killed, and rise (Mk.
8:32). It is interesting that when Jesus tells Martha that
Lazarus will rise again, her response is, "I know that he
will rise again in the resurrection at the last day" (Jn.
11:24). The disciples may have had no expectation that
Jesus’'s prophesied resurrection would be otherwise; in fact
this is implied by their question concerning the
eschatological coming of Elijah prior to the resurrection
(Mk. 9:10-11). Even the presence of the third day motif
would not necessarily obviate this misconception, for they
could have understood this to mean the third day after the
end of the world, even as contemporary Jewish thought
sometimes posited the resurrection after seven days or seven
weeks following history’s end. Their problem was not that
they could not literally understand the sentences spoken by
Jesus, but that they could not make any sense out of them.
As Luke comments, ". . . they did not grasp what was said"
(Lk. 18:34). So that the disciples failed to comprehend the
significance of the predictions may have actually been the
case, and their despair after the crucifixion cannot
decisively preclude the historicity of Jesus's predictions.
It may be asserted that the language of the predictions
is ex ecclesia and that therefore they are written back into
the life of Jesus. But, in fact, there seem to be no words
in the predictions that Jesus himself could not have
employed, especially if he conceived of himself in the role
of the suffering servant described in Is. 50:6; 53:3-10.
Even the phrase “"the third day" could have meant only a
short time,® or, if one agrees with Lehmann that the third

32parnabas Lindars, New Testament Apologetic: the
Doctrinal Significance of 0ld Testament Quotations (London:
SCM, 1961), pp. 59-72; 0’Collins, Easter, p. 12. Hooke also
reminds us that all of Jesus's eschatological sayings
presuppose the resurrection, as do his statements at the
Last Supper (S.H. Hooke, The Resurrection of Christ as
History and Experience [London: Darton, Longman & Todd,
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day is a theological expression connoting the day of God's
deliverance, victory, and taking control, there seems to be
no reason that, if the early church could have used this
expression, Jesus himself could not also have used it in the
same sense in predicting his resurrection. But even if this
phrase were added from the kerygma, that need not imply that
Jesus could not have predicted his resurrection simpliciter.
In the same way, the speech of the Jews to Pilate is a
Christian reconstruction, and the third day motif may
reflect the kerygmatic motif in I Cor. 15:4. 1In fact it is
possible that the Jews may have asked for a guard to be
posted for an indeterminate period of time or the duration
of the Feast. That the predictions of the resurrection have
taken on kerygmatic coloring does not seem to prove that
they were not made.

Perhaps the most serious difficulty with the guard
story, however, is that if the disciples did not grasp the
import of the resurrection predictions, then the Jews, who
had much less contact with Jesus, would not have grasped
them either. There seem to be four categories of
resurrection predictions: the sign of Jonah sayings (Mt.
12:40; 16:21; Mk, 8:11; Lk. 11:29-30), the destruction of
the Temple sayings (Mt. 26:61; 27:40; Mk. 14:58; 15:29; Jn.
2:19-21), the Son of Man sayings (Mt. 16:21; 17:22; 20:19;
Mk. 8:31; 9:30; 10:34; Lk. 9:22; 9:44; 18:33; 24:6-7) and
the appearance in Galilee sayings (Mt. 26:32; 28:7, 10; Mk.
14:28; 16:7). Although each group but the last includes the
motif of resurrection on the third day, the citation of the
Jewish leaders in Mt. 27:63:  uetd tpeis fuépas éyelpoual
most closely resembles Mk. 9:31; 10:34: HETA Tpels Nudoac
davaotricetar  (Matthew always prefers ({yelpw). The problem
is, while the other sayings are represented as being given
before the Pharisees, Saduccees, chief priests, and crowds,
these predictions are made privately to the Twelve, who did

1967], p. 30; cf. Michael Ramsey, The Resurrection of Christ
[London: Centenary Press, 1945], pp. 38-39).
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not grasp their import. The sign of Jonah saying is the
only resurrection prediction which Matthew represents as
having been made in the presence of the Jewish leaders, and
Matthew seems to have modified it to make it clearer. So
how could the Jewish leaders have known Jesus’s resurrection
predictions, so as to place the guard to prevent a hoaxed
resurrection on the third day?

Since the Jewish leaders’ conversation with Pilate is a
Christian reconstruction, however, the chief priests’
relating Jesus‘s prediction in the language most intimately
associated with the Twelve is not surprising and thus does
not imply that historically they learned of the prediction
in this version. In any case, as weighty as the present
objection is, still it remains essentially an argument from
silence, since we do not know with any certainty how the
Jewish leaders learned of Jesus's prediction. It seems to
assume that we have recorded in the gospels all instances on
which Jesus spoke of his resurrection or that if this
prediction was conveyed to the Jewish hierarchy
surreptitiously we must know about it. If they did learn of
Jesus's prediction, it is clear that, not sharing the ¢
disciples’ belief in Jesus’s person, they would not have had
the same difficulties in understanding it literally.

Theologically, it would have appeared rubbish to them, and
of course they did not believe it, but they might still take
precautions to prevent Jesus’'s hare-brained disciples from
trying to pull off a literal fulfillment of their master’'s
prophecy. It is even possible that the actions of the Jews
were not motivated by any knowledge of resurrection
prophecies at all, but were simply an afterthought to
prevent any possible trouble that could be caused at the
tomb by the disciples during the Feast.

Nevertheless, taken together, these considerations,
though not decisive, have a cumulative weight and give good
empirical grounds for scepticism about the historicity of
the guard story. But there are other considerations that
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seem to count positively in its favor. For example, if the
story is an apologetic fiction designed to preclude the
theft of the body by the disciples, then the story is not
entirely successful, for there is an obvious time period
during which the disciples could have stolen the body
undetected, namely between six o’clock Friday night and
sometime Saturday morning. Because the tomb is already
empty when the angel opens it, it is possible that it was
already empty when the guards sealed the stone. Matthew
fails to say that the sepulchre was opened and checked
before it was sealed, so that it is possible that the
disciples had removed the body and replaced the stone Friday
night after Joseph’s departure. Of course we would regard
such a hypothesis as fanciful, but the point is that if the
guard is a Christian invention aimed at refuting the Jewish
allegation that the scheming disciples had stolen the body,
then the writer has not done a very good job. For the way a
truly apologetic legend handles this story, see the Gospel
of Peter: the scribes, Pharisees, and elders go on Friday
to Pilate, who gives them a Roman guard; together the
soldiers, the scribes, and the elders proceed to the
sepulchre, and they all roll the great stone across the
entrance of the tomb (no mention of Joseph of Arimathea
whatsoever!), seal it seven times, and keep watch. On
Sunday morning Jesus himself is seen coming out of the tomb
with the two angels, and the witnesses include not only the
soldiers and the elders, but also a crowd from Jerusalem and
the countryside who had come to see the sepulchre! This is
a failsafe apologetic: the Romans and the Jews are the ones
responsible for the entombment of Jesus on the same day of
his death, they remain there without interruption, and when
the tomb is opened, it is not empty, but Jesus comes out
before the eyes of a multitude of witnesses.® By contrast,

) 33pavid F. Wright, "Apologetic and Apocalyptic: The
Miraculous in the Gospel of Peter, " in Gospel Perspectives
+ Vol. 6: The Miracles of Jesus, ed. David Wenham and Craig
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in Matthew’s story the guard is something of an
afterthought; the fact that they were not thought of and
posted until the next day could reflect the fact that only
Friday night did the Jews learn that Joseph had, contrary to
expectation, placed the body in a tomb, rather than allowing
it to be discarded in a common grave. This could have
motivated their unusual visit to Pilate the next day.

But perhaps the strongest consideration in favor of the
historicity of the guard is the history of polemic
presupposed in this story. The Jewish slander that the
disciples stole the body was probably the reaction to the
Christian proclamation that Jesus was risen.* This Jewish
allegation is also mentioned in Justin Dialogue with Trypho
108. To counter this charge the Christians would need only
point out that the guard at the tomb would have prevented
such a theft and that they were immobilized with fear when
the angel appeared. At this stage of the controversy there
is no need to mention the bribing of the guard. This arises
only when the Jewish polemic answers that the guard had
fallen asleep, thus allowing the disciples to steal the
body. The sleeping of the guard could only have been a
Jewish development, as it would serve no purpose to the
Christian polemic. The further Christian response was that
the Jews bribed the guard to say this, and this is where the
controversy stood at Matthew’s time of writing.

Blomberg (Sheffield, England: JSOT Press, 1986), p. 413,
maintains that the Gospel of Peter is a theological, not a
historical, apologetic. But the many advances over the
Matthean account which I note in the text, e.g., moving the
placement of the guard from Saturday to Friday, are
convincing evidence of a historical apologetic interest.

34mhe proclamation may have been in the words
repeated twice in Mt. 27:64; 28:7: "He has risen from the
dead." Contrary to Grass, Ostergeschehen, p. 23, this alone
could evoke the response that the disciples stole the body,
if the empty tomb were also a historical fact. The Jewish
response need not presuppose that the Christians were using
the empty tomb itself as an apologetic argument.

| ——t
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But if this is a probable reconstruction of the history
of the polemic, then the historicity of the guard becomes

more plausible. In the first place, it seems unlikely that

_the Christians would invent a fiction like the guard, which

a great many, especially their Jewish opponents, would
realize never existed. Since the Jewish/Christian
controversy no doubt originated in Jerusalem, it is hard to
understand how Christians could have tried to refute their
opponents’ charge with a falsification which would have been
plainly untrue, since the Jewish leaders never placed a
guard and there were no guards about who claimed to have
been stationed at the tomb. But secondly, it seems even
more improbable that confronted with this palpable
falsehood, the Jews would, instead of exposing and
denouncing it as such, proceed to create another
fabrication, even stupider, that the fictional guard had
fallen asleep while the disciples broke into the tomb and
absconded with the body. If the guard had not existed, then
the Jewish polemic would never have taken the course that it
did. Rather the controversy would have stopped right there
with the renunciation that any such guard had ever been set
by the Jews. It would never have come to the point that the
Christians had to invent a third lie, that the Jews had
bribed the imaginary guard.

So although there are good reasons to doubt the
existence of the guard at the tomb, there are also weighty
considerations in its favor. It seems best to leave it an
open question. Ironically, the value of Matthew’s story for
the credibility of the resurrection has nothing to do with
the guard or with his intention of refuting the allegation
that the disciples had stolen the body. The conspiracy
theory so dear to eighteenth century Deism has been
universally rejected on moral and psychological grounds, so
that the guard story as such is really quite superfluous.
Guard or no guard, no critic today would defend the view
that the disciples robbed the tomb and faked the
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resurrection. Rather the real value of Matthew’s story
seems to be the incidental information that Jewish polemic
never denied that the tomb was empty, but instead tried to
explain it away. Thus, the early opponents of the
Christians apparently bear witness themselves to the fact of
the empty tomb.

The Angelic Vision

Arriving at the tomb, the women find the stone rolled
away. According to the Synoptics, the women actually enter
the tomb and see an angelic vision. John, however, says
Mary Magdalene runs to find Peter and the Beloved Disciple,
and only after they come and go from the tomb does she see
the angels. Mark’'s young man is probably intended to be an
angel, as is evident from his white robe and the women’s
reaction.®

With regard to the historicity of the angelic
appearance, the philosophical presuppositions of many
critics tend to guide their exegesis.® Since modern man,

350n veavioxes as an angel, cf. II Macc. 3:26, 33;
Lk. 24:4; Gospel of Peter 9; Josephus Antiquities of the
Jews 5.277. The white robe is traditional for angels (cf.
Rev. 9:13; 10:1). 1In Mark, fear and awe is the typical
response to the divine. The other gospels understood Mark's
figure as an angel.

36por example, Grass asserts, "The legendary
character is already simply given in that an angel appears
here bodily, instructs the women, and confers upon them an
assignment" (Grass, Ostergeschehen, p. 20). Koch writes,
"When angels come up in the tomb story, then this is a thorn
in the side to those who are asking about history, who are
interested in what happened. They see therein the proof
that history cannot be the subject; when angels appear and
speak, then the historical character of the story is done
for" (Koch, Auferstehung, p. 164). So also M. Dibelius, Die
Formgeschichte des Evangeliums, 3d ed. [Tiibingen: Mohr,
1959), p. 191; Schenke, Grab, p. 71; C.F. Evans,
Resurrection and the New Testament, SBT 12 (London: SCM
Press, 1970), pp. 76-77; Alsup, Stories, p. 106; Fischer,
Ostergeschehen, p. 59; Lorenz Oberlinner, "Die Verkiindigung
der Auferweckung Jesu im gedffneten und leeren Grab," ZNW 73
(1982):178. Dunn vigorously protests the facility with

as a child of the Enlightenment, does not believe in the
existence of angels, they dismiss the account as legendary
and even non-traditional. But at least the exclusion of the
narrative from the pre-Markan passion story seems arbitrary,
since the earliest Christians certainly believed in the
reality of angels and demons, even if we do not, and would
not hesitate to relate an account such as is embodied in vs.
5-8.% And John confirms that there was a tradition of the
women's seeing angels at the tomb, a conclusion strengthened
by the fact that he keeps the angels in his account even
though their role is oddly superfluous.® The unity of the

which contemporary critics dismiss the historicity of the

women’s angelic vision:
“If we once grant that the women discovered the tomb of
Jesus empty . . . , then we must also allow the
possibility, even probability that they had one (or
more?) visionary experiences at or near the tomb.!® 1t
will simply not do to dismiss the claim that the women
saw angels as legendary. The status of what they saw
may of course be disputed on psychological grounds.
That is one thing. But the claim to have seen an angel
or had a vision can hardly be disputed on historical
grounds simply because post-Enlightenment man no longer
believes in angels! Visionary experiences are too
common in the history of religions for the account here
to be dismissed on that score.'™

—_

3Cf, [P.G.S.] Hopwood [The Religious Experience of

the Primitive Church, T&T Clark, 1936,] p. 130 . . . "

(James W.D.G. Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit [London: SCM,

1975), p. 127). )
Defending the historicity of the appearance of the angel is
Gaechter, "Engelerscheinungen," pp. 191-202.

37Osborne, "Resurrection", p. 154. It is highly
unlikely that the pre-Markan tradition lacked the angel, for
the climax of the story comes with his words in vs. 5-6 and
without him the tomb is ambiguous in its meaning (Ulrich
Wilckens, "Die Perikope vom leeren Grabe Jesu in der
nachmarkinischen Traditionsgeschichte," in Festschrift fir
Friedrich Smend [Berlin: Merseburger, 1963)], p. 32; Schenke,
Grab, pp. 69-71; Alsup, Stories, pp. 92-93; Kremer,
Osterevangelien, pp. 45-47).

38Rudolf Bultmann, Das Evangelium des Johannes, 19th
ed., KEKNT (Gdttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1968), p.
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entire account with the pre-Markan passion story has already
been explained.

Are there any reasons other than a priori philosophical
conceptions to regard the account as legendary? About the
only grounds would be that the language of the angel is
kerygmatic, for example, the 'Ingolv . . . 18y MNazapnvdv Tbv
éotaupwpévov and AydpSn.  But the fact that the Christians
gave back the message of the angel in language colored by
the vocabulary of preaching cannot force the conclusion that
the women encountered no angel at all. We ought not to
expect the ipssisima verba of the angel; in fact Luke leaves
out the above words entirely and has instead "Why do you
seek the living among the dead?" (Lk. 24:5). And the
following words of the angel are not kerygmatic: "He is not
here; see the place where they laid him" (Mk. 16:6).® John
mentions no message by the angels at all. So at the most
the kerygmatic flavoring given to the angel’s words merely
shows that the story was told in the language of the
believers.

Bode objects that if the angel belongs to the
historical nucleus of the story, then this is opposed to the
women’s silence, the rejection of the angel’s message by
Luke, and the tradition that the apostles were commissioned
directly by the Lord.' This, however, does not seem
necessarily to follow: the women’s silence was not
permanent or we should not have any story at all; Luke does

529; Mahoney, Disciples, p. 216; Schnackenburg,
Johannesevangelium, 3: 373.

391t has been suggested that this reflects
liturgical language from Christian worship services at the
tomb, but such a conjecture is foundationless and has been
widely rejected. See Bode, Easter, pp. 170-71; Kremer,
Osterevangelien, pp. 44.

4ﬂBode, Easter, pp. 166-67. Bode also thinks that
the omission of the angel gives a better insight into the
tomb tradition. Not really; this only leaves one with a
Johannine type account (leaving out vs. 11-14a). The key
question is whether the disciples saw Jesus in Jerusalem.
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not reject the angel’s message "He has risen," but merely
omits the command to go to Galilee, since he will not report
Galilean appearances; the angel in no way commissioned the
disciples, but merely told them to go to Galilee--Jesus is
the one who commissions them to world mission.

Many scholars think that the angel is a purely literary
device to signal a divine message.' But this does not seem
to be the case in John; there is just no reason to believe
that the Synoptic evangelists regarded the angel as
exclusively literary and not literal. Why not both? Bode
and Kremer believe the angelic messages would then not
differ. But this seems clearly not to be true, as the
different rendering of Jesus'’'s words in the Synoptics shows.
And really, apart from Luke's change of the Galilean
prediction, the angelic messages are quite similar in the
Synoptics. Thus, apart from a priori presuppositions, the
reasons for regarding the angel as unhistorical do not
appear to be compelling.

The Foretold Appearance and the Women‘s Reaction
Many scholars wish to see v. 7 as a Markan
interpolation into the pre-Markan tradition.® But the

41Ibid.; Kremer, "Grab," pp. 148-50; Raymond E.
Brown, The Virginal Conception and Bodily Resurrection of
Jesus (London: Geoffrey Chapman, 1973), pp. 122-23.
Kremer’s attempt to associate the angel with apocalyptic
literature applies much better to Matthew than to Mark,
whose angel is really quite modest. (Kremer's argument
actually appears to be gquestion-begging since it assumes
that the other biblical instances of angels are also
unhistorical; this judgment conceals a philosophical
presupposition just below the surface.)

42Gardner—Smith, Resurrection, p. 136; Bultmann,
Geschichte, p. 309; Wilhelm Michaelis, Die Erscheinungen des
Auferstandenen (Basel: Heinrich Majer, 1944), pp. 19-20;
Willi Marxsen, Der Evangelist Markus (Gdttingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, 1956), pp. 51, 75-76; Grass, Ostergeschehen, pp.
21, 120; E. Gutwenger, "Auferstehung und Ruferstehungsleib
Jesu," ZKT 91 (1969):274; Schenke, Grab, pp. 43-47; Evans,
Resurrection, p. 78; Bode, Easter, pp. 35-37; Kremer,
"Grab," p. 151; Reginald H. Fuller, The Formation of the
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evidence for this seems inconclusive.?” The fundamental
reason for taking 16:7 as an insertion is the belief that
14:28 is an insertion to which 16:7 refers. But what is the
evidence that 14:28 is an interpolation? The basic argument
seems to be that vs. 27 and 29 read smoothly without it.*
This, however, seems to be the weakest of reasons for
suspecting an insertion (especially since the verses read
just as smoothly when v. 28 is left in), for the fact that a
sentence can be dropped out of a context without destroying
its flow may be entirely coincidental and no indication that
the sentence was not originally part of that context.

In fact there seem to be positive reasons for believing
14:28 is not an insertion. Jeremias points out that it
continues the image of the shepherd in v. 27; rmpoayayelvis a

Resurrection Narratives (London: SPCK, 1972), p. 53, 60-61;
Brown, Bodily Resurrection, p. 123.

43por example, Schenke’'s troop of objections against
v. 7: (1) it introduces a thought independent of v. 6; (2)
AY€p8n is not mentioned further; (3) 14:28 is an insertion;
(4) v. 7 does not correspond with the women’s reaction; (5)
v. 7 introduces the apostles and switches to direct speech
(Schenke, Grab, pp. 43-47). Except for (3) these hardly
merit refutation. Verse 7 introduces a thought no more
independent of v. 6 than v. 6b of v. 6a. There is no need
to mention further the resurrection; having been raised,
Jesus is going before the disciples to Galilee. Given
Mark’s theology, the women’'s reaction is typical. The
introduction of the apostles says nothing for v. 7’'s being
an insertion, nor does direct or indirect speech. By
contrast Lindemann defends 16:7 and 14:28 as being
traditional, though his argument seems to assume that 16:8
is traditional, which is dubious (Lindemann, "Osterbotschaft
des Markus," pp. 307-08, 313). See also Pheme Perkins,
Resurrection: New Testament Witness and Contemporary
Reflection (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday & Co., 1984), pp.
120-21.

441¢ is sometimes urged that the Fayum Gospel
Fragment, a third century compilation from the gospels which
omits v. 28, testifies to a tradition lacking this verse
(Grundmann, Markus, p. 395). But as a compilation the
fragment by its very nature omits material and is no
evidence for the absence of v. 28 in the passion tradition.
See Lagrange, Marc, p. 383; Lane, Mark, p. 510; Pesch,
Markusevangelium, 2: 381.

technical term of shepherding (cf. Jn. 10:4, 27). The
emphasis of Jesus’s words lies not on v. 27, but on v. 28:
the sheep will not only be scattered but reassembled.
Pesch explains that through the use of the passivum divinum,
the death and resurrection through God are counter-balanced:
God strikes the shepherd, but raises him up. 1In contrast to
the scattering of the disciples is Jesus'’'s reassembling them
in Galilee.® Pesch also sees a point of contact between
Zech. 13:7 and Hos. 6:1-2, which was presupposed by I Cor.
15:4, in the word rnatdoow ( n31). Alone v. 28 is also not an
independently intelligible logion.* And it is not just
14:28 and 16:7 that presuppose each other; it is death and
resurrection of Christ that is predicted, so that 14:27 and
16:6 belong together as well. It is futile to object that
in 14:29 Peter only takes offense at v. 27, not v. 28, for
it is to be expected that he objects only to Jesus’s telling
him they will fall away, and not to Jesus’s promise to go
before them (cf. the same pattern in 8:31-32). On this
logic one would have to leave out not only the prediction of
the resurrection, but also the striking of the shepherd,
since Peter jumps over that as well. There do not seem to
be, therefore, very good reasons to regard 14:28 as a
redactional insertion, but good reasons to see it as firmly
in place.®

This means that 16:7 also appears to be in place in the
pre-Markan tradition of the passion story. The content of
the verse reveals the knowledge of a resurrection appearance

- 45J0achim Jeremias, Neutestamentliche Theologie
(Gitersloh: Gerd Mohn, 1971), p. 282.

46Pesch, Markusevangelium, 2: 381-82.

47These considerations serve to rebut Grundmann,
Markus, p. 394.

481f there is an insertion, it is all of vs. 27-31;
cf. Lk. 22:31-34; Jn. 13:36-38 (Lagrange, Marc, p. 383;
Lane, Mark, p. 510).
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of Christ to the disciples in Galilee. Luke, who narrates
no Galilean appearances, gives back the angel’'s words to
recall verbatim the prediction made in Galilee that Jesus
would be crucified and on the third day rise, but he

It has been asserted that
Mk. 16:7 precludes any appearances of Jesus in Jerusalem,

but it must be said that Matthew, who repeats the verse, did

mentions no coming appearance.

not think so, and John confirms Matthew’s tradition that
there was an appearance to the women at or near the tomb.
Mark does not say that the disciples were to go or did go
immediately to Galilee--Moule makes the attractive
suggestion that Mk. 16:7 means “when you return, you will
find me there ahead of you."* Thus, there could have been
Jerusalem appearances prior to their retﬁrn to Galilee.
(This seems especially possible if this is a genuine
prediction, and not only a retelling after the fact.) 1In
any case, Mark may simply have chosen not to relate the
Jerusalem appearances, perhaps because he regarded the
Galilean appearances as for some reason more epochal or
theologically significant. Perhaps Mark skips over the
Jerusalem appearances because for him Jerusalem was the
place of Jesus’s rejection and enemies, whereas Galilee was
the place where he was believed. There seems to be no
basis, however, for the view that Mark has here the Parousia

in mind.*

49¢ . F.p. Moule, "The Post-Resurrection Appearances
in Light of Festival Pilgrimages," NTS 4 (1957-58):59. The
verb mpoayayelv should be taken to mean to go somewhere
earlier than someone (Cranfield, Mark, p. 429; Lane, Mark,
p. 510). Cf. Ramsey, Resurrection, p. 70. According to
Wescott, the prediction of seeing Jesus in Galilee no more
excludes Jerusalem appearances than Jn. 20:17 excludes any
further earthly appearances (B.F. Wescott, The Revelation of
the Risen Lord, 2d ed. [London: Macmillan, 1884], p. 193).

507he suggestion of Lohmeyer and Marxsen (Lohmeyer,
Markus, pp. 355-56; Marxsen, Markus, pp. 33-77; also Perrin,
Resurrection, pp. 27-37) has been rejected pretty much
across the board by critics. (1) There is no more reason
for Galilee’s being the site of the Parousia rather than the

. &

o e by

e,

_‘? )

Mk. 16:8 has caused a great deal of consternation, not
only because it seems to be a very odd note on which to end
a book, but also because all the other gospels agree that
the women did report to the disciples.’? But the reaction
of fear and awe in the presence of the divine is a typical
Markan characteristic.’®> The silence of the women was

site of resurrection appearances; (2) Mark and Matthew both
refer in the same terms to a Galilean appearance; (3) Syegse
is not a technical term used for the Parousia. For a
critique, see Grass, Ostergeschehen, pp. 123-26; Von
Campenhausen, Ablauf, p. 38; Koch, Auferstehung, p. 36; T.A.
Burkill, Mysterious Revelation (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell
University Press, 1963), pp. 252-57; Cranfield, Mark, p.
468; Ulrich Wilckens, "Der Ursprung der Uberlieferung der
Erscheinungen des Auferstandenen," in Dogma und
Denkstrukturen, ed. W. Joest and W. Pannenberg (G&ttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1963), pp. 78-80; Taylor, Mark, p.
608; Schweizer, Markus, p. 212; Bode, Easter, pp. 33-34;
Makota Yamauchi,"The Easter Texts of the New Testament:
Their Tradition, Redaction and Theology" (Ph.D. thesis,
University of Edinburgh, 1972), pp. 154-60.

51Although Mark's ending is to say the least abrupt,
it has been shown that it is not unprecedented to end a
sentence or even a book with the word vdo. (See texts in
R.H. Lightfoot, The Gospel Message of St. Mark [Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1950], pp. 80-97, 106-16.) And some
critics think the ending is appropriate to Mark, given his
use of fear and silence in response to the divine. He has
narrated the passion, the burial, and the empty tomb and has
foreshadowed the appearances, which is all he needs to do.
It is difficult to understand how the ending could have been
lost so soon after Mark wrote the gospel that no copies
survived to give manuscript attestation of the original
conclusion. If the original autograph were immediately
damaged somehow, Mark could have resupplied the original
ending. Or did he die suddenly in the meantime? For
literature on the subject see Taylor, Mark, p. 609; also
outstanding discussions by Kurt Aland, "Der Schluss des
Markusevangeliums," in L‘Evangile, pp. 435-70; idem, "Der
wiedergefundene Markusschluss: Eine methodologische
Bemerkung zur Textkritischen Arbeit," ZTK 67 (1970):3-13;
idem, "Bemerkungen zum Schluss des Markusevangeliums," in
E.E. Ellis and A. Wilcox, ed., Neotestamentica et Semitica
(Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1969), pp. 157-80.

525ee helpful chart and discussion in Bode, Easter,
pp. 37-39.
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surely meant just to be temporary,*® otherwise the account
itself could not be part of the pre-Markan passion story.

The Disciples’ Inspection of the Tomb
According to Luke the disciples do not believe the

women's report (Lk. 24:11). But Luke and John agree that
Peter and at least one other disciple rise and run to the
tomb to investigate (Lk. 24:12, 24; Jn. 20:2-10). Although
Lk. 24:12 was regarded by Wescott and Hort as a Western non-
interpolation, its presence in the later discovered p” has
convinced an increasing number of scholars of its
authenticity. There seem to be no good reasons for denying

5350 C.F.D. Moule, "St. Mark xvi.B once more," NTS 2
(1955-56):58-59; Dhanis, "Ensevelissement," p. 389;
Cranfield, Mark, p. 469; Lagrange, Marc, p. 448; I. Howard
Marshall, The Gospel of Luke, NIGTC (Exeter: Paternoster
Press, 1978), p. 887. See the helpful discussion of the
women’s silence in Bode, Easter, pp. 39-44. He
distinguishes five possible interpretations: (1) The
silence explains why the legend of the empty tomb remained
so long unknown. (2) The silence is an instance of Mark's
Messianic secret motif. (3) The silence was temporary. (4)
The silence served the apologetic purpose of separating the
apostles from the empty tomb. (5) The silence is the
paradoxical human reaction to divine commands as understood
by Mark. But (1) is now widely rejected as implausible,
since the empty tomb story is a pre-Markan tradition. (2)
is inappropriate in the post-resurrection period when Jesus
may be proclaimed as the Messiah. As for (4), there is no
evidence that the silence was designed to separate the
apostles from the tomb. Mark does not hold that the
disciples had fled back to Galilee independently of the
women. So there is no implication that the disciples saw
Jesus without having heard of the empty tomb. It seems
pointless to speak of "apologetics" when Mark does not even
imply that the disciples went to Galilee and saw Jesus
without hearing the women's message, much less draw some
apologetic conclusion as a result of this. In fact there
were also traditions that the disciples did visit the tomb,
after the women told them of their discovery, but Mark
breaks off his story before that point. As for (5) this
solution seems entirely too subtle, drawing the conclusion
that because people talked when Jesus told them not to,
therefore, the women, having been told to talk, did not. It
also runs aground of 5:19-20. Therefore (3) is most
probable. The fear and silence are Markan motifs of divine
encounter and were not meant to imply an enduring silence.
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that it was originally part of the Gospel of Luke.® This

54Mahoney has tried to argue against the
authenticity of the verse (Mahoney, Disciples, pp. 41-69).
He admits that the verse is attested by a fine text of
antiquity and omitted only by a capricious, if old, text.
But he presses his case against it by internal criticism:
(A) Grammatico-verbal evidence indicates a link between John
and Luke: (1) Peter is at the beginning of the verse. (2)
Peter runs to the tomb. (3) Both mention WMvnHelov , (4)
Both use the aorist participle napandgas . (5) Both use the
historical present giéne. . (6) Both have the same object of
BA€ncL: 69dvia . (7) The phrase, found elsewhere only in
LXX Num. 24:25, anfrfev npdg tautov shows contact between
the verses. But these only seem to prove that Luke and John
share a similar tradition. In fact, as Mahoney acknowl-
edges, Lk. 24:12 has characteristics of Lukan authorship as
well: the pleonastic use of dvaotac (nine times in Luke, 19
times in Acts); Savudrwv (12 times in Luke, five times in
Acts); 15 yeyovds (four times in Luke, three times in
Acts). Mahoney wants to lay great weight on the historical
present giére. . But this is not enough, for Luke has ten
historical presents in verbs of saying, in addition to
historical presents in 8:49; 16:23; 24:36. The historical
present in 24:12, 36 could be traditional (See also Kremer,
Osterevangelien, pp. 108-09, for a brief rebuttal of
Mahoney’s points). (B) Context: (1) Lk. 24:12 could be
removed without disturbing the narrative. (2) It is awkward
after fndorouv abrtats - (3) It is superfluous in light of
24:24. (4) The oldest tradition is of the first appearance
to Peter, not of his visiting the tomb. These reasons seem
weak: Lk. 24:12 may be an independent piece of tradition
inserted by Luke, which would explain (1) and (2). In fact,
it is not rendered superfluous, but rather is presupposed,
by 24:24. 1In this sense (1) is false. And of course,
Peter’s role in seeing Jesus is not mutually exclusive with
his visit to the tomb, which was less important. (C) Other
Western Non-interpolations: Mahoney passes over 24:51-52
and 21:19b-20 to argue that 24:3, 6 and 24:36, 40 are non-
Lukan. But it is illegitimate for him to pass over the
first pair of verses, for if they are authentic, then
credibility is lent to 24:12 as well. The reasons for
dropping the verses disputed by Mahoney are not compelling.
What especially weakens his case is the fact that in light
of 24:24, a later scribe who knew John would definitely have
made Peter go with someone else (F. Godet, Commentar zu dem
Evangelium Lucas, ed. E.R. Wunderlich [Hannover: Carl Meyer,
1872)], p. 470; Grundmann, Lukas, pp. 439-40). Mahoney's
response is faltering: (1) the Beloved Disciple is left out
as Johannine, while the unnamed companions are mentioned in
24:24, and (2) in this way the faith of the Beloved
Disciple is left out. But the point is surely that a scribe
would make disciples go to the tomb precisely because of
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is of exceeding significance, for it proves that there was
tradition not only that the disciples were in Jerusalem
(contra the flight to Galilee hypothesis), but also that
they knew of the empty tomb. That Luke and John share
generically the same tradition is evident not only from the
close similarity of Lk. 24:12 to John’s account, but also
from the fact that Jn. 20:1 most nearly resembles Luke in
the number, selection, and order of the elements narrated
than any other gospel.® Most recent works agree that the
visit of the disciples to the tomb is traditional.

The Beloved Disciple

Lk. 24:24 makes it clear that Peter did not go to the
tomb alone; John names his companion as the Beloved
Disciple. This would suggest that John intends this
disciple to be a historical person, and his identification
could be correct.® The authority of the Beloved Disciple
stands behind the gospel as the witness to the accuracy of
what is written therein (Jn. 21:24; the verse no doubt
applies to the gospel as a whole, not just the epilogue, for
the whole gospel enjoys the authentication of this revered
disciple, not merely a single chapter’), and the
identification of his role in the disciples’ visit to the
empty tomb could be the reminiscence of an eyewitness. So
although only Peter was named in the tradition, accompanied
by an anonymous disciples(s), the author of the fourth

those mentioned in v. 24 and in John. One could easily
leave out the Beloved Disciple’s cognomen and even faith
without having Peter go to the tomb alone. Mahoney’'s
failure to argue convincingly against the authenticity of
Lk. 24:12 ought to leave little doubt that it is genuine.

555ee Mahoney, Disciples, p. 209.

56gee Brown, John, pp. 1119-20; idem, The Community
of the Beloved Disciple (New York: Paulist Press, 1979), pp.
22-23.

57Leon Morris, The Gospel according to John, NICNT
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Wm.B. Eerdmans, 1971), p. 10.
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gospel claimed to know who this unnamed disciple was and
identifies him.

Whether this identification is correct or not, what
seems clear is that the Beloved Disciple was thought to be a
real historical person who went with Peter to the empty tomb
and whose memories stand behind the fourth gospel as their
authentication. Attempts to reduce him to a mere symbol are
so speculative that they produce no conviction.*® Agreement
cannot seem to be reached by commentators as to just what he
is intended to symbolize.® If John wanted him to be a
symbol of something else, then he would surely have made the
meaning of the symbol clearer; otherwise it seems pointless.
Moreover, the fact that a person is used as a symbol does
not imply that the individual must be unhistorical. Peter
is certainly a historical person, the same Peter that we
find in the Synoptics, and it would seem very strange to
have him accompanied by a purely symbolic figure who was not
also a historical individual. In Jn. 21:20-24 the Beloved
Disciple is clearly a historical person widely known in the
Christian church as an original disciple who would live to
see the Parousia and whose witness underlies the gospel. He
was either still alive or had just recently died--that he
had been long dead seems excluded by the urgency which

) S8gultmann’s view, which has generated no following,
is that the Beloved Disciple is Jewish Christianity which
arrives first, while Peter is Gentile Christianity, which
comes later. But in Jn. 13 the Beloved Disciple is Gentile
Christianity, while Peter is Jewish Christianity. And in
Jn. 19 Jesus’'s mother represents Jewish Christianity while
the Beloved Disciple is Gentile Christianity (Bultmann,
Johannes, pp. 369-70). According to Kragerud, Peter is the
Church Office, while the Beloved Disciple is the Paraclete,
or spiritual aspect of the church (Alv Kragerud, Der
Lieblingsjinger im Johannesevangelium [Oslo: Osloer
Universitadtsverlag, 1959), pp. 53-82).

S9%or a survey of the broad field of alternatives,
see Kragerud, Lieblingsjiinger, pp. 46-51; Thorwald Lorenzen,
Der Lieblingsjiinger im Johannesevangelium, SBS 55
(Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1971), pp. 74-82.
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correcting the false impression of v. 23 would necessitate.
If he was still alive, then his being an unhistorical symbol
in chap. 20 seems excluded. By the same token, had he
recently died, then, even if his disciples had written chap.
21, they could not have mistakenly identified the symbol of
chaps. 1-20 with their historical master, since they knew
who he was and what relationship he had had with Jesus and
whether he had in fact lain at the Lord’s breast, wvisited
the tomb, and so forth. They would also know what was meant
by the symbol in 1-20 and not make the impossible
identification of the symbolic Beloved Disciple with their
own master of whom Jesus had said, "If it is my will that he
remain until I come . . . ." If, on the other hand, the
role of the Beloved Disciple in the gospel is a redactional
retrojection by these disciples of their master, it still
follows that he is a historical individual, not a pure
symbol. Schnackenburg agrees that the Beloved Disciple is a
historical person who, as an eyewitness to some of the later
events of the gospel, stands as an authority behind John.%
But he thinks that the Beloved Disciple is idealized by his
followers into the model Christian and serves to show the
reactions of faith of the perfect believer. The evidence
for this seems, however, slim. One may theologize on his
lying close to Jesus’s breast at the supper, but there is
nothing here in reality that could not describe a historical
situation. The same holds true of Jesus’s giving over his
mother to this disciple in 19:26-27. 1In 21:7 he exclaims to
Peter, "It is the Lord!" but even he did not recognize Jesus
until after the miraculous sign. Most importantly, in 20:8-
9, although perhaps he alone comes to faith, he shares in
the shortcoming of the other disciples that they did not

6OSchnackenburg, Johannesevangelium, 3: 368, 452-56.
So also Barnabas Lindars, ed., The Gospel of John, NCB
(London: Oliphants, 1972), p. 602. Wilckens dismisses the
historical aspect of the Beloved Disciple and regards him as
a symbolic representative of the true, perfectly believing
disciple (Wilckens, Auferstehung, p. 151).
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believe in the resurrection of Jesus on the basis of
scripture alone. The point of v. 9, which rings at first so
odd after v. 8, is the same point emphasized elsewhere in
John, that the disciples were lacking in insight into the
scriptures until after the resurrection (cf. 2:22; 12:16).%
Far from being the perfect Christian of post-Easter faith,
the Beloved Disciple also shared in the disciples’ ignorance
of the scripture and therefore did not have any inkling of
the resurrection until that moment in the tomb when he saw
and believed. 1In the same way that Thomas should have
believed on the basis of the testimony of the disciples, but
instead saw and believed (v. 29), so the disciples should
have believed on the basis of the testimony of scripture,
but instead they saw and believed. The ideal believer of
perfect faith would have believed on the basis of scripture
alone. But the Beloved Disciple, like Thomas, saw and
believed, for as yet they did not know the scripture, that
he must rise from the dead (v. 9). So even if the Beloved
Disciple was revered by his pupils, and no doubt he was,
they do not seem to have idealized him into the perfect
believer and placed him in the narratives as a model. What
then is the role of the Beloved Disciple? Quite simply, it
seems to be that of a historical witness: "This is the
disciple who is bearing testimony to thee things, and who
has written these things, and we know that his testimony is

61so Bultmann, Johannes, pp. 530-31; Bode writes,

“"Verse nine means that if they had understood the
scripture they would not have had to visit the tomb,
because from the scripture they would have understood
that Jesus . . . was certainly going to rise from the
dead. If he was to rise, then his body would no longer
. . . have remained in the tomb. Thus there would have
not been a need to check an empty tomb . . . " (Bode,
Easter, p. 81).

Similarly Kremer states that v. 9 means ". . they really

should have already believed in the resurrection before the

inspection of the open grave" (Kremer, Osterevangelien, p.

69).
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true" (Jn. 21:24; cf. 19:35). The Beloved Disciple was
there as one of the dramatis personae, it is claimed, and
thus the gospel is trustworthy.

If the Beloved Disciple in chap. 20 is, then, conceived
as a historical witness of the events related, is his
presence an unhistorical, redactional addition? I have
suggested that he may be the unnamed companion of Peter in
the tradition received by Luke and John. But Schnackenburg
thinks that few words need to be said to prove that he is an
unhistorical addition: in vs. 2, 3, he is easily set aside;
the competitive race to the tomb is redactional; v. 8 is in
style and content from the evangelist; and v. 9 refers in
reality to Mary and peter.® But these considerations do
not seem to prove that the Beloved Disciple was not
historically present, but only that he was not mentioned in
the tradition. That could have been proved from Lk. 24:12
alone. What I am suggesting is that the reminiscences of
the Beloved Disciple are employed by the evangelist to
supplement and £ill out his tradition. Thus the first three
considerations ought not to surprise us. Indeed, the third
consideration supports the fact that the Beloved Disciple’'s
role here was not added later to the gospel by any supposed
editor who tacked on chap. 21. That &y é¢lhe. instead of
8y hydra is used in v. 2 also seems to indicate that the
evangelist himself wrote these words and not a later
redactor. 1In fact, the unity and continuity of vs. 2-10
seem to preclude that the evangelist wrote only of Peter and
Mary's visit and that the Beloved Disciple was artfully
inserted by a later editor. Lk. 24:24 reveals that Peter
did not go to the tomb alone, so one cannot exclude that the
Beloved Disciple went with him. As for v. 9, it refers to
the disciples in v. 10 (Mary is not even mentioned after v.
2) and is not part of the pre-Johannine tradition, being, as
I have indicated, typical for John. Thus, the evangelist,
who knew the Beloved Disciple and wrote on the basis of his

‘®Zschnackenburg, Johannesevangelium, 3: 359-60.

B

—— e e

237

memories, includes his part in these events. To say that
the evangelist simply invented the figure of the Beloved
Disciple makes 21:24 a deliberate fabrication, ignores the
close affinities between chaps. 1-20 and 21, makes it
difficult to explain how then the person of the Beloved
Disciple should come to exist and why he is inserted in the
narratives, and renders unintelligible the widespread
concern over his death. The evangelist and the gospel
certainly stem out of the same circle that appended chap. 21
and adds its signature in 21:24c. Therefore, it seems to me
that the role of the Beloved Disciple in 20:2-10 can only be
that of a historical participant whose memories fill out the
tradition received. Of the alternatives, this seems to be
the most plausible explanation.®

The Rivalry Between Peter and the Beloved Disciple

Upon hearing Mary's startling news, Peter and the
Beloved Disciple run toward the tomb; the latter reaches the
tomb first, but hesitating outside, does not enter; Peter,
however, apparently charges into the tomb without
hesitation. Although it is often said that we see reflected
here, as elsewhere in the gospel, some sort of rivalry
between Peter and the Beloved Disciple in the early
Johannine community, the grounds for this assertion ought
perhaps to be re-examined.® 1In the fourth gospel, the two
are close friends, and the situations in which they are

631 find it implausible to believe either that the
Beloved Disciple should have told his students that he was
there when he was not or that the entire Johannine community
spould_assert that their master had taken part in certain
historical events when they knew he had not. See excellent
comments by Brown, John, pp. 1127-29; idem, Community, p.

64Note, as Brown and Schnackenburg agree, that those
who hold to the rivalry hypothesis cannot also hold that the
Beloved Disciple is purely symbolic (Raymond E. Brown, Karl
P. Donfried, John Reumann, Saint Pierre dans le Nouveau
ng?ament, Ld 79 [Paris: Les éditions du Cerf, 1974], p.
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described could be quite historical.® (This is
particularly so if the Beloved Disciple was John the son of
Zebedee; there is no evidence that any church group saw a

6550 Brown, John, pp. '1006-07. But Brown still
wants to believe the Beloved Disciple reaches the tomb first
because he "loves more." More recently, Brown seems to have
succumbed to the conventional wisdom in seeing the Beloved
Disciple set over against Peter in the fourth gospel. He
believes that Johannine Christians regarded themselves as
closer to Jesus and more perceptive than Christians of the
apostolic churches, as evidenced by the one-upmanship of the
Beloved Disciple over Peter. Brown substantiates his view
by pointing out that while the other disciples scattered at
the crucifixion (16:32), the Beloved Disciple remains at the
foot of the cross (19:26-27), that while Peter denied Jesus
(18:17, 25) and needs rehabilitation (21:15-17), the Beloved
Disciple does not, that while Peter does not see the
significance of the graveclothes, the Beloved Disciple does
(20:8-10), and that while Peter does not recognize the Lord,
the Beloved Disciple does (Brown, Community, pp. 34, 178).
But 16:32 refers to all the disciples, including the Beloved
Disciple, and 18:15 says that Peter and another disciple in
fact followed Jesus. The Beloved Disciple’s being at the
cross is historically credible, and no contrast with Peter
is implied. Similarly, Peter’s denial is historically
credible and no contrast to the Beloved Disciple is implied.
The scene in 21:15-17 is best understood as a commissioning,
not a rehabilitation, and actually exalts Peter to a
position not enjoyed by the Beloved Disciple. It is not
clear from John’s narrative that Peter does not also
perceive the significance of the graveclothes, and more
importantly, the Beloved Disciple shares in Peter’s
obtuseness in not believing simply on the basis of
scripture. Finally, the appearance story, like the empty
tomb investigation, is told from the perspective of the
Beloved Disciple so that we have no way of knowing whether
Peter recognized Jesus when the Beloved Disciple did. It is
very interesting that even more recently Brown seems to have
undercut this supposed one-upmanship by contending that John
21 is designed to recommend Peter to Johannine readers! The
three-fold question and answer gives assurance that Peter is
a genuine disciple and that Jesus has given him pastoral
authority, a role which is not given to the Beloved
Disciple. 1In fact, Brown feels constrained to comment that
the Beloved Disciple is not of less dignity than Peter, even
though he did not die a martyr's death like Peter (Raymond
E. Brown, The Epistles of John, Anch Bib 30 [Garden City,
N.Y.: Doubleday & Co., 1982], p.111)! I cannot help but
suspect that the supposed rivalry of Peter and the Beloved
Disciple is a construct of the critic’s mind.

competitive relationship for prominence or leadership
between Peter and John or played one off against the other.)
Running to the tomb is the natural thing to do (cf. Jn.
20:2a) and is traditional (Lk. 24:12). That the Beloved
Disciple should outrun Peter seems unremarkable, especially
if he is younger; to hesitate before the open door of a tomb
where a man had recently been buried would be the natural
reaction of any of us. But true to his character, Peter
brashly enters without hesitation. Those who see a rivalry
here suggest that the Beloved Disciple thus wins the race to
the tomb, but Peter evens the score by entering first.® It
has even been suggested that Peter is not really earning any
points here; the evangelist is just allowing him to catch up
so that the Beloved Disciple can give him another drubbing
by coming to faith first!%¥ Mahoney thinks that the arrival
at the tomb must be contrived because, what with the later
gospels’ increasing desire to verify the empty tomb, the
disciples would otherwise have been made to enter

directly.® But Mahoney’s view is predicated on the

position that Lk. 24:12 is not in Luke and the disciples’
visit is a late Johannine redaction. If this is not true,
one cannot ohne weiteres ascribe the origin of the story of
the visit to increasing interest in verifying the tomb. The
tradition could be quite old. Therefore, the historicity of
the hesitation at the entrance cannot be automatically
precluded because of a supposedly increasing interest in
verifying the empty tomb, for the only evidence for the

66por example, Kremer, Osterbotschaft, pp. 90-91;
cf. Pierre Benoit, The Passion and Resurrection of Jesus
Christ, trans. B. Weatherhead (New York: Herder & Herder,
1969; London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1969), p. 252;
Lorenzen, Lieblingsjiinger, p. 32.

67Kragerud, Lieblingsjiinger, p. 30. By contrast
Marxsen thinks the race is designed to bring out the primacy
of Peter (Marxsen, Resurrection, p. 58)!

SBMahoney, Disciples, p. 246.
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increasing interest is the tradition itself. John's fuller
story could well be the result of historical reminiscence.
It does not seem implausible that Peter’s companion should
stop at the door, stoop, and peer into the dark tomb, but
that Peter should charge right in past him.

Entering the tomb and seeing,the graveclothes, the
Beloved Disciple, writes John, saw and believed, or came to
faith.® It is not clear whether John intends us to
understand that Peter also came to faith in that moment.
Bultmann believes that the fourth gospel intends to convey
the impression that Peter also believed; otherwise the
opposition between the two would have been mentioned.™ If
the rivalry hypothesis were correct, this consideration
would have a good deal of force. Since John does not play
off Peter’s disbelief against the Beloved Disciple’s faith,
the presumption of a rivalry ought to be called into
question. Far from suggesting a rivalry, the remark that
the Beloved Disciple saw and believed sounds like the

69Given Johannine usage, “saw and believed”
indicates religious faith in the true sense of the word, not
some mundane belief, e.g., that Mary was right, the tomb was
empty (Brown, John, pp. 1005-06; Bode, Easter, Pp. 79).
Kremer's assertion that if one accepts this information as
historical, then the fact that the Beloved Disciple believed
earlier than Peter stands in "krassem Widerspruch" to the
conviction of the New Testament that Jesus appeared first to
Simon (Kremer, Osterevangelien, p. 177) is groundless, since
John does not say Jesus appeared first to the Beloved
Disciple, which would be necessary to generate a
contradiction. Besides, what is the evidence for this
conviction of the New Testament of a first appearance to
Peter? According to Matthew and John, Jesus appeared first
to the women. Paul and Luke do not mention them probably
because they are not legal witnesses. And Luke does not
even say unequivocally that Jesus appeared to Peter before
the Emmaus disciples. The inner faith of the Beloved
Disciple, which is remembered here, does not seem to
contradict the New Testament data.

7DBultmann, Johannes, p. 530; so also Marxsen,
Resurrection, p. 58.
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personal reminiscence of a man who was there and upon whose
heart the truth at that moment first began to dawn.

In the other stories in which Peter and the Beloved
Disciple appear, the grounds for seeing a competition
between them seem equally dubious. In Jn. 13 the Beloved
Disciple at Peter’s prompting asks Jesus the betrayer’'s
identity. The situation seems thoroughly realistic, and
there is no suggestion that the Beloved Disciple is some
sort of mediator between Jesus and Peter. Similarly, in Jn.
21:7 that the Beloved Disciple says to Peter, "It is the
Lord" seems quite plausible and in no way suggests that the
Beloved Disciple is more attuned to Jesus than Peter.
Peter’s jumping into the sea is in character for him; it
seems fanciful to see this as the evangelist’s attempt to
"even the score" again between the two. And in Jn. 21:20-23
there seems to be no competition in view at all; indeed, the
point is to show that the Beloved Disciple will die just
like Peter. We have here an attempt to correct a
misimpression that the Beloved Disciple was to live to the
Parousia. The hypothesis that the Beloved Disciple and
Peter are being played off against each other in the gospel
has difficulty explaining why the Beloved Disciple is
introduced alone in 19:26-27, 35 and Peter alone in 21:9-19.
Is it so implausible that the Beloved Disciple and Peter
were in fact companions and close friends and so naturally
appear together in certain narratives, just as Peter and the
sons of Zebedee do in the Synoptics?

The Graveclothes

According to the tradition, the disciples found only
the graveclothes lying in the tomb. John adds a fact that
had perhaps left a personal impression on his source: the
face cloth was rolled up in a place by itself. If this was
a jaw band, then perhaps it was lying still in its oval
shape. There are two theories as to why John puts so much
emphasis on the graveclothes: (1) The clothes were still in
their wrapped-up shape, and the body had passed through
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them, leaving them like an unbroken, though collapsed,
cocoon. (2) The presence of the graveclothes indicated that
the body had not been stolen, since robbers would not have
bothered to unwrap the body. Since John believed that Jesus
after the resurrection could materialize and de-materialize
at will (20:19, 26), it is quite possible that he conce:ived
the resurrection body as passing through the enveloping
graveclothes, in contrast to Lazarus, who stumbled from the
grave bound hand and foot.”™ But there is no evidence that
the Jews wrapped their dead like mummies, and if the buriali
were in a shroud, then the jaw band should have been found
inside the shroud, not in a place by itself. It is
sometimes alleged that the chief problem with theory (1) is
that the unbelief of Peter is then difficult to explain,
since an unbroken cocoon would have been obvious to all.
But, contrary to received opinion, it is not clear that
Peter did not also come to faith while in the tomb. The
narrative, like that in Jn. 21, is written from the
perspective of the Beloved Disciple and so leaves Peter’s
reaction out of account, concentrating instead on the
Beloved Disciple’s reaction. But, as Thiede points out, the
construction of v. 8 with its repetition of #«i and the
plural verb in v. 9 could indicate by implication that Peter
also saw and believed.” It might be said that in Lk. 24:12
Peter merely returns home wondering at what had happened.
But we must not be hasty here: for Luke uses S3auvndiw to
indicate wonder, not in the sense of "to be puzzled," but in
the sense "to marvel at," "to be amazed at" (1:63; 2:18, 33;
11:14; 24:41; Acts 3:12; 4:13). In Luke we have the same
course of events that we read in John: the stooping and
seeing the grave clothes, the reaction of wonder or faith,

71Barrett, John, p. 563.

72carsten P. Thiede, Simon Peter (Exeter:
Paternoster, 1986), p.89. Critics are divided on whether
John implies that Peter came to faith; see Schnackenburg,
Johannesevangelium, 3:369.
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and the departure home. It might be thought that Peter's
going home is anti-climactic and not indicative of his
having come to faith; but John sees no inconsistency with
the Beloved Disciple’s doing precisely this. Given Luke’'s
vocabulary, Peter may return marveling at what had héppened
(cf. Lk. 1:18, 20). This could help to explain the
abruptness of v. 34; for if Peter had already told the
others of what he thought had happened, then the appearance
to him confirmed to them that the Lord was risen indeed, as
he had said. Perhaps the strongest argument against Peter’s
coming to faith along with the Beloved Disciple is that in
John, Mary continues to believe that someone had stolen
Jesus‘s body. While we might imagine the Beloved Disciple’s
keeping his thoughts to himself, pondering them in his
heart, we can hardly think that if the truth of Jesus’s
resurrection had dawned on both him and Peter that the two
would keep it from Mary. On the other hand, Mary rather
disappears from John’s narrative after v. 2, and one could
hold that she arrived again at the tomb much later, after
the two disciples had departed or, again, that John has
interrupted the appearance to Mary story by inserting vs. 2-
10, thereby creating this apparent difficulty. All of this
is, of course, extremely conjectural and no sure conclusion
is possible; my only point is that the widely accepted view
that Peter did not come to faith in the resurrection while
inspecting the tomb is not incontestable.™

In any event theory (1) still has the first
consideration mentioned above against it, so that theory (2)
seems preferable. It is more likely that the graveclothes
were lying neatly on the bench, so that the Beloved
Disciple, upon seeing them, realized the body had not been

731n a recent review of this issue, Byrne argues
that the evangelist does not highlight Peter’s faith because
it is the faith of the Beloved Disciple that is to have
center stage. Therefore, Peter’s coming to faith is left an
open question (Brendan Byrne, "The Faith of the Beloved
Disciple and the Community in John 20," JSNT 23 [1985]: 93).
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taken from the tomb; but this could only mean--! Whether
Peter also grasped this clue is, as I say, uncertain.

Objections to the Story’s Historicity

It might be urged against the historicity of the
disciples’ visit to the tomb that the disciples had fled
Friday night to Galilee and so were not present in
Jerusalem. But not only does Mk. 14:50 not seem to
contemplate this, but it is implausible to think that the
disciples, fleeing from the garden, would return to where
they were staying, grab their things, and keep on going all
the way back to Galilee. And scholars who do support such a
flight must also prove that the denial of Peter is
unhistorical, since it presupposes the presence of the
disciples in Jerusalem. But there seems insufficient reason
to regard this tradition, attested in all four gospels, as
unhistorical.™ 1In its favor is the fact that it seems
improbable that the early Christians should invent a tale
concerning the apostasy of the man who was their leader.

Sometimes it is said that the disciples could not have
been in Jerusalem, since they are not mentioned in the
trial, execution, or burial stories. But an obvious and, I
think, plausible answer to this is that the disciples were
hiding for fear of the Jews, just as the gospels indicate.
There is no reason why the passion story would want to
portray the church’s leaders as cowering in seclusion while
only the women dared to venture about openly, were this not
historical; the disciples could have been made to flee to

7450 Brown, John, pp. 840-41; 983. Von
Campenhausen, Ablauf, p. 44, also maintains the presence of
disciples in Jerusalem. His view that Peter, inspired by
the empty tomb, led the disciples back to Galilee to see
Jesus assumes that the empty tomb awakened resurrection
faith and is predicated on a doubtful interpretation of Lk.
22:31, which says nothing about Peter’s convincing the
others to believe that Jesus was risen. Kremer regards
Peter’'s visit to the tomb as historical, since he was in
Jerusalem, as the denial story shows (Kremer, "Grab," p.
158).

Galilee while the women stayed behind. This would even have
had the apologetic advantage of making the appearances
unexpected by keeping the empty tomb unknown to the
disciples. But, no, the pre-Markan passion story says, "But
go, tell his disciples and Peter that he is going before you
to Galilee; there you will see him . . ." (Mk. 16:7). So
the disciples were probably in Jerusalem, but lying low.
Besides this, it is not in fact true that the disciples
are missing entirely from the scene. All the gospels record
the denial of Peter while the trial of Jesus was proceeding;
John adds that there was another disciple with him, perhaps
the Beloved Disciple (Jn. 18:15). According to Luke, at the
execution of Jesus, "All his acquaintances . . . stood at a
distance and saw these things" (Lk. 23:49). It would have
been quite dangerous for the disciples to have observed the
crucifixion at close hand, for it was forbidden to weep for
crucified victims on pain of being crucified oneself; even
women and children could be crucified for such displays of
sympathy.” Hence, the disciples perhaps viewed the
crucifixion from the city wall opposite Golgotha, known
today as Suk es-Zeit.”™ John says that the Beloved Disciple
was at the cross with Jesus’s mother and bore witness to
what happened there (Jn. 19:26-27, 35). Attempts to
interpret the Beloved Disciple as a symbol here or to lend a
purely theological meaning to the passage seem to have been
fruitless. Though Mahoney admits that no consensus has been
reached as to what is meant theologically by John here, he
staunchly insists that it cannot be historical because the
disciples fled”--which appears to be a petitio principii.
Mahoney thinks the mother is an anti-docetic reminder and
that the story shows the break with Jesus’s earthly life as

T5see Schottroff, "Frauen am Grabe Jesu," pp. 5-6.
TﬁThiede, Simon Peter, p. 87.

77Mahoney, Disciples, p. 100.
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he discharges his responsibility to his mother. But surely
the crucifixion is reminder enough of Jesus’s humanity!
Besides, Docetists did not necessarily deny that the man
Jesus was born and died, only that the divine Son himself
became incarnate as Jesus. They gladly held the divine
Christ inspired the man Jesus from his baptism to his
crucifixion. 1In that case, Mary's presence says nothing
against Docetism. Moreover, the break with Jesus’s early
life seems to be more in view in the appearance to Mary
Magdalene (Jn. 20:17). But the discharging of his
responsibility toward. his mother is just the sort of
merciful act that we could expect from Jesus. Again, the
source of this incident could be the memory of the Beloved
Disciple himself. So it is not true that the disciples are
completely absent during the low point in the course of
events prior to the resurrection. There are therefore a
number of traditions that the disciples were in Jerusalem
during the weekend; that at least two of them visited the
tomb ought not, therefore, to be excluded.

It is often asserted by scholars that the story of the
disciples’ visit to the tomb is an apologetic development
designed to shore up the weak witness of the women.™ Not
only does there not seem to be any proof for this, but
against it stand the traditions that the disciples were in

7BLake, Evidence, p. 189; Marxsen, Resurrection, p.
59; Wilckens, Auferstehung, p. 67; Fuller, Formation, p.
136. Gardner-Smith states that John wanted the men to be
the first to inspect the empty tomb, so that he puts the
angels out of place, leaving them nothing to do (Gardner-
Smith, Resurrection, p. 36). This does not follow at all,
for the angels could have told Mary after the departure of
the disciples that Jesus is risen, he is going to Galilee,
etc.; then would follow Jesus’s appearance, as in Matthew.
According to Benoit, Resurrection, pp. 256, 259, the
tradition of Peter‘’s visit to the tomb is old and reliable.
Brown argues that because in the original story the tomb did
not produce faith, the story was not invented for apologetic
purposes (Brown, John, p. 1002).

Jerusalem. For if the women did find the tomb empty on
Sunday morning, as most critics today are willing to admit,
and reported this to the disciples, then it seems
implausible that the disciples would sit idly by, not caring
to check out the women’s news. That one or two of them
should run back to the tomb with the women, even if only to
satisfy their doubts that the women were mistaken, seems
very likely.
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CHAPTER 7
THE APPEARANCE NARRATIVES

The Appearance to the Women

Traditional Material

As we turn from the empty tomb to the resurrection
appearances of Christ, we find that the first appearance is
to the women who visited the tomb (Mt. 28:9-10; Jn. 20:11-
18). It is likely that we have here traditional material
concerning the same appearance: the gospels agree that
women (of whom John focuses on Many Magdalene) visited the
tomb, that shortly thereafter Jesus appeared to them and
gave them a charge to convey to the disciples and that they
carried out his instructions. Especially significant is
that the action of the women in grasping Jesus’s feet (Mt.
28:9) seems to be presupposed in Jesus's words to Mary, "Do
not hold me" (Jn. 20:17). A remarkable verbal similarity
between the two passages is the use of "brothers" for
"disciples" (Mt. 28:10: Ttolg dbergoTg wov ; Jn. 20:17: wpdg
Tobs &bedgods ). That the disciples are in view here and not
Jesus’'s early brothers is evident from the fact that the
women carry the message to the eleven. Against the
suggestion that this represents later Christian usage and is
only coincidental here stands the fact that these two verses
are unique in all the resurrection stories in using
"brothers" for the disciples--the evangelists always speak
of the disciples or the apostles or the Eleven or the
Twelve. Matthew frequently uses "brethren" for "disciples”
in his gospel (see especially 12:46-50; 23:8; see also 5:22,
23, 24, 47; 7:3, 4, 5; 18:15, 21, 35; 25:40), but it is
striking that the only other verse where "brethren" appears
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in John sharply distinguishes between the original disciples
and the Christian brethren who are later believers ("The
saying spread abroad among the brethren that this disciple
was not to die" [Jn. 21:23a]). John never uses 4sechods for
the disciples, but reserves the term for blood relations or
in 21:23 for later Christians. Thus it seems unlikely that
the use of "brothers" in 20:17 is a Johannine redaction
reflecting later Christian usage, for this has not infected
his gospel at any other point; guite the contrary, the terms
are kept distinct.

As for Matthew, matters of vocabulary and style cannot
determine whether redaction or tradition is responsible for
vs. 9-10. Assuming that John is independent of Matthew's
gospel, it is most plausible that John and Matthew share a
tradition. Though one might seek to explain the individual
similarities of the passages in other ways, the cumulative |
weight of the parallels suggests that neither passage is
purely redactional, but that they both remember the same ¢
event.

Some Points of Comparison

In Matthew the appearance to the women is related right
after the story of the empty tomb in Mk. 16:1-8. Were it
not for the fact that Matthew writes, "So they departed
quickly from the tomb with fear and great joy, and ran to
tell his disciples" (Mt. 28:8), one would be tempted to
think Jesus's appearance occurred at this point to halt the
stunned and fleeing women of Mk. 16:8 and to reiterate the
instructions which they had disobeyed to go tell the
disciples. Some think vs. 8-9 reflect an appearance story
in a lost ending to Mark in which the appearance did serve
to overturn the women's silence in Mk. 16:8. But then it
seems difficult to understand why Matthew should abandon ‘
this motif in favor of what seems to be a somewhat redundant s
appearance. In John the appearance also occurs after an
angelic vision at the tomb, but Mary is standing and crying, |
not running to the disciples, since she has not yet heard |
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that Jesus is risen. Interestingly in John, Jesus also
essentially repeats the angels’ words, though the words are
different in Matthew and John.

John’s dramatic scene in which Mary confronts and
recognizes Jesus is one of the most tender and lovely
stories of the gospels. In Matthew, there is no difficulty
recognizing Jesus, but in John we find a motif that also
appears in two other resurrection stories (the Emmaus and
Lake of Tiberias appearances) that Jesus is not at first
recognized. Though in the Tiberias appearance, the
difficulty of recognition could theoretically be due to
distance, it is idle to contend that the Emmaus disciples do
not recognize Jesus on the road because they do not look him
full in the face as they walk side by side or that Mary
mistakes Jesus for the gardener because she cannot see
through her tears. Nor does it seem legitimate to appeal to
Paul’s doctrine of the spiritual body as grounds for non-
recognition, since the change envisioned by Paul was
apparently not one that changed the facial appearance but
the perishable nature of the body. Rather the cause of the
non-recognition seems to have been supernatural: "But their
eyes were kept from recognizing him . . . And their eyes
were opened and they recognized him” (Lk. 24:16, 31). When
Jesus speaks her name, then Mary's eyes are similarly opened
and she immediately recognizes him (cf. Jn. 10:3).

Jesus’s words 1 wou Gnou in the present imperative are
a command to halt either an action about to be done or an
action being done. Comparison with Matthew’s account makes
it probable that Mary has fallen at Jesus's feet to hold and
kiss them,! and that Jesus‘’s command means, "Do not cling to

1So Rudolf Schnackenburg, Das Johannesevangelium, 3
vols., HTKNT 4 (Freiburg: Herder, 1976), 3:376; Jacob
Kremer, Die Osterevangelien--Geschichten um Geschichte
(Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1977), p. 172. On
kissing the feet see Tractate Kethubboth 63a.
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me."? The verbs used in Mt. 28:9 and Jn. 20:17 can be used
interchangeably, as in Mt. 8:15; Mk. 1:31. The message
Jesus gives Mary to convey is not that he will go before
them to Galilee, but that he is ascending. The difficulty
here is that the ascension of Jesus seems to be placed
before the appearance to the Twelve rather than afterwards
as in Luke. And why would it be improper for Mary to touch
Jesus before the ascension, but not improper for Thomas
afterwards? Brown has argued that the concept of ascension
is different for John than for Luke.? For John it means
glorification, but for Luke it is simply the cessation of
appearances. The reason Jesus puts Mary off is that she had
misunderstood Jn. 14:18-19; 16:22 in terms of a permanent
earthly presence of Jesus with the disciples instead of in
terms of the presence of the Holy Spirit. Brown thinks that
this interpretation would remove the discrepancy between
John and Luke concerning the time of the ascension, since
the same event is not in view.

But the problem with Brown’s view is that it implies
that Mary sees an appearance of Jesus in his unglorified
state. This seems wrong--Mary's words are the same as the
disciples’: "I have seen the Lord." Brown tries to escape
this conclusion by arguing that the time lag is accidental
and unimportant; for John the resurrection is the
glorification. But this reply seems unconvincing, for how
could Jesus then possibly say "I have not yet ascended to
the Father?" John forces the time lag upon us; Brown cannot
escape it. When Jesus met Mary he had not yet ascended. It

2Raymond E. Brown, The Gospel according to John,
Anch Bib 29A (Garden City, NY: Doubleday & Co., 1970), p.
992; Reginald H. Fuller, The Formation of the Resurrection
Narratives (London: SPCK, 1972), p. 138; Grant Osborne,
"History and Theology in the Resurrection Narratives: a
Redactional Study" (Ph.D. thesis, University of Aberdeen,
1974), p. 287; M. McGhee, "A Less Theological Reading of
John 20:17," JBL 105 (1986):299-302.

38rown, John, pp. 1012-14.
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is more plausible that John did not eguate the resurrection-
glorification of Jesus, which was one event, with the
ascension, which was another event. Perhaps he means, "Do
not cling to me, to keep me here, since I have not ascended
to the Father yet; but tell my brethren I will ascend, etc."
When Mary sees Jesus he is thus raised and glorified, but
since his ascension is a future event, she need not worry
about hanging on to him.* The difficulty with this
interpretation is that the present tense would seem to
indicate the contrary, tha Jesus is in the process of
ascending and Mary must not halt him as he is underway. But
the present tense can mean "I am about to ascend to my
Father," which would eliminate the difficulty. For John, as
much as for Luke, the ascension may have simply closed the
series of appearances.

Traditions Behind John 20:1-18

The traditions in Jn. 20:1-18 are notoriously difficult
to separate. The narrative is so smooth and continuous as
it now stands that it is virtually impossible to pick out
specific verses as marking the borders of different
traditions. Most of the criteria used by scholars to spot
the traditions seem somewhat contrived. Brown, for example,
points to the following "difficulties": (1) Mary comes to
the tomb alone, but speaks as "we"; (2) she says the body is
stolen, but does not look into the tomb until v. 11; (3)
there is a duplication in the description of Peter and the
Beloved Disciple: (a) two “to“ phrases in v. 2, (b)
literally "Peter went out and they were coming" in v.
3, (c) repetition of what is seen in vs. 5, 6, (d) the
contrast between vs. 8, 9; (4) the faith of the Beloved
Disciple has no effect on the others; (5) it is not clear
how or why Mary got back to the tomb in v. 11; (6) she sees

450 c.F.D. Moule, "The Individualism of the Fourth
Gospel,"” NT 5 (1962):175; James D.G. Dunn, Baptism in the
Holy Spirit (London: SCM, 1970), pp. 176-77.
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angels instead of the burial clothes in v. 12; (7) her
conversation with the angels does not advance the story; and
(8) she turns to Jesus twice.’

But while (1) shows a trace of tradition, it gives no
clue of separate traditions combined here. The inference
mentioned in (2) would be quite natural, and vs. 1 and 11
could not have once been contigquous, since then there would
be no reason for the weeping before she looks into the tomb
(c£. v. 13). Point (3) again shows no separation of
traditions, but only that the evangelist has perhaps filled
out his tradition with personal information. 1In any case,
(3a) is perfectly acceptable grammar; (3b) is no duplication
when the words substituted by ellipsis points are restored:
"and the other disciple"; (3c) is not a simple duplication,
since v. 7 goes with v. 6; and (3d) shows no separation of
tradition, since v. 9 is the evangelist’s own comment. As
for (4), the Beloved Disciple’s keeping these things in his
heart until he had thought them through or further events
clarified matters, rather than perhaps raising false hope by
vocalizing them, seems perfectly plausible. With regard to
(5), it is naturally assumed that she ran back with or after
the disciples whom she fetched. Point (6) has little
weight--of course, she would notice two angels suddenly
sittinj in the tomb rather than the burial clothes which had
already been seen! RAgain, (7) indicates traditional
material but says nothing about separate traditions. Point
(8) seems rather trivial, since the first turning would
otherwise have to belong to a separate tradition in vs. 11-
14, which only increases the difficulties, since this looks
more like an empty tomb than an appearance story.

5Brown, John, p. 995; cf. Schnackenburg,
Johannesevangelium, 3:355-56. Robinson complains that
Brown’s so-called inconsistencies are merely infelicities or
repetitions in the telling (J.A.T. Robinson, The Priority of
John, ed. J.F. Coakley [London: SCM, 1985], p. 290).
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Hartmann reconstructs a text which he thinks lay before
the evangelist vhich leaves vs. 1-1la pretty much intact
except that the Beloved Disciple is not included, skips over
vs. 1lb-l4a, and continues again from v. 14b.° His reasons
for excerpting 1lb-14a, which he thinks were not added by
the evangelist, but a redactor, include: (1) Mary is
weeping before she looks inside, leaving the stooping
unmotivated; (2) the dialogue is artificial and fits better
with Jesus's words; and (3) the singular of v. 13 contrasts
with the plural of v. 2. But (1) cannot preclude that Mary
should want to look into the tomb a second time; one must
not expect her to act like a passionless robot. As for (2),
Jesus’s words could be a repetition of the angels’, not vice
versa. And (3) could be accounted for as a rewriting of the
evangelist’s hand rather than of a later redactor’s. The
fact that angels appear in the synoptic tradition also
strongly suggests that the angelic appearance is
traditional. Why else should a later redactor wish to
insert it? The fact is that the Johannine chapter is so
well written that, were it not for the Synoptics, we should
have little grounds for positing multiple traditions.

Given the Synoptics, however, it is evident that there
were separate traditions which are reflected in John.

First, there is a tradition of the women’s visit to the
empty tomb, combined with an angelic vision. Second, there
is the tradition of Peter and another disciple'’s visit to
the tomb. And third, there is a tradition that Jesus
appeared near the tomb to the women. That these traditions
were separate is evident from the fact that not all the
gospels include them. Interestingly, John alone attests all
three of these traditions. Because these traditions are
separate, the chronological order is difficult to
reconstruct. Logically, one would expect (1) the women find

bGert Hartmann, "Die Vorlage der Osterberichte in
Joh 20," ZNW 55 (1964):197-220.
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the empty grave; (2) they report this to Peter and the
disciples who return (with them) to the grave site; and,
finally, (3) the women see Jesus after the disciples’
departure. Actually, this is not so far from what the
gospels relate. Mark tells only (1); Luke relates (1) and
(2); Matthew has (1) and (3); and John recounts (1), (2),
and (3). Because Matthew has appended the appearance
tradition, which was originally separate and selbststdndig,
directly to the Markan tomb story, it gives the illusion
that the appearance occurred before the women reached the
disciples, which Luke and John tell us is not so. The
appearance did not occur until the disciples and women had
all returned to the tomb. As for the angelic appearance,
this was part of the tradition of the discovery of the empty
tomb. Interestingly, the verses regarded by Hartmann as a
redactional addition (Jn. 20:11b-14a) would fit well with
Jn. 20:1: she saw the stone fopévov €x Tol pvnuelou.
nepéxnudev elg TO pvnuelov . - . . She sees the angels and
answers their question; tadra éunodoa Eotpden els Ta dnlow
TPEXEL ouv HalL Epxetal wpds ILluwva Métpov . s » s« That would
leave vs. lla and 14b in juxtaposition: &g olv Exdaiev

fewpel TOv 'Inoodv ., ., . Of course, this is speculative,
and it could be that Jn. 20:1 conceals all of Mk. 16:1-8 and
that Jn. 20:11-14 is in place. We should not be surprised
that John’s angels or Jesus do not command the disciples to
go to Galilee, for John intends only to narrate Jerusalem
appearances. Thﬁs, they ask about weeping or speak of the
imminent asceﬁéion. The resurrection narratives are, from a
historical point of view, most uncertain when it comes to
the words that are spoken, and so it is here.’

7so Gerald 0’Collins, The Easter Jesus, 2d ed.
(London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1980), pp. 26-27, though
one cannot agree with all his reasoning.
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Objections to the Historicity of the Appearance

The appearance of Jesus to the women is often dismissed
as an unhistorical legend, but this conclusion may be hasty.
For example, it is sometimes asserted that the Christophany
is a legendary product of the angelophany.!® Now while this
is an interesting possibility, there just seems to be no
evidence for it; against it stands the fact that the
tradition of the Christophany is almost entirely dissimilar
to the angelophany. If they are genealogically related one
would expect some traces of the former in the latter. And
it would be a bit strange that Matthew and John should
relate both traditions, unsuspecting that they are in
reality the same incident. Again, it is sometimes asserted
that the Christophany represents an apologetic attempt to
reinforce the message of the angel.’ But this seems to be
question-begging, since the only evidence for such an
interest is the tradition itself. And really, to add an
appearance to women hardly seems to be rigorous apologetics.
Sometimes it is asserted that the Christophany is designed
to unite the originally separate empty tomb and appearance
traditions.” But it seems to me that this view involves a

8p. Gardner-Smith, The Narratives of the
Resurrection, (London: Methuen, 1926), p. 46; Fuller,
Formation, p. 138. Interestingly, Michaelis has argued just
the opposite, that the Christophany is primitive and the
angelophany is a legendary copy! (Wilhelm Michaelis, Die
Erscheinungen des Auferstandenen [Basel: Heinrich Maier,
1944], pp. 17-21). See also James W.D.G. Dunn, Jesus and
the Spirit (London: SCM, 1975), p. 126.

ylrich Wilckens, Auferstehung, TT4 (Stuttgart and
Berlin: Kreuz Verlag, 1970), p. 68; John E. Alsup, The Post-
Resurrection Appearance Stories of the Gospel-Tradition, CTM
A5 (Stuttgart: Calwer Verlag, 1975), p. 106.

10yans Grass, Ostergeschehen und Osterberichte, 4th
rev. ed. (GSttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1970), pp. 27,
120; C.F. Evans, Resurrection and the New Testament, SBT 12
(London: SCM Press, 1970), p. 83. Wilckens asserts that Mk.
16:7 represents the first attempt to combine originally
separate empty tomb and appearance traditions (Wilckens,
"History," p. 71; so also X. Léon Dufour, Resurrection and




258

fundamental misunderstanding. The appearance traditions
were, of course, originally separate, as the different
appearance stories of the gospels show, and probably none of
them a part of the pre-Markan passion story. There was no
running account of all the appearances, just separate
stories. Different evangelists knew or chose different
stories. This is one reason why the course of events is so
difficult to reconstruct. One story was of the appearance
of Jesus to the women near the tomb. Matthew and John knew
or chose this story. To say this story represents the
attempt to fuse the tomb with appearances already assumes
the story is not true--a petitio principii. To say there
was a desire to unite appearances with the tomb is question-

the Message of Easter [London: Geoffery Chapman, 1974], p.
133). But we have seen that v. 7 was part of the pre-Markan
passion story; certainly it has not been proved that it was
not. But now the distinction between the two traditionms
collapses, since the earliest tradition we have mentioned
them both (as is also implied in I Cor. 15). Schnackenburg
dismisses the appearance to the women as unhistorical
because Luke does not know it; John’s interest is not
historical but theological, and the story is a prelude to
the next appearance (Schnackenburg, Johannesevangelium,
3:380). But Luke is not the yardstick of historicity (and
he may have known it, but not mentioned it because women are
weak witnesses and Luke-Acts is very concerned to adduce the
witnesses to the Christian faith); there is no reason to
think that John did not regard the appearance to Mary as
historical as her visit to the tomb. 1In no sense is it a
prelude to the next appearance; Brown remarks that the
appearance to the Twelve could come as it is wholly apart
from the appearance to Mary (Brown, John, p. 1027-28). Bode
objects to the historicity of the appearance to the women on
three grounds: (1) it only repeats the angel’s message; (2)
it is strange that women should be the first to see Jesus
when they are not official witnesses; (3) there would be no
value to the report of women (Edward Lynn Bode, The First
Easter Morning, AB 45 [Rome: Biblical Institute Press,
1970}, p. 56). Remarkably, (2) and (3) are very good
reasons to accept the appearance’s historicity, since these
would be reasons against such a story’s evolving without
foundation in fact. As for (1), it may be Matthew lacked
the words, so he just used the angel’s again. On the other
hand, Grundmann protests this is not just a duplication, but
the accent of importance (Walter Grundmann, Das Evangelium
nach Matth&dus, 3d ed., THKNT 1 [Berlin: Evangelische
Verlagsanstalt, 1972), p.370).
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begging since the only evidence for such an interest is the
story itself; that Luke shows no such concern seems to be
evidence against the existence of such an interest. In any
case, we have already seen that the pre-Pauline appearance
tradition cited in I Cor. 15:3-5 implies the empty tomb and
that the pre-Markan empty tomb tradition mentions, even if
it does not narrate, a resurrection appearance. It seems
that the story of the appearance to the women was simply one
of several independent traditions concerning Jesus's
appearances.

The Appearance to the Emmaus Disciples

Chronologically, the next appearances mentioned in the
gospels are those to the Emmaus disciples and to Peter later
the same day (Lk. 24:13-35). The story of the walk to
Emmaus is another of the gospels’ most beautiful stories, a
literary masterpiece. The main purposes of the story are to
show that the resurrection is the fulfillment of 0ld
Testament prophecies and that Jesus was recognized by
witnesses; liturgical motifs are secondary. If we regard
the appearance of Jesus to Mary and the women as historical,
then it is evident that the two travellers to Emmaus, if
they are also historical, left Jerusalem after Peter and the
other disciples returned from the empty tomb (Lk. 24:22-24)
and before the women came with their report that he was
risen (Mt. 28:11; Jn. 20:18). Luke himself is either
unaware of or does not choose to employ the appearance of
Jesus to the women. The exact location of Emmaus is
disputed.! Only one of the travellers is named, Cleopas,
the other being perhaps his wife. As they walk along, Jesus
joins them and during the course of their journey explains
to them the 0ld Testament basis for the suffering and
resurrection of the Messiah. When the travellers prevail

llgee literature in Kremer, Osterevangelien, p. 116;
I. Howard Marshall, The Gospel of Luke, NIGTC (Exeter:
Paternoster Press, 1978), pp. 892-93.
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upon Jesus, whom they still have not recognized, to stay the
night at Emmaus, Jesus breaks bread with them, during which
they recognize him. He vanishes. The excited pair return
at once to Jerusalem to the disciples. Before they can
relate their story, the disciples exclaim, "The Lord has
risen indeed, and has appeared to Simon!" Then the two from
Emmaus share their experience.

Traditional Material

Considerations of vocabulary and style suggest that in
the Emmaus story Luke is following traditional material,
though freely giving it back often in his own words.!??
There is nothing in v. 13 that evinces a redactional hand,
except perhaps for the phrase "that very day;" there are
here no indications of a Lukan theological interest, for
despite Luke’s theological concentration on Jerusalem,
Emmaus is definitely not Jerusalem. Two Lukan words
dutdetv and oguyBalve iR v. 14 show Luke’'s own wording, but
the discourse motif was probably in his source, since the
word Zy nev , which occurs frequently in the discourse with
tpds altodc » occurs in v. 19 with gitetg - The latter usage
occurs 65 out of 82 times in Lukan source material, which
points to a pre-redactional discourse motif. 1In the same
verse Nagapnvod is non-Lukan, as are 4udnror and gpusete 1D
v. 25. 1In v. 28 Luke appears to return more closely to his
tradition: the combination of éyylrewv with gopegery (OT
cognate) found in v. 15 appears again in v. 28, as does the
ets ndunv of v. 13. The yqL durde used from v. 15 recur-
ringly without the antecedent is found in vs. 28, 31. Other
non-Lukan terms are rnpooroéw with the comparative adverb
toppidtepov  (Rapax legomenon for the New Testament),
rapaBLdzeodaL (here and once in Acts for the entire New
Testament), npdc tonépav éotiv (here and twice in Acts

12g, Rigaux, Dieu l‘a ressuscité, SBFA 4 (Gembloux:
Duculot, 1973), pp. 226-29; Alsup, Stories, pp. 190-94;
Osborne, "Resurrection," pp. 232-35.
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for the New Testament), and perhaps elofA8ev ToD petval
oby adtots and Svavolyewv . The story is therefore not a
Lukan creation, but came to Luke at least in the major
points of the outline through his source. These were
probably the encounter on the road, perhaps some sort of
discourse, and finally the recognition at the meal and
Jesus’s disappearance.’

Eucharistic Motifs

It is frequently alleged that the recognition by the
meal is a eucharistic motif of the early church. The
words of v. 30: “he took the break and blessed, and broke
it, and gave it to them" ( Aafuv 1dv dptov eVAdynoev xal xAdoac
éneblsouv altols ) certainly echo the words of 22:19 “"he took
bread, and when he had given thanks he broke it and gave it
to them" ( AaBiv &prtov elyaprotroas Exdacev Hal ESwxev
abrols ). But there are not verbatim parallels except the
general participle japiv. Significant is perhaps the fact
that the important verb elxapLotéw (also found in the old
tradition of I Cor. 11:24) is lacking in v. 30, though
Matthew and Mark use cdloyéw in the Last Supper (Mt. 26:26;
Mk. 14:22). It may be that v. 30 is the typical formula for

13Paul Winter, "The Treatment of his Sources by the
Third Evangelist in Luke XXI-XXIV," ST 8 (1954):138-72.

14Gardner—8mith, Resurrection, p. 69; Eduard Lohse,
Die Auferstehung Jesu Christi in Zeugnis des
Lukasevangeliums, BS 31 (Neukirchen-Vluyn:
Neukirchnerverlag, 1961), p. 30; Hugh Anderson, Jesus and
Christian Origins (New York: Oxford University Press, 1964),
p. 229; Pierre Benoit, The Passion and Resurrection of Jesus
Christ, trans. B. Weatherhead (New York: Herder & Herder,
1969), pp. 279-82; H.-D. Betz, "Ursprung and Wesen
christlichen Glaubens nach der Emmauslegende (Lk. 24, 13-
32)," ZNW 66 (1969):12. More recent scholarship tends, on
the contrary, to view the meal motif in the framework of
Jesus’‘s table fellowship with his disciples during his
ministry. See, eg., Pheme Perkins, Resurrection: New
Testament Witness and Contemporary Reflection (Garden City,
N.Y.: Doubleday & Co., 1984), p. 162; B.P. Robinson, "The
Place of the Emmaus Story in Luke-Acts," NTS 30 (1984):481-
97.
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the breaking of bread at an ordinary Jewish meal. While it
would be unusual for the guest to assume the role of head of
the house in breaking the bread, it may be that Jesus did
this during his earthly ministry as well.

At any rate, the meal motif is quite subordinate in the
story and serves the major theme of recognition, as the
eating in 24:41-43 serves the theme of corporeality.® &
problem in regarding this as a eucharistic motif is that the
points of contact with the words of institution and the
fellowship of the believers is altogether lacking.!® The
moment one would expect a reference to meal fellowship with
his disciples, the principal character disappears and the
other two hurry back to Jerusalem. The structure of the
story is that when Jesus is incognito he appears, but when
he is recognized, he disappears--the very opposite of the
eucharistic presence! Attempts to find a "trigger" for the
recognition of Jesus in the breaking of the bread because
the Emmaus disciples were at the Last Supper are without
foundation. Luke gives no suggestion that any earthly
memory of the pair or any sign to them "triggered" their
recognition of Jesus--it was purely a divine act, and the
meal framework seems to be of secondary importance, perhaps
even incidental.

lsserger has argued that the eating with the
disciples is not meant to evoke the eucharist, but to serve
as a link to the pre-resurrection Jesus, who shared meals
with the disciples, thus showing the continuity between the
earthly and risen Christ (Klaus Berger, Die Auferstehung der
Propheten und die Erhéhung des Menschensohnes, SUNT, 13
[Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1976], p. 162).

lsﬁlsup, Stories, p. 197; cf. J. Roloff, Das Rerygma
und der irdische Jesu (Gbttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1970), p. 257. Plummer also notes that the imperfect is
never used of the eucharist as it is in v. 30; bread is not
of eucharistic significance either, being the common word
for food (Alfred Plummer, The Gospel according to S. Luke,
5th ed., ICC [Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1964], pp. 556-57). See
also Paul Billerbeck, Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus
Talmud und Midrasch, 6 vols., ed. Herrmann L. Strack
(Miinchen: Beck, 1922-63), 1:685-87.

.
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Objections to the Historicity of the Appearance

It has been said that the Emmaus story is a pure
example of the literary genre of legend: God walks with men
unrecognized in human form, reveals himself, and
disappears.!” However, little solid evidence seems to have
been brought forth in support of this classification.’® We
shall return to this question later when we discuss the
Gattung of the Hellenistic disappearance legends and the
gospel appearance stories.

The Appearance to Peter

When the Emmaus disciples arrive back in Jerusalem,
they are greeted by the words Jvtws fiyépdn & udprLos wal Sedn
T¢pwve (LK. 24:34). The language seems to be kerygmatic and
recalls the formula of I Cor. 15. It is a mark of Luke’s
integrity as a historian that although he either lacked an
accompanying story for this incident or had one he could not
use, he did not invent or distort one to insert here.”
Rather he is content with this shout of joy. According to
24:12 Peter had returned home after visiting the empty tomb,

17y, Dibelius, Die Formgeschichte des Evangeliums,
3d ed. (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1959), p. 190-93; Rudolf Bultmann,
Die Geschichte der synoptischen Tradition, 2d ed., FRLANT
12 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1970), P 310; Betz,
"Ursprung, " p. 8; Walter Grundmann, Das Evangelium nach
Lukas, 8th ed., THRNT 3 (Berlin: Evangelische .
Verlagsanstalt, 1978), p. 443; Perrin, Resurrection, p. 66.

18gremer remarks that the resemblances of the Emmaus
story to visits of the gods are tangential; even the
recognition scene is not the main point (Kremer, .
Osterevangelien, p. 128; So also Perkins, Resurrection, p-.
159).

19podd remarks that Luke refused, despite his
literary skill, to create a whole story out of a bare
statement of the appearance to Peter (C.H. Dodd, "The
Appearances of the Risen Christ: A study in form-criticism
of the Gospels," in idem, More New Testament Studies
[Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1968), p. 126).
This ought to give us serious pause before one concludes
that Luke has constructed a false sequence of Jerusalem
appearances out of theological motives.
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and 24:24 indicates that he reported back to the group of
disciples. Sometime after the Emmaus disciples had left,
Jesus appeared to Peter when he was alone.

We have no other certain information concerning this
appearance. It has been argued that the appearance to Peter
is hidden in other gospel stories. (This assumes that Luke
and, implicitly, John as well have incorrectly placed the
appearance to Peter in Jerusalem.) Lk. 5 and Jn. 21 are the
most likely candidates to contain an appearance to Peter.
The stories are very similar and Luke'’'s pre-Easter account
has certain diffictlties: the context is different than Mk.
1:16-20; Mt. 4:1-2; the other fishermen presumably remain on
the shore, but when the catch is made, they are there;
Peter’s falling to his kﬂees and "Depart from me" would be
more appropriate on land; and the transition to the call of
the disciples is awkward.?

Now even if this indicates that Luke has displaced an
Easter story, it remains a story of an appearance to the
disciples; there is no warrant for either dissolving them or
excluding their participation in the experience. Luke has
focused on Peter for dramatic effect, but the presence of
others with him in the boat is already implicit in the
plural verb of v. 4 as well as in vs. 6, 7. Lk. 24:34; 1
Cor. 15:4 show the appearance to Peter alone was not
confused with appearances to multiple disciples. But, in
fact, Luke’s difficulties may not warrant regarding the
story as a displaced appearance story: it is the call of
the disciples that is in a different context, regardless of
the catch story'’s being part of it; the other fishermen's
sudden helping in the catch says nothing in favor of this
being a displaced appearance story and only supports the
tradition that others were involved; and in view of the

ZOBrown, John, pp. 1089-90; see also Raymond E.
Brown, Karl P. Donfried, John Reumann, Saint Pierre dans le
Nouveau Testament, LD 79 (Paris: Les éditions du Cerf,
1974), pp. 141-47, 154-58.
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disciples’ astonishment, Jesus’s words are not so awkward.
Peter’s personal reaction could take place in his fishing
boat; but more importantly it contradicts his reaction in
Jn. 21. Rather than begging Jesus to depart, he there
rushes eagerly to meet him. Peter’s confession of
sinfulness is said to reflect his absolution by Jesus in Jn.
21 for his three-fold denial. But is it true that Jm.
21:15-17 is Jesus'’'s absolution? While the three-fold
commissioning probably reflects the three-fold denial (Jn.
21:17), this sequence is exactly that: a commissioning, not
a rehabilitation.? There is no confession of sin, no word
of forgiveness--this does not appear to be an absolution
scene. The absolution may have already taken place when
Jesus appeared to Peter alone in Jerusalem; now he
commissions him as shepherd. This would explain why Peter
is so eager to see Jesus that he plunges into the sea to
meet him and does not beg Jesus to depart--he is already a
forgiven man, reconciled to his Lord. So not only do Lk. 5
and Jn. 21 seem to portray incompatible reactions; even Jn.
21 alone does not necessarily furnish evidence of a first
appearance of Jesus to Peter.

But if this is true, then much of the motivation is
gone to discern also evidence of an appearance to Peter in
Matthew's addition about Peter’s walking on the water (Mt.
14:28-33) or his great confession (Mt. 16:16-19). For the
miraculous catch and the walking on the water are
incompatible elements; but with these set aside, there is
little information left. The great confession, even if a
post-Easter retrojection, has little to suggest an
appearance scene. Once one strips away the conflicting
external circumstances of these scenes we know little more

2156 Rudolf Bultmann, Das Evangelium des Johannes,
19th ed., KEKNT (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1968),
p. 551; he argues this is not a story of a restoration after
the denial, since there is no repentance and no absolution,
but a variant of the commissioning of Peter to lead the
church (cf. Mt. 16:17-19; Lk. 22:32).
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than what Luke himself tells us: that having previously
denied Jesus, Peter after leaving the empty tomb and going
home, saw Jesus. With that we must be content.

The Appearance to the Twelve
Traditional Material

Luke and John agree that on the evening of the day on
which the empty tomb was discovered (Luke has apparently
moved the time indicator to v. 13 in order to replace it
with a transitional phrase), Jesus stood in the midst of the
Twelve and greeted them and displayed his wounds to them.
Both Luke and John include teaching on the disciples’
mission and the Holy Spirit (Lk. 24:36-49, Jn. 20:19-23).
This probably represents the core of the tradition which lay
before Luke and John. Although many scholars, by comparing
Luke and John to Matthew’s Galilean appearance, contend that
the location of the appearance is purely redactional, the
fact that the time indicator was probably part of the
tradition® seems necessarily to imply that the location of
the appearance in Jerusalem was traditional, since the
disciples could not have reached Galilee by this time and
all the gospel traditions agree that the disciples remained
in Jerusalem over the weekend. John adds the detail that
the disciples were hiding behind closed doors for fear of
the Jews, which seems historically credible. This detail
accentuates the miraculousness of Jesus’s sudden appearance
in their midst. According to the best texts, both Luke and
John record Jesus'’'s greeting, Etprivn butv , which for John
might have theological significance (Jn. 14:27), but is
probably for Luke a customary greeting.

Luke records that the disciples are startled and
frightened and suppose that they are seeing a spirit
}!

( aton8évrtec 68 wal EupoBor yevduevol £&dxouv mvelue Jewpelv

22$Chnackenburg, Johannesevangelium, 3:382, points
out that John’s time indicator is unusual for the
evangelist: a vorangestellte participle of the genitive
absolute. On Luke's tradition, see Marshall, Luke, p. 901.

|
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language which some scholars have compared with Mk. 6:49-50:
ol 6e L66vtes adtdy . . . ZEgokav St odvraoud S0TLV, XAl  Guénpakav’
ndvtes yap abrov elbov kal étapdydnoav . The similarity
caused some copyists to insert the words from Mk. 6:50, "It
is I; have no fear!" into the text of Luke after Jesus’s
greeting. But the verbal similarities are minimal, and one
cannot even say that Luke has transported the language of
the Markan incident to this appearance, much less assert
that similar traditions of the same root event are here in
view. The one event evokes the thought of the other, but
one cannot say that they are genealogically related. Alsup,
who tries to show that the passages are related, can only
find the following similarities (and only after leaving out
the "water motif" and the "crucifixion scar motif"!): (1)
Jesus comes to the disciples; (2) the disciples are struck
with fear, thinking they are viewing a spirit apparition;
(3) Jesus dispels their fears by assuring them that it is he
himself.® Not only are these similarities so general as to
be of little help in showing a genealogical relationship
between the two narratives, but the second element, which is
the real point of comparison, is lacking in John. One must
also ignore the traditional items that Luke and John share
that are incompatible with the walking on the water story,
such as the displaying of the wounds. And Alsup does not
seem to be exaggerating when he admits that the
incongruities of content and location nevertheless
constitute "a very thorny problem."?* The similarities
between Luke and John’s accounts are so striking that it
seems fruitless to try to construct another tradition used
in addition by Luke.

23p1sup, Stories, p. 170.

241pid.
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In the Lukan version, doubt plays a major role in the
story.”® But this needs to be carefully qualified. The
doubt does not concern the identity of the appearing person,
but his corporeality. Both vs. 37, 39 clearly show that the
disciples think they are seeing a ghost, that is, a non-
physical apparition. This is why Jesus invites the
disciples to handle him and why he eats the fish before
them. This does not therefore seem to be in any sense a
recognition scene. Jesus does not appear incognito, nor are
the disciples’ eyes opened. It is simply a matter of
proving that Jesus is bodily raised from the dead.

The doubts of the disciples stand in a certain tension
with v. 34, since it appears there that the disciples
believed Jesus was risen and had appeared to Peter.® This
might be taken to prove that this appearance was in reality
the first. But even if Jesus did appear first to Peter,
given the suddenness and the unexpectedness of Jesus's
encounter with the Twelve, it is little wonder that they
thought they were seeing a ghost. Since v. 34 is kerygmatic

language, moreover, one need not assume that all the
disciples had heartily embraced Peter’s experience as real.

251t is frequently maintained that the doubt motif
increases in inverse proportion to the age of the gospels,
perhaps as an apologetic attempt to free the disciples of
the charge of gullibility (Hans Freiherr von Campenhausen,
Der Ablauf der Osterereignisse und das Leere Grab, 3d rev.
ed., SHA [Heidelberg: Carl Winter, 1966], pp. 39-40;
Wilckens, Auferstehung, p. 74; Grundmann, Matthdus, p. 576) .
But this fails to reckon with the fact that the doubt motif
is traditional and is found in all the gospels which narrate
an appearance. So it seems idle to speak of the motif’s
development. Later use of the motif in apocryphal
literature is an apologetic taking its cue from what was
found in the gospels.

2GBultmann, Johannes, p. 534; Grass, Ostergeschehen;
p. 39; Brown, John, pp. 1027-28.
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The Purpose of the Physical Demonstrations

Jesus's displaying of his wounds serves to show the
disciples the continuity between the earthly and risen
Jesus: "See my hands and my feet, that it is I myself" (Lk.
24:39); the body that was crucified and buried is the body
that is raised. The wounds play the same role in John (Jn.
20:20, 25, 27). John mentions hands and side because of his
record of the spear thrust (Jn. 19:34), whereas Luke
mentions hands and feet. The dual purpose of the
physicalism of Luke and John is the demonstration of
corporeality and continuity on the part of the risen
Jesus.? Interesting is the fact that Bpdouuwov and Lx®bs
6ntds are unique here in the New Testament and indicate that
Jesus’'s eating before the disciples is not a Lukan

27Perhaps a word should be said here about Berger’s
view that the question involved in the demonstrations is
neither Docetism nor corporeality, but identity, i.e.,
whether it is Jesus who is appearing or a demonic spirit
impersonating Jesus. Citing a series of texts from Midrash
and Targum, Berger shows that the Rabbis often took the
eating and drinking of heavenly beings to be illusory, not
real. Berger thinks that for Luke a nvelpa = a demon;
therefore, the point of the eating is to prove Jesus is not
an impersonating demon. Berger believes the key text in all
this is Lib. Ant. 53.3, which states that if a voice calls
twice, it is a spiritus pessimus, but if three times, it is
God (Berger, Auferstehung, pp. 159, 458-59). But however
Rabbinic exegesis may have taken them, it is nevertheless
clear that in the 0ld Testament itself, the appearances of
heavenly visitors were not visionary, but real events.
Berger vitiates his own case when he supplies many
references showing that both angels and demons were thought
to be able to take on human form and become just like men.
In this state, the heavenly being could take in food and
drink (Ibid., pp. 159, 458). Therefore, eating would be
useless to dispel the hypothesis of an impersonating demon.
Besides this, the equation of spirits and demons for Luke is
not true, as Acts 23:9 shows, a verse which Berger is
reduced to interpreting disjunctively: an angel or a demon
has spoken to him! 1In Lk. 24:37 the idea that the issue is
an impersonating demon seems an extravagant hypothesis.
Berger’s key text, on God's calling, appears to be utterly
irrelevant to the Lukan story. The point of the
demonstration of eating seems to be only to prove that Jesus
had been raised bodily from the dead.
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redaction, but part of the tradition received by Luke. The
presence of fish cannot count as evidence for an original
Galilean setting of the story,'since fish was available in
Jerusalem (Neh. 3:3; 13:16). Certainly no eucharistic
overtones should be read into this demonstration by eating:
the bread is missing, as are any of the traditional actions
except XaBiv ; Jesus receives the food, not the disciples;
Jesus alone eats; and the purpose is the rather mundane
proof that Jesus is corporeal.®

Theological Themes

Luke and John then conclude with theological themes.
Luke emphasizes again the fulfillment of O0ld Testament
prophecies in Jesus's dying and rising on the third day,
charges the disciples to witness to the truths of the
gospel, and gives the promise of the Holy Spirit. John
mentions the sending out, the reception of the Holy Spirit,
and the forgiveness of sins. In Matthew’s commissioning, he
speaks of Jesus’s authority, the sending out of the
disciples to evangelize, baptize, and teach, and Jesus's
promise of his abiding presence. An investigation of the
discourses of the risen Jesus exceeds the limits of our
inquiry, but the obvious similarities of these
commissionings show that they are not purely redactional,
but that ". . . common traditions underlie these accounts,
the basic nucleus being that Jesus commanded his disciples

2856 also Grass, Ostergeschehen, pp. 42, 89; Fuller,
Formation, p. 115. Pointing to Gen. 19:1; Tobit 12:19,
Ellis asserts that eating does not serve to prove
materiality (E. Earl Ellis, ed., The Gospel of Luke, NCB
[London: Nelson, 1966], p. 279). But this is certainly
mistaken; Genesis does not speak of a vision, but an actual
bodily appearance of divine beings. Eating would be a
failsafe demonstration of corporeality, for after a vision
had passed, the food would remain uneaten; but after a real
appearance, the food would be gone, having been consumed.
Evans states that in Tobit the eating and drinking is
visionary, but Luke intends it to be real (Evans,
Resurrection, p. 63).
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to spread the good news widely and offer forgiveness of sins
and that he promised them divine power for their tasks."®

It is very often asserted that Luke envisions in his
gospel that the ascension of Jesus occurred on Easter, a
viewpoint which he later changed in Acts. But this seems to
be a very wooden reading of the gospel. Luke obviously
presents in vs. 44-53 a foreshortened or telescoped account
of the post-resurrection events, for by the time Jesus led
the disciples out to Bethany it would be the middle of the
night, and Luke certainly does not imagine an ascension by
moonlight.® Rather he summarizes the teaching given by
Jesus during the 40 day period of Acts 1:3, ending with the
ascension. The continuity and unity of Luke’s double-work
seems to preclude that he has radically altered his
chronology in Acts.

29Marshall, Luke, pp. 903-04. Cf. Dunn, Jesus, pp.
129-30, who provides five reasons to believe commissioning
was involved in the first appearances: (1) Some word of
command is integral to the most primitive narratives. (2)
Paul assumes the earlier apostles were also commissioned
through appearances. (3) The appearance to Peter stems from
a kerygmatic formula, and the impulse to use it as kerygma
goes back to Peter. (4) The acknowledged leaders of the
early church owed their leadership to their having seen an
appearance. (5) The decision to return to Jerusalem from
Galilee was due to the disciples’ commission to preach. See
also G.R. Beasley-Murray, Baptism in the New Testament (rep.
gd.: Grand Rapids, Michigan: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1981), pp. 79-
8.

30, point well made by James Orr, The Resurrection
of Jesus (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1909), pp. 192-93. An
ascension in the dark is "incredible" according to Plummer;
there is a break at v. 44. Vs. 44-49 are a condensation of
what Jesus taught between the resurrection and ascension
(Plummer, Luke, pp. 561-64). See also Gardner-Smith,
Resurrection, p. 16; Grass, Ostergeschehen, pp. 45, 48B;
Kremer, Osterevangelien, p. 146, Marshall, Luke, p. 904.
This bridges the "uniiberbriickbare Spannung" between the
gospel and Acts seen by Grundmann, Lukas, p. 450.
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Matthew’s Mountaintop Appearance

Matthew also relates an appearance to the Eleven which
occurs in Galilee (Mt. 28:16-20). The difficulty is knowing
whether this is meant to be the same appearance that is
related in Luke and John. The appearance takes place on a
mountain in Galilee, but it is usually urged that the
mountain is a Matthean redaction, a mountain’s being the
place of revelation (Mt. 5:1; 14:23; 15:29; 17:1; 24:3).%
There are practically no similarities to the accounts of
Luke and John, but the ol 6% é6Ctacav could reflect the
tradition found in Lk. 24:38, 41 and the doubting Thomas
story. And the verb nmpooceAsdy (Mt. 28:18) might be thought
to resemble the Argev in Jn. 20:19. The structure of the
appearance is that of Luke and John’s: first the
appearance, then the commissioning.

But while these considerations have weight, they afford
no decisive conclusion. If Matthew is describing the same
event, then it seems very odd that his appearance should
have so little in common with Luke and John. The common
traditional elements, “"that day," Jesus’s unexpected
standing in their midst, the "Peace be with you," and the
showing of the wounds to prove corporeality and continuity
are all lacking. The similar structure could be the result
of appending separate commissioning traditions onto an

3lyerner Schmauch, Orte der Offenbarung und der
Offenbarungsort im neuen Testament (GBttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1956), pp. 67-80. Wilckens even asserts that in
Matthew Jesus appears on the same mountain on which he gave
the sermon! (Wilckens, Auferstehung, pp. 70-71). Cf.
Grundmann, Matth&us, p. 576; Makota Yamauchi, The Easter
Texts of the New Testament: Their Tradition, Redaction and
Theology (Ph.D. thesis, University of Edinburgh, 1972), p.
199; Kremer, Osterevangelien, p. 82. Though it has also
been contended that the Matthean appearance is an
enthronement scene, a comparison with such texts as Phil.
2:6-11; I Tim. 3:16; Heb. 1:5-9 show that many elements
there fail here and elements here are lacking there. The
account in Matthew lacks the three acts of the ritual: the
exaltation, presentation, and enthronement (Grundmann,
Matthdus, p. 574; Kremer, Osterevangelien, p. 89).

appearance story, since it was, after all, the disciples who
were commissioned by the risen Jesus. This may have been
done by all three evangelists, using whatever appearance
story to the disciples they had. The Matthean story lacks
especially the £otn év ufop or €otn els 10 p€oov  of the
encounter; TPO0EpXOUAL ig not a synonym of this; indeed, it
is a Mattheanism.®

The doubt motif is not used here as in Luke or John to
show how Jesus dispels the disciples’ doubts. It is forcing
conclusions to reason that because in the other gospels
Jesus overcomes doubt by corporeal demonstrations, therefore
in Matthew the doubt must also be overcome, but this time by
Jesus’s words.”® No, Matthew's doubt seems to remain
unresolved. Though one could say this motif is only a
distant echo (or rudimentary progenitor) of the doubt in
Luke and John, it is also possible that it is unrelated to
their traditions. Significantly, perhaps, the words are not
even the same: John uses dniotos to describe Thomas (Jn.
20:27: cf. dniotodvtwy [Lk. 24:41]); Luke speaks of
suahoyvouol (Lk. 24:38) or considerations, questionings
mounting in the disciples’ minds. But Matthew uses the verb
sLoTdrw + tO hesitate or doubt, a word which appears only two
times in the New Testament, here and in Mt. 14:31.
Interestingly, this is in Matthew’s account of Peter’s
walking on the water with Jesus. When Peter begins to sink,
Jesus asks, why did you doubt ( eélotacas )? When they are in
the boat again, the disciples worship ( mpocexlvnoav ) Jesus,
an act also found in Matthew's appearance story with exactly
the same form of the verb. 1In Luke the disciples are not
said to worship ( Twpoowuvéw ) Jesus until Lk. 24:52; in
John this verb is used in reference to Jesus only in 9:38.

_323ee Robert H. Gundry, Matthew: A Commentary on his
Theological and Literary Art (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Wm.B.
Eerdmans, 1982), p. 594.

33Yamauchi, Easter, p. 200; cf. I.P. Ellis, "But
Some Doubted," NTS 14 (1968):579-80.
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The appearance of this verb in the Matthean appearance
suggests again that Matthew is not drawing on the same
tradition as Luke and John. 1In fact that the pair é&uotdzw
and gpooxuvvéw appear in the peculiarly Matthean story of
Peter’s walking on the water and in his appearance story
could suggest that Matthew’s appearance story is purely
redactional. But nwpoowuvéw 1is a common verb (60 times in
the New Testament) so that its appearance with &uotdiw does
not count for much. More importantly, in Mt. 14:31 the
worship follows the doubt after Jesus overcomes it, but in
Mt. 28:17 the doubt follows the worship and is not overcome!
This would seem very curious, indeed, from Matthew’s own
hand. So even if the language is Matthean, the appearance
story does not seem to have been constructed out of the air.
Neither, on the other hand, does it show clear ties with
Luke and John. It could be that Matthew is relating another
appearance to the disciples in Galilee; Jn. 21 mentions a
Galilean appearance and Acts 1:3 refers to multiple
appearances.

And it must be said that only a selective survey of the
mountain texts in the gospels could lead one to conclude
that the appearance on the mountain is a Matthean redaction
concerning a place of divine revelation. For all the
gospels narrate revelatory events as occurring on a mountain
(Mk, 3:13-19; 9:2; 13:3; 14:26-28; Lk. 6:12-16; 9:28; Jn.
6:3; Acts 1:12). So the emphasis is not uniquely Matthean.
In fact it is John who places the Feeding of the 5,000 on a
mountain, not Matthew. And the Mount of Transfiguration
originates with Mark. But more than that, revelation also
takes place off the mountain (Mt. 1:20; 2:13; 3:1, 16-17;
4:17; 8:23-27; 9:6; 11:25-30; 13; 17:9-13; 18; 20:1-16; 22;
26:26-29). If we have the Sermon on the Mount and the
Olivet Discourse, then we also have the Parables of the
Kingdom and a great deal of other teaching given in the
streets and on the seashore, every bit as much revelation as
that given on the mountain, which appears to enjoy no
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privileged position in Matthew. Furthermore, positively
anti-revelatory events can take place on the mountain (Mt.
4:8; also Mk. 5:5; Lk. 4:29). And finally, ordinary,
mundane events also occur on the mountain (Mt. 3:14; 14:23;
also Mk. 5:11; 6:46; Lk. 8:32; 21:37; 22:39; Jn. 6:15; 8:1).
In this connection certain events occurring on a mountain
may be merely incidental, like the Olivet Discourse. It is
the testimony of all the gospels that Jesus often went apart
into the seclusion of the mountains, to be alone with God.
Thus, it should not seem odd that some of the events of the
gospels take place on a mountain. Sometimes great acts of
God are done on the mountain; other times the same acts are
done on level ground (Mt. 8:1-4; 15:29-31; also Lk. 9:37-
43). From this me lange one would be hard-pressed to
construct a "theology of the mountain" for Matthew.
Noteworthy, too, in this connection is the fact that tdoow

in v. 16 is not a Matthean word, suggesting that the
reference to the mountain may be traditional. The fact is,
there are hills in Galilee, where Jesus often went apart;

) 34Having said this, I see that an entire
dissertation has been written on this topic by Terence L.
Donaldson, Jesus on the Mountain, JSNT Supplement Series 8
(Sheffield, England: JSOT Press, 1985)! Of Matthew’s eleven
mountain references, Donaldson finds six of these
theologically significant, of which four are unique to
Matthew. He argues that the mountain is not a place of
revelation, but a place where God renews His presence with
His people in constituting the true Messianic community.
Doubtless more and different theological constructs will be
read by scholars into Matthew’s ambivalent data. It is
interesting that according to Donaldson, each of the
Matthean mountain settings is rooted in tradition: “Nowhere
- - . has Matthew created a mountain setting ex nihilo in
order to further his redactional purposes" (Ibid., p. 172).
Wlth_regard specifically to Mt. 28, Donaldson argues for
tradition on the basis of (i) the phrase "to which Jesus
appointed them" is non-Matthean and out of context, (ii)
Acts 1:12 supplies evidence of a tradition of a mountain top
appearance, and (iii) later Gnostic and non-canonical
material employ a mountain as the scene of post-resurrection
discourse (Ibid., p. 173). C£f. J.D. Kingsbury, "The
Composition and Christology of Mt. 28:16-20," JBL 93
(1974):580-83.
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there seems little reason to think that Matthew’s location
of the appearance of Jesus is theological and not
geographical.

The designation of this mountain as the one to which
Jesus directed the disciples comes as a surprise, since
Matthew does not report that Jesus in his appearance to the
women gave specific instructions. It has been said that
Matthew is forced to add the phrase because, having decided
to set the appearance on the mount of revelation, he has to
manufacture some means of getting the disciples there.®
This view depends, however, on the dubious Matthean
"mountain theology." 1If Jesus did appear to the Twelve in
Jerusalem as Luke and John state, then he could have given
further instructions for a rendezvous with the disciples in
Galilee. It is not impossible that this was related to the
appearance to the 500 brethren. All this is, of course,
quite speculative; but one cannot rule out that Luke and
John narrate one event and Matthew quite another.

The Appearance to Thomas
The next appearance recorded in the gospels occurred
eight days later in Jerusalem to the assembled Twelve (Jn.

358rown, John, p. 1093. 0ddly enough, Brown, who
holds to an original Galilean appearance reflected in Jn.
21, just takes it for granted that the eleven disciples
would somehow all come together on the shore of the Lake of
Galilee. But if that gathering requires no explanation, why
should the other? Could not Matthew have said that the
disciples went to the mountain to pray and there Jesus
appeared to them unexpectedly? Osborne argues more
plausibly than Brown that since the mountain is connected
with a non-Matthean phrase { trdoow), the location may well be
traditional and that since Matthew never mentions this
command, he would not have made it up. Therefore, it was
probably in his source (Osborne, "Resurrection,” p. 200).
Osborne therefore regards the Matthean appearance tradition
as distinct from the appearance in the upper room (Ibid.,
pp. 392-93). Lohmeyer thinks Jesus was waiting on the
mountain, otherwise his appearing would have been described
(Ernst Lohmeyer, Das Evangelium des Matthdus, 4th ed. W.
Schmauch, KEKNT [Gbttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1967],
p. 415).
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20:24-29). Thomas, says John, was not with the Twelve when
they saw the Lord, and he refused to believe unless he could
physically touch the wounds of Jesus himself. So eight days
later, the doors being shut, Jesus stands among them and
meets Thomas’s challenge. Thomas exclaims, "My Lord and my
God!" Jesus then blesses those who have not seen and yet
believe.

The story is often explained as John’s elaboration of
the doubt motif, which he left out of the appearance to the
Twelve in order to make it a special point here. Much of
the story can be constructed out of the prior appearances:
v. 25 < v. 18, 20; v. 26 < v. 19. The eight day figure
means one week later and seems to contradict the traditions
that the disciples went back to Galilee. It is thought to
reflect later Christian Sunday worship. The final blessing
is also thought to reflect a later time when the first
generation of believers were passing away.

On the other hand, the story is not simply a
dramatization of the doubt motif, for it is not merely the
story of how Thomas’s doubts were overcome. The story also
contains a Christological statement which constitutes the
climax of the gospel. And the lesson at the end deals with
the relation between faith and first-hand experience.
Moreover, the story cannot be produced simply by reiterating
phrases of the foregoing appearance, as the difference
between v. 20 and vs. 25b, 27 shows. Actually, despite its
similarity to the appearance to the Twelve, there are even
some words that are not typically Johannine: tgroc (only in
v. 25 in John), Facc (only here in the New Testament),
bdxtudos (only in vs. 25, 27 in John land fragment in chap.
8], £ow (only in v. 26 in John), &nioreg (only in v. 27 in

John), miorde (only in v. 27 in Join).*

‘ 361 fact Bultmann, pointing to John’s rare use of
6déexa and the fact that the reader already knows Thomas,
thinks the Thomas story could be traditional (Bultmann,
Johannes, p. 537). On the basis of Johannine stylistic
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There seems to be no evidence, moreover, that the eight
day interval is designed to land the appearance on the
Christian Lord’s Day. Brown points out that the earliest
Christian worship gatherings were not on Sunday at all, but
on Saturday night after the close of the Jewish sabbath,
when the Christians would meet at their homes to break
bread. “"Thus it would seem that the earliest Christian
celebrations on ‘the first day of the week’ were not on the
day of Sunday, but late in the evening on the vigil of
Sunday."¥ Saturday evening could still be reckoned in the
Jewish manner to be after eight days; but there is no sign
here of worship or of bread-breaking.

If we take the Galilean appearance traditions
seriously, one must ask what the disciples are doing in
Jerusalem a week after the discovery of the empty tomb. An
answer may be at hand in the consecutive Jewish feasts of
Passover and Unleavened Bread (Deut. 16:3), for these feasts
lasted eight days. Since Passover fell on Saturday,
according to John, that means the feast lasted until the
next Saturday. If the disciples stayed in Jerusalem for the
duration of the feast, then that would explain why they
would still be in the city eight days later.®
(Interestingly, the Gospel of Peter has the disciples remain

criteria, Osborne also concludes that the story is
traditional (Osborne, "Resurrection," D. 301).
schnackenburg, Johannesevangelium, 3:394-95, asserts that
the Thomas story has the same structure as the Nathanael
story (Jn. 2:43-51), but a reading of this passage makes it
evident that the similarities are superficial. The
Nathanael story has Nathanael coming to Jesus, Jesus
praising Nathanael, and no blessing after the confession,
all of which are contrary to the Thomas story.

37Brcwn, John, p. 1093.

38Bgyete, Appearances, p. 52; M.-J. Lagrange,
Evangile selon saint Jean (Paris: Librairie Victor Lecoffre,
1925), p. 517; C.F.D. Moule, “The Post-Resurrection
Appearances in Light of Festival Pilgrimmages," NTS 4 (1957~
58):59; Barnabas Lindars, ed., The Gospel of John, NCB
(London: Oliphants, 1972), P-. 609.
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in Jerusalem until the eighth day of the feast before
Thus, the eight day figure could

returning to Galilee.)
cal

reflect historical circumstances and not ecclesiasti
practice. The disciples may have assembled often during the
week, anticipating the appointed meeting with Jesus later in
Galilee, and this assembly could have been the last prior to
e been an outsider in all this.

departure. Thomas may hav
His scepticism fits his character as John portrays him, a
to bluntly contradict Jesus (Jn. 14:5)
11:16). His full

ed and

man who is not afraid
and who has a touch of cynicism (Jn.
commitment was secured Only by Jesus’s unaxpect
personally directed appearance.

The appearance to Thomas serves to handle the problen
of believers temporally ©OF geographically removed from the
original appearances, but this need not inply @ithexr that
the incident is unhistorical or that it is late, since such
a problem would arise almost immediately in the church.
Grass points out, "The contemporaries of the apostles were
fundamentally in no different position than later

generations or ourselves. Christ was proclaimed to them as

crucified and risen, . - and they believed in him without
having seen him before he died or after his death (in Easter
visions)."¥ Because only John tells the story, one would

be inclined to think it is not based on tradition, but

rather on the reminiscences of the Beloved Disciple to the

Johannine community.

The Appearance by the Lake of Tiberias

The Relationship Between Chapters 20 and 21

The final appearance mentioned in Jn. 21 takes place in

Galilee. In order to analyze this appearance, one must
first determine as far as is possible the relationship
between chaps. 1-20 and 21. on the one hand, there are

strong reasons to believe that the evangelist closed the

3%4ans Grass, christliche Glaubenslehre, 2 vds.
(Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1973), 1:107.
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gospel with 20:30-31 and did not intend to write another
chapter, for (1) 20:28 brings the gospel to its theological
and Christological climax; (2) 20:29 blesses those who
believe without seeing, thus making further appearances
somewhat inappropriate; (3) 20:30 leaves the scene of the
narrative and makes the transition to the closing; (4) 20:31
summarizes the intent of the gospel and concludes it
suitably; and (5) the material in chap. 21 tends to be anti-
climactic after the commissioning of 20:21-23.%

On the other hand, there is unanimous textual evidence
that John always had chap. 21. The gospel apparently never
circulated with only chaps. 1-20. So either the author or
someone else added the chapter before publishing the gospel.
Analysis of the choice of words, the grammatical style,
characteristic manner of expression, and theological outlook
makes it practically certain that chap. 21 has the same
author as chaps. 1-20:* (1) Choice of words: the
researches of Schweizer, Jeremias, Menoud, Ruckstuhl, and
Solanges have demonstrated on the basis of grammar and
vocabulary the linguistic unity of chaps. 1-21.%

40yt see Paul S. Minear, “The Original Functions of
John 21," JBL 102 (1983):85-98, who argues that (i) a strong
case can be made for the fact that the last verses of chap.
20 close that chapter alone, (ii) chap. 21 is necessary to
close the story of Peter and the Beloved Disciple, (iii)
chap. 21 clarifies the relation between the evangelist and
the Beloved Disciple, (iv) there are several incidental
links between chap. 21 and the earlier chapters, and (v) the
closing verses of chaps. 20 and 21 are quite similar.

4lsee Robert Mahoney, Two Disciples at the Tomb, TW
6 (Bern: Herbert Lang, 1974), pp. 18-36.

42p4uard Schweizer, Ego Eimi, 2d ed., FRLANT 56
(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1965), pp. 82-112;
Joachim Jeremias, "Johanneische Literarkritik," TB 20
(1941):33-46; Philippe Menoud, L‘Evangile de Jean d‘aprés
les recherches récentes, 2d ed. (Paris: Delachaux & Niestle,
1947), pp. 12-36; Eugen Ruckstuhl, Die literarische Einheit
des Johannesevangeliums, SF 3 (Freiburg, Switzerland:
Paulusverlag, 1951); B. de Solanges, Jean et les Synoptigques
(Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1979), pp. 191-235.

| .

281

Morgenthaler’s statistical approach found 75 characteristic
Johannine words, 37 of which appear in chap. 21, a normal
distribution when compared with the distribution in chaps.
1-20." Expressed as a percentage of total words in the
chapter, the favored words in chap. 21 constitute 25.6% of
the words, compared, for example, with a 25.8% ratio for
chap. 20; this despite the fact that chap. 21 contains many
atypical words inherently required by the fishing story.
This homogeneity of chap. 21 with the rest of the gospel
seems decisive for authorship, for while an imitator might
be able to pick up certain Johannine characteristics of
style, perhaps exaggerating them, it would be virtually
impossible for him to achieve just the right ratio that is
homogeneous with the remainder of the gospel. (2)
Grammatical style: the results are similar to the above.
The 23 instances of historical present preclude a Lukan
redaction, as is sometimes suggested. A time lag or
tradition could account for the three grammatical anomalies
of chap. 21: &né as causal instead of &ud + accusative (v.
6), and as partitive instead of éx (v. 10), and the absence
of a lva clause, used 147 times in the gospel (but note,
only once in chap. 20 at the very end, v. 31). (3)
Characteristic manner of expression: the editorial work of
vs. 1, 14 is not atypical for the evangelist. The petd tadra
and sardoons ths TuBepudbog 40 v. 1 are Johannine (cf. 6:1)
as is the enumeration of the event and the expression
"raised from the dead" in v. 14 (cf. 4:54; 2:22).
in v. 1 (nine times in John) cannot, in light of Jrn. 14:22,
be said to be un-Johannine merely because it is only here
The explanatory notes in

paveEpdw

used of a resurrection appearance.
vs. 19a, 20b are common in the gospel.
repetition of different words with the same meaning in vs.

15-17 is Johannine. The misunderstanding motif in v. 23 is

The use and

43pobert Morgenthaler, Statistik des
neutestamentlichen Wortschatzes (Zirich and Frankfurt:
Gotthelf, 1958), pp. 49-55, 57-65, 181-87.
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a Johannine characteristic. While an imitator would perhaps
be able to pick these up, they are nevertheless in harmony
with common authorship of chaps. 1-21. (4) Theological
outlook: though this is the most subjective of the
criteria, the outlook is nonetheless the same as the
gospel's--the same Jesus and the same fellowship of love
continue. Two differences, the mention of the Parousia and
the leadership role of Peter, are not without parallel in
the gospel (5:27-29; 6:39, 44, 54; 14:3; 1:42; 13:36-38) and
could again reflect a time lag between the composition of
the gospel and chap. 21. That chap. 21 was written after,
and not before, the gospel is evident from the fact that it
serves as an epilogue to complete some lines of thought not
ended in the gospel.® Thus, the evidence appears to
indicate conclusively that the author of chaps. 1-20 is also
the author of chap. 21.

It next needs to be asked who added chap. 21 to the
gospel. It has been argued that had the author later
decided to incorporate this material, he could have worked
it into the text where it belongs, whereas a redactor would
tack it onto the end. Now it is interesting that this
argument implies that the author either was himself or was
in contact with an eyewitness, because it ascribes to him
knowledge of when the events originally occurred. If he did
not have eyewitness information, then he would know no
better than the redactor where the tradition "belonged."

The only way to avoid this would be to hold that chaps. 20-
21 were originally a unified tradition out of which the
evangelist separated chap. 21, and the later redactor did
not know how to put it together again. The argument also
assumes that the events are in fact not in chronological
order as they stand. If the disciples did return to Galilee
after seeing Jesus in Jerusalem, then the appearance is

4450 Brown, John, p. 1079. C£. Schnackenburg,
Johannesevangelium, 3:408-09, though one cannot concur with
all his assertions.
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where it belongs. But assuming that the event is out of
order, is it true that the author could have or would have
worked it back into the text? Where could it be inserted?
The appearance to Mary at the tomb had to come first, so it
could not have belonged there. But neither could it be
inserted before the appearance to the Eleven, because that
would destroy the doubting Thomas episode. To narrate it
after the appearance to Thomas would be somewhat superfluous
and anti-climactic--so the author simply left the material
out. Later he could have added it as an epilogue.

But if the author wanted to add the material that he
had left out, it is argued, then he surely would have moved
20:30-31 to the very end.®” But so would a redactor! The
verses are so obviously a concluding comment on the gospel
as a whole that it would take no literary genius whatsoever
to insert the material of chap. 21 after 20:29 and put
20:30-31 on the end of the whole. It seems difficult to
understand how scholars can believe that a latter redactor
could so skillfully insert the figure of the Beloved
Disciple back into the text of the gospel, but be unable to
detach vs. 30-31 to keep them at the end of the entire
gospel. But if the author did add the epilogue later why
would he leave vs. 30-31 where they are? Perhaps the bond
between vs. 29 and 30 is stronger than has been perceived.
Verse 29 could give the misimpression to readers that the
author means to depreciate faith based on sight, that faith
without signs is a superior faith.* Thus, vs. 30-31 serve

45C.K. Barrett, The Gospel according to St. John
(yonqon: SPCK, 1972), p. 577; Brown, John, p. 1080; Mahoney,
Disciples, p. 38; Schnackenburg, Johannesevangelium 3:416.

4GDespite the close connection of vs. 29-30, some
commentators still cannot avoid this misimpression; for
example, Bultmann, Johannes, p. 539; Schnackenburg,
Johannesevangelium, 3:393. It is illegitimate to appeal to
Jn. 4:48 for support, for Jesus is here testing the man’s
faith (cf. Mt. 15:22-28). Jesus would not perform a sign
merely so that the people might have "bread and circuses,"
but he did urge seekers after truth to believe in him on the
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to dispel any such misunderstanding: these signs are
written so that you may believe. The “those" of v. 29 are
the "you" of v. 31. The author tells us that we are blessed
when we believe on the basis of the signs done in the
presence of the disciples and written in the gospel, without
having seen them ourselves. Thus the author would not want
to break the unity of the gospel by inserting chap. 21
petween vs. 29 and 30--better to append the material as an
epilogue.

The author might have been persuaded by his fellows to
add it because of the valuable material it contains; it also
serves to draw together some threads in the gospel and was
made perhaps more urgent because of the necessity of
quashing the false rumor that was being circulated.
the Beloved Disciple had died recently, there is no
indication that the author of the gospel had died (unless
the Beloved Disciple were the author), so that it would be
very odd that the author of the chapter would be unaware
that someone else was appending this chapter, which he had
written subsequent to the gospel, onto chaps. 1-20. But
whoever added chap. 21, it is highly significant that the
same individual probably authored poth chaps. 1-20 and 21,
for it shows that he was aware of poth Jerusalem and
Galilean appearances and that these were attested by the

Even if

authority of the disciple whom Jesus loved.

Traditions Behind John 21:1-14
The chapter as a whole falls into two halves at vs. 14,
which closes the appearance story, and 15, which begins the

section dealing with Peter. But v. 14 is an editorial

evidence of signs (Jn. 10:38; 14:11). Brown remarks that
the idea that Thomas's faith is not praiseworthy because it
is based on sensible perception and is thus radically
opposed to faith reflects Bultmann’s personal theology
rather than the evangelist'’s thought (Brown, John, P-. 1050).
No discrediting of an eyewitness's faith is intended, for
this is foreign, not only to John, but the whole New
Testament, states Grass, ostergeschehen, p. 72.

——— N
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remark, as v. 15a makes evident. It is less likely that v.
15a should be redactional because of its specific time
indication; Johannine style is vaguer, as in v. 1: ."after
this." 1In fact, the prominence of Peter in vs: 2y By T
almost requires continuity with the remainder of the chapter
to bring the theme to a resolution. The fact that fish are
present in vs. 1-14 whereas sheep are used in vs. 15-17
cannot count decisively against this, since one does not
tend for fish as one does for sheep; the first would be
hopeless as a symbol for pastoral care.
scenes ought to be regarded as a unity.”

Hence, the two

As for vs. 1-14, these are usually regarded as a
combination of two traditions: a miraculous catch of fish
ané an appearance of Jesus to the disciples during a meal.*
The internal evidence usually adduced for such a separation
includes: (1) in v. 5 Jesus appears to have no fish, but in
(2) In v. 10 he asks that fish
be brought, but in vs. 12-13 it is not clear that they are
eaten.

v. 9 he has fish prepared.

(3) In v. 7 the miraculous catch causes them to
recognize Jesus, but in v. 12 they are still puzzled. (4)
In v. 11 Peter goes a&véfn, but in v. 9 the disciples are
already ashore. (5) In v. 5 =poogdyiov, in vs. 6, 8, 11
{x80s, and in vs. 9, 10, 13 $ydpLov is used for “fish."

‘ (1) It
is not said in v. 5 that Jesus does not have any fish nor is
it implied.

These indicators seem, however, inconclusive:

(2) Nor is it either said or implied that the
fish of v. 10 were not eaten. (3) It states in v. 12 that
the disciples knew it was the Lord, which could actually
presuppose the recognition in v. 7; compare 1:19; 8:25 for
the motif that this guestion was no longer necessary. (4)
The &ueégn means aboard the boat, for a fisherman secures the
ends of the net in the boat while allowing the fish to

4750 Brown, John, pp. 1083-84.

48
Barrett, John, p. 578; Brown, John . 1084-85;
Alsup, Stories, pPpP-. 201102_ ! ' + PP 85;
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remain in the water (cf. v. 8). Peter pulled the net up
onto the beach to get some of the fish. (5) The word
npoopdyLov  is not comparable to the other two words, but
indicates a staple food, which was usually fish._ Jesus's
question used the typical words addressed to a hunter or
fisherman: "Got anything?" The variation of the other two
words may be no more significant than the variation between
4pvlo and wpdBard. These are not sure guides to separating
the traditions, for critics often combine the two words in
one story. Bultmann thought the original story was vs. 2-3,
4a, 5-6, 8b-9a, 10-1la, 12.% pesch thinks the miraculous
catch story was vs. 2, 3, 4a, 6, 11; the appearance story
was 5b, 7, 8, 9, 12, 13.® Fortna believes the catch story
was 2, 3, 4a (5?), 6, 7b, 8b, 10, 11, (122), 14.%' Brown
and Schnackenburg, while holding to dual traditions behind
vs. 1-14, have given up on trying to reconstruct precisely
the original stories.” Taken in isolation the Johannine
story is actually quite logical and well-told and gives no
grounds for assuming the existence of two underlying stories
that have become so intricately interwoven that modern
scholars cannot separate them with any degree of
certainty.®

The chief basis for suspecting an independent,
underlying story of a miraculous catch of fish is the very
similar story in Lk. 5. The significant similarities

49p,1tmann, Johannes, PP 544-45.

50Rudolph Pesch, Der reiche Fischfang (Diisseldorf:
Patmos Verlag, 1969), pp. 42-52. .

51g. T. Fortna, The Gospel of Signs (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1970), pp. 87-98.

52prown, John, p. 1085; Schnackenburg, Johannes-
evangelium, 3:412.

53Against the existence of separate traditions in
vs. 1-14, see Lindars, John, p. 623; Osborne,
“Resurrection," pp. 307-08.
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between the two stories are: the disciples have fished all
night and caught nothing, Jesus tells them to put out the
net for a catch, they do so and catch a miraculously great
quantity of fish, the effect on the net is mentioned, Jesus
is called Lord, missionary activity is symbolized, following
Jesus is mentioned. But the missionary activity ("fishers
of men") and the "following Jesus" probably come from Mk.
1:16-20; the "following motif" is very far removed from the
appearance in John (v. 19), and calling Jesus "Lord" occurs
in numerous contexts; so these are doubtful parallels. The
differences between the stories seem to be equally
significant: in John Jesus is on the shore, but in Luke he
sets out to sea with the disciples; in John the disciples
are alone, but in Luke two boats are involved, as well as
other fishermen; in John Jesus asks a question, but in Luke
he does not ask anything; in John he tells them to cast the
net on the right side, but in Luke merely to let down the
nets; in John they cannot haul in the net, but in Luke they
do; in John the net does not break, but in Luke they are
breaking; in John the boat does not sink, but in Luke the
boats begin to sink; in John Peter rushes to Jesus, but in
Luke he begs Jesus to leave.

Equally important, the verbal similarities between the
two stories are largely incidental, such as arise from the
content matter: fish, nets, and so forth. Some of the
vocabulary (boat, nets) could come from Mk. 1:16-20, as well
as the dramatis personae (on "Simon Peter" cf. Mt. 4:18).%

) SfFltzmeyer lays great emphasis on the name "Simon
Peter" which occurs in Luke only in 5.8 and is found in a
s;m:lar_context in Jn. 21.7. Luke does employ the
expression "Simon called/named Peter" in 6.14; Acts 10.5,
18, 32; 11:13, but Fitzmeyer does not take this as counter-
evidence, since Luke is consistent in calling him Simon
bgfore 6:14, when Jesus names him Peter (Joseph A.
Fitzmeyer, The Gospel according to Luke (I-IX). Anch Bib 28
[New York: Doubleday & Co., 1981], pp. 549, 560-61, 564).
But Fitzmeyer'’'s argument seems fanciful, since prior to 6:14
Simon is mentioned only once (4:38) apart from the
miraculous catch story, where he is called Simon Peter.
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Significantly, the un-Johannine grammatical peculiarities we
noted before do not occur in the Lukan account. Even the
expressions for the fruitless night’s work and casting the
net are different in the two accounts.®™

One must ask if it is not possible that we have here
two similar, but distinct events. Against this it might be
said that it would be impossible for Peter to go through the
same situation and not recognize that it was Jesus. But
this seems to forget that v. 7 is probably a redactional
addition, so that in the traditional story, Peter did, upon
catching the multitude of fish, recognize that it was Jesus
on the shore. In the tradition 7b may have been something
like "when Simon Peter knew/saw that it was the Lord. . . -
It is not so odd that they would not recognize Jesus until
this moment of disclosure. Jesus’s calling them wrawsla in V.
5 was not pastoral but colloguial. His question was,
“Haven’t caught anything, have you, boys?"*® When the
stranger said to cast the net on the right side of the boat
(the side of good luck), they may have sensed something
peculiar was going on but obeyed to see what would happen.
When the nets were suddenly crammed with fish, their

Moreover, 6:14 is not the occasion upon which Jesus bestows
the surname "Peter," but a retrospective comment, SO that
6:14 is itself an instance of Luke'’s using the double name
prior to its bestowal. The double name is found in Mt. 4.18
in the call of the disciples and could well be the source of
the name in Lk. 5, especially if Luke used Matthew, as is
argued by Gundry, Matthew, pp. 599-609.

557.N. sanders's conclusion, "It is fairly clear
from the limited amount of common material that one
narrative cannot be an edited version of the other" (J.N.
sanders, The Gospel according to St. John, ed. B.A. Mastin,
BNTC [London: Adam & Charles Black, 1968], pp. 449-50) can
be strengthened: neither do they appear to be edited
versions of an independent story differently appropriated by
the two evangelists. See also Stephen S. Smalley, “The Sign
in John XXI," NTS 20 (1974):275-88; Marshall, Luke, p. 200;
Osborne, "Resurrection," p. 310.

565ee J.H. Bernard, Gospel according to St. John, 2
vols., ICC (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1928), 2:696; Brown, John,
p. 1070.

-
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suspicions were confirmed. If he was there, the Beloved
Disciple may have immediately cried out, "It is the Lord!"
upon which word Peter girded himself, flung himself into the
sea, and swam to Jesus. It may be that the Beloved Disciple
was the first to realize that it was the Lord or it may be
that Peter realized it simultaneously, but because the story
is told from the standpoint of the Beloved Disciple, whom
the evangelist inserts here, Peter appears to have a delayed
reaction. Precisely because the event had happened in a
similar way before, it was the means of their recognizing
that it was Jesus. The fact that this time the nets do not
break almost seems to make this a consciously contrapuntal
event which presupposes the previous incident, in order to
show perhaps that their mission to be fishers of men will
not fail. At any rate, even if the miraculous catch stories
of Lk. 5 and Jn. 21 derive from the same story, many, if not
most, critics agree that it is Luke who has taken and
displaced a post-resurrection story, rather than that John
has appropriated a story from the life of Jesus.”
urges, the most compelling argument that this was a post-

As Brown

resurrection story is that there is no reason a Christian
preacher would turn an incident from the life of Jesus into
a post-Easter occurrence. All the other examples of
displacement spotted by New Testament scholars are in the
other direction, from the post-resurrection period back into
the life of Jesus. Moreover, there is a perfectly good
reason why Luke would not use the incident as a post-
resurrection appearance, namely, its occurrence in Galilee.
Because he centers his attention on the Jerusalem tradition,
Luke would have a motive for placing the event in the pre-
Easter period. Really Lk. 5 has so many similarities to Mk.
1:16-20 and so many dissimilarities to Jn. 21 that omne could

5TBultmann, Johannes, p. 546; Wilckens,
Auferstehung, p. 83; Lindars, John, p. 623; Grundmann,
ggfes, p. 127; Brown, John, pp. 1089-92; Fitzmeyer, Luke, p.

_
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only say that Luke has spiced up the Markan story with the
miraculous catch motif, but not that he has transferred the
event itself. One could maintain, of course, that Luke is
using some early variant of the same story that we have in
Jn. 21, but then the hypothesis becomes unfalsifiable.

There seems to be no reason to suppose any more than that
the incident did occur as we have it in John, but that Luke
borrowed the motif of the miraculous catch from the
tradition. Thus, Luke 5 could be an extracted motif from a
tradition, rather than Jn. 21 a composition--and a very
intricate interweaving at that--of two. The un-Johannine
elements in the chapter do not belong exclusively to either
the miraculous catch or the meal (insofar as one might
separate them). For example, v. 6 has un-Johannine traces,
but also {axdw , which is a Johannine style criterion. Verse
10 also has un-Johannine features, but is usually regarded
as redactional; it plays no role in the miraculous catch
story. There is an unusual expression in v. 4 for daybreak,
but this verse could be connected with either story. So it
seems impossible to discern separate traditions on the basis
of grammar and style.

The Appearance’s Claim to Chronological Primacy

In Jn. 21 we are told that "after this" Jesus revealed
himself to seven disciples by the Sea of Tiberias. They do
not recognize him, but when at his command they catch a
miraculous quantity of fish, they recognize that it is the
Lord. Proceeding to shore they find a meal of bread and
fish waiting for them, which they then consume. It is very
often observed that the story sounds very much like a first
appearance of Jesus: the fishing in Galilee seems terribly
incongruous with the commissioning and the breathing of the
Holy Spirit by Jesus in chap. 20; the disciples do not
recognize Jesus; the appearance seems utterly unexpected;
the rehabilitation of Peter smacks of a first time
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% Also the fact that the appearance is in

appearance.
Galilee accords with the Markan account of the appearance to
Peter and the disciples. It is sometimes said that the
Gospel of Peter supports this appearance’s being first,
since it has the disciples returning forlorn to Galilee,
picking up their nets, and going fishing; here the fragment
breaks off.¥

All these facts must be acknowledged. But as
Schnackenburg points out, those who regard the story of Jn.
21 as a fusion of two separate stories cannot argue for this
appearance’s being first on the basis of its unexpectedness,
since this is the result of the redactional intertwining of
the original traditions.® 1In this case, the original
traditions could have concerned a Galilean appearance which
was not first. If, however, we agree that we do have here a
unified tradition, must this appearance be the first? The
evidence seems inconclusive. While this appearance, taken
in isolation, does seem to be a first appearance, this is
true of just about all the appearances: the appearance to
Mary seems to be a first appearance, so does the appearance
to the Twelve. This makes one sceptical that this
appearance is unique in its "firstness." The return to
Galilee may have been commanded by Jesus himself with a view

58Kirsopp Lake, The Historical Evidence for the
Resurrection of Jesus (London: Williams & Norgate, 1907),
pp. 137-62; Bultmann, Johannes, p. 543; Grass,
Ostergeschehen, p. 76; Barrett, John, pp. 579, 582; Brown,
John, pp. 1070, 1083, 1086-92; Fuller, Formation, p. 149.

59Gospel of Peter 14:58-60 reads:
"Now it was the last day of unleavened bread and many
went away and repaired to their homes, since the feast
was at an end. But we, the twelve disciples of the
Lord, wept and mourned, and each one, very grieved for
what had come to pass, went to his own home. But I,
Simon Peter, and my brother Andrew took our nets and
went to the sea. And there was with us Levi, the son
of Alphaeus, whom the Lord . . . ."

. 60§chnackenburg, Johannesevangelium, 3:414. This
consideration presses hard against Brown.
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toward meeting at an appointed time and place (Mt. 18:16);
in the meantime the disciples exercise their old livelihood.
It is interesting that the names in v. 2 include some non-
fishermen. If the list is not wholly unreliable, then it
seems odd that non-fishermen should be fishing here. Why
did they not return to their trades as well? That the
disciples are together requires more explanation than that
they simply went back to their old way of life. But if
Jesus had arranged to meet them in Galilee after their
return from the feast, then the disciples might probably
stay together, and when Peter announced, "I am going
fishing," some of the non-fishermen among the disciples
might participate.

Because the fourth evangelist did not intend to include
events subsequent to chap. 20, the bestowing of the Holy
Spirit in 20:22 is, I suspect, either not a performative
utterance, but a command, or a telescoped account of future
events analogous to Luke’s telescoped account of the
ascension. If the first, then Jesus’s breathing on them is
a symbolic portrayal of bestowal recalling the language of
Gen. 2:7 (cf. Ez. 37:9); obviously Jesus’'s breath was not
literally the Holy Spirit. It is interesting that he first
breathes on them and then commands to receive (these acts
could not, of course, be done simultaneously), which is the
opposite of what we should expect, had this actually been
the moment of bestowal. It may be that this act is a pre-
figuring of the giving of the Holy Spirit, analogous in
function to the statement of Lk. 24:49 "I send the promise
of my Father upon you," which was apparently not a
performative utterance either. Passages concerning Jesus's
sending the Holy Spirit and the Spirit’s coming seem to
imply strongly that so long as Jesus was physically present
with the disciples, the Spirit would not yet come (Jn.
14:16-17, 22-23, 25-26; 15:26-27; 16:5-7, 13), and in John’s
conception Jesus's presence with the disciples after his
resurrection was definitely physical. This suggests Jn.

| ——
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20:22 is a command concerning the Spirit’s coming. On the
other hand, it may be that John has telescoped his account
here to place the giving of the Spirit at this appearance,®
just as Luke gives the impression in the gospel that the
ascension was on Easter Sunday. In either case, it is then
understandable how the disciples could return to Galilee to
fish until they were to meet Jesus.

The view under discussion could conceivably also help
to explain why the disciples did not recognize Jesus. Not
expecting to see him prior to the appointed time, they did
not recognize the figure on the shore 100 yards away (the
length of an American football field). But when the
miraculous catch occurred, the realization broke in upon
them: "It is the Lord!" On the other hand, John mentions
the 100 yards, not to emphasize how far from shore the
disciples were, but how close. It could be that, like the
Emmaus disciples, their eyes were simply supernaturally held
from recognizing Jesus until the miraculous moment of
disclosure. In any case, in v. 12 the disciples knew it was
the Lord; there is no recognition during the meal itself.

On John’'s comment that none dared to ask him, compare Jn.
4:27: "They marveled, . but none said, 'What do you
wish?’" We need to remember that these appearances must
have been a wondrous mystery to the disciples, as were the
0ld Testament epiphanies to the prophets (cf. Jn. 12:41),
and they were no doubt still gripped with awe and perhaps a
holy trembling as their risen master stood before them and
spoke with them.

As for the rehabilitation of Peter, I have already
suggested that this may be a misinterpretation of Peter’s
pastoral commissioning as chief shepherd. If there was a
rehabilitation of Peter, it probably took place in Jerusalem
after Peter had returned from the tomb and was alone. As

. _GlThis would be more probable if the promise of the
Spirit is not part of the appearance story tradition, but a
theological element appended to it.
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indicated before, the Galilean tradition in Mark does not
necessarily preclude appearances first in Jerusalem. The
Gospel of Peter’s placing the fishing appearance first is of
little historical worth, for it knows the gospels and may
have placed this appearance first precisely for the very
same reasons that have persuaded some scholars to regard it
as a first appearance. The fragment is too short to
determine if the appearance there is based on the tradition
in Jn. 21. So it seems doubtful that the appearance in Jn.
21 must be a first appearance of Jesus to the disciples.

Allegorical Exegesis

The story itself has proved to be fertile ground for
allegorizing exegesis. While the miraculous catch probably
symbolizes the successful mission of the fishers of men, it
seems doubtful whether the imagery extends beyond this.
According to Grass, however, the whole story is full of
symbolism: the futile night’s work is the disciples’
fruitlessness without Jesus; the net is the mission; that it
is unbroken shows the church can handle the influx of
members; the 153 fish are something, but what they are,
Grass does not know.®> Barrett says the fishing incident is
the mission, and the fish are the converts;® this, however,
is difficult in light of Jesus’s command to eat the fish,
which would make the meal a cannibalistic feast! Wilckens
believes the fact that Peter pulls the net ashore symbolizes
his special leadership in the church.® Schnackenburg
thinks the seven disciples symbolize the whole church. 1In
his view, there is no missionary motif in the fishing;
rather the net symbolizes the universal church.® Kremer

62Grass, Ostergeschehen, p. 78.
63Barrett, John, p. 580.
54wilckens, Auferstehung, p. 83.

555chnackenburg, Johannesevangelium, 3:420, 427.
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says the fishing is not a return to the old life, but is the
apostolic labor of being fishers of men. Peter’s nakedness
is a symbol of his sin. The seven disciples and 153 fish
are also symbols. But when it comes to the night in v. 3,
Kremer, despite his symbolic interpretation of the night in
13:30, here asserts that night is simply the best time to
fish!® oOne could go on and on.

But Christian interpreters throughout the ages seem to
have really outdone themselves in the interpretation of the
153 fish.¥ Jerome reported that Greek naturalists had
determined 153 different kinds of fish; accordingly, the
number is a symbol of the universality of the church.
Unfortunately, Jerome’s source (Oppian Halieutica) does not
in fact list 153, but 157 and says that there are countless
more; according to Pliny (Pliny Natural History 9.43) there
are 104 varieties of fish. Augustine observed that 153 is
the sum of the numbers from 1 to 17; it symbolizes the
fullness of the church. But such mathematical juggling
seems somewhat far-fetched and the very plurality of the
various mathematical solutions (for example, 153 dots could
be arranged in an equilateral triangle with 17 dots on each
side, and 17=10+7, both of which are numbers of perfection)
show that these peculiarities are coincidental. Cyril of
Alexandria proposed an allegorical solution: 100 = the
fullness of the Gentiles; 50 = the remnant of Israel; and 3
= the Trinity. But it goes without saying that this reads
later ecclesiological interests back into John. Gematria is
proposed by some modern authors; for example in Ez. 47:10,
which is the passage on which Jerome made his comment
concerning the different varieties of fish, the numerical
value of the Hebrew consonants of (En-)gedi is 17 and of
(En-)eglaim is 153. But again, this is probably fortuitous,

56Kremer, Osterevangelien, pp. 205-10.

- 67see the fine discussion in Brown, John, pp. 1074-




since it was later churchmen, not John, who pointed to Ez.
47 as the key to the number of Jn. 21. Brown remarks that
all these solutions encounter the same difficulty: there is
no reason to believe that such a complicated interpretation
of the number would have been intelligible to John's
readers.® Because the symbolism is not evident, it
probably did not prompt the invention of the number. It is
probably meant to emphasize the eyewitness character of the
incident, perhaps in association with the Beloved Disciple
as in Jn. 19:35. Later the number came to be interpreted
symbolically.
Eucharistic Motif

May exegetes have also wanted to interpret the meal of
bread and fish in vs. 9-13 in terms of the eucharist. John
writes in v. 13: Epyetar 'Inools xat AauBdveu 1OV GpTov
wol SUBwoLy Gutolss xat T8 dddpLov opolws. In his account of
the feeding of the 5,000 John writes: ZhaBev olv tols
&ptoug 0 "Inoolg xat ebyapLothoas GLESwREV TOLS dvaneLuévoLs,
suotus nab Ex Ty odapluwv Soov BYEAOV (Jn. 6:11). The
language is similar at several points; but again the key
word elyapLoréw 1S lacking in the Jn. 21 meal. It seems
difficult to understand how this element can be absent if
this incident is supposed to symbolize the eucharist.
Moreover, the evidence we have indicates that fish was not
used in early Christian eucharistic meals;® the use of
bread and fish instead of bread and wine seems a strong
arqument against the story’s containing a eucharistic motif
from the early church, since the eating of fish would not
have been invented by later ecclesiastical redactors. Those
who think that v. 12b contains remnants of a recognition
scene during the eucharist (though v. 12b as it now stands
seems definitely not that) similar to the recognition scene

681pid., p. 1075.

69¢, Vogel, "Le repas sacré au poisson chez les
chrétiens," RScRel 40 (1966):1-26.
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in the Emmaus story, fail to reckon with the fact that here
the purported recognition takes place before the taking and
distribution of the elements in v. 13. This seems to be a
substantial weakness in attempts to interpret the incident
as teaching that Jesus will be met and recognized in the
eating of the eucharist.

Actually, the so-called "meal motif" in the
resurrection appearances seems to have been greatly
overblown by commentators; of all the appearances only two
have a meal associated with them (Lk. 24:41-43 is definitely
not a meal). The early Christian believers did not
apparently lay so great an emphasis on Jesus'’s post-
resurrection presence in the eucharist that this colored the
accounts of the resurrection appearances. For them Jesus
was a living reality, always present with them in their
daily lives (Mt. 28:20; cf. Rom. 8:10), not just in a
sacramental meal. At the most one could say that in the two
appearances in which Jesus shares a meal with the disciples,
some eucharistic language has been taken over in narrating
the events,™ but the lack of the key words indicates that
eucharistic interests were not the source of these stories.
If one accepts the Pauline and gospel testimony that Jesus
rose physically from the grave, there need be no inherent
implausibility in Jesus’s eating with his disciples after
his resurrection. Perhaps one of the chief reasons for many
scholars’ interpreting these incidents in terms of symbols
of the eucharistic presence of Jesus is that the physical
realism which would be entailed in a historical
understanding of the incidents is offensive to them. But
again, the biblical accounts cannot be forced into the mold
of modern sensibilities, for that would be contrary to sound
historical methodology.

705ee Brown, John, pp. 247-48, 1099.
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The Beloved Disciple Once More

In John 21 the Beloved Disciple again plays a key role.
He is the same disciple who in chapter 13 lay against
Jesus's breast at the Last Supper (v. 20), and he is known
to the evangelist as the disciple of whom Jesus said, "If it
is my will that he remain until I come . . ." (v. 22). He
is well-known among Christian brethren, and the Parousia was
expected to come before his death (v. 23). Most incredibly,
he is finally declared to be witnessing to these things and
to have written these things (v. 24). The most
straightforward interpretation of this verse is that,
contrary to any impression gained from v. 23, he is still
alive and is, in fact, the evangelist himself. This holds
true whether the writer is referring to himself in the third
person or whether v. 24 is a comment of his associates or
followers. This would mean that the accounts of at least
the events where the Beloved Disciple is mentioned are
written by an eyewitness. We should thus possess stories
written by an eyewitness relating the crucifixion of Jesus,
the visit to the empty tomb, and the resurrection appearance
on the Sea of Tiberias.

Leon Morris has collected confirmatory internal
evidence for the authorship of the fourth gospel by the
Beloved Disciple.” (1) Palestinian knowledge: the author

?1Morris, John, pp. 10-28. Barrett’s critique of
the evidence for an eyewitness reduces largely to a "'t is--
‘t ain’t" dispute with a Morris-like opponent (Barrett,
John, pp. 119-23). 1In light of the cumulative nature of
Morris‘s argument, this sort of refutation loses conviction
after a while. For an impressive piece of work by a great
scholar of the last century on the external evidence for the
authenticity of John’s gospel, see J.B. Lightfoot, Essays on
the Work Entitled Supernatural Religion (London: Macmillan,
1889). He argues that Eusebius’s silence respecting early
witnesses to the fourth gospel is evidence in favor of its
authenticity, for Eusebius’s intention is to support only
the disputed books, which was superfluous in the case of
John (Ibid., pp. 38-51). He argues extensively for the
testimony of Polycarp and Papias to the authenticity of John
(Ibid., pp. 91-211). Finally, he examines other external
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writes of Elijah and the Messianic expectation (1:21), the
low status of women (4:27), the importance of various
religious schools (7:15), the hostility between Jews and
Samaritans (4:9), the contempt of the Pharisees for the
common people (7:47), the unlawfulness against carrying
one’s bed on the sabbath (5:10), the priority of
circumcision over the sabbath (7:22), and gives accurate
topographical references. (2) Style of thought and writing:
the parallels in ideas and expressions between the gospel
and the Dead Sea scrolls confirm that it is a Palestinian
document. The parallels to the rabbinical writings
reinforce this judgment. (3) Eyewitness touches: many
incidental comments indicate observations of an eyewitness,
such as the time of day (1:39; 4:6), the time of a feast
(2:13, 23), incidental place names (e.g., Cana), eyewitness
reminiscences (1:35-51; 13:1-20), persons not mentioned in
the Synoptics (Nicodemus, Lazarus, and others),
relationships such as Malchus’'s being related to a servant
of the high priest (18:10, 26), or Annas’s being the father-
in-law of Caiaphas (18:13). (4) Eyewitness claims: 1:14
would be very unnatural if it meant believers in general,
especially since the verb means simply physical seeing;
similarly 19:35 is a self-reference by the author (cf.
Josephus Jewish War 3.202). (5) Dogmatic controversies;

the theological disputes are young, for example, the use and
abuse of the sabbath (ch. 5) and whether the Messiah would
bring deliverance from the Romans (6:15; 11:47-50). (6)
Personal knowledge of the inner circle of disciples: the
author portrays circumstances and thoughts only known to the
Twelve (2:11, 16, 17, 21-22; 4:27, 33; 6:19, 60-61; 11:13,
54; 16:7; 18:2; 20:25; 21:3, 7). Taken together these
considerations have a cumulative weight, supporting v. 24's
claim that the evangelist is the Beloved Disciple. RAgainst
the objection that no one would call himself by this title,

evidence for the authenticity of the fourth gospel from
Melito of Sardis, the churches of Gaul, etc.
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Morris reminds us that by assuming this title the author is
able to aveid using his proper name; his anonymity actually
shows modesty.” Since the title was doubtlessly given him
by others (the Johannine community”) and he was widely
known in this way, the author could simply use it, too,
without having to use his own name.

Perhaps the greatest objection to eyewitness authorship
is, however, the evangelist’s use of sources.” The extent
of the evangelist’s use of sources is not clear, however;
more importantly, the objection rests on the assumption that
an eyewitness would not use sources, which he could fill out
with his own memories. Whether one makes or rejects this
assumption will largely determine whether he regards the
evangelist as the Beloved Disciple or not. If, in order to
allow the use of sources by the evangelist, we differentiate
between the Beloved Disciple and the evangelist, then in
order to give due weight to the considerations adduced by
Morris, we must interpret 21:24 as stating that the Beloved
Disciple is bearing witness in the written gospel and that
he caused these things to be written. In this case, the
Beloved Disciple is the authority and personal source behind
the fourth gospel, though not himself its author. As Brown
remarks, this is the minimal interpretation that can be
given to v. 24.” This would allow for use of sources by

72Morris, John, p. 12.
73Brown, Community, pp. 22-23.

74Brown, John, pp. C-CI; Schnackenburg,
Johannesevangelium, 3:458; Brown, Community, p. 178. But
see the critique of source theories by Don A. Carson,
“Current Source Criticism of the Fourth Gospel: Some
Methodological Questions," JBL (1978):411-29. Carson
examines the theories of Bultmann, Becker, Schnackenburg,
Nicol, Fortna, Teeple, and Temple and pleads for a probing
agnosticism.

758rown, John, p. 1127; cf. XCIV-CI; 1119-1129.
According to Brown, the Beloved Disciple was the personal
source of the evangelist, who was a Johannine disciple. The
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the evangelist, perhaps a pupil of the Beloved Disciple, but
at the same time account for the evidence of an eyewitness
noted by Morris and the personal reminiscences that seem to
be reflected in the Johannine resurrection narratives.
Whether the Beloved Disciple was still alive or had recently
died would not materially affect this picture.

If, then, the Beloved Disciple is either the author of
the gospel or the personal source standing behind the
gospel, who is this man revered as the Beloved Disciple? To
put the conclusion first, there seems little doubt that he
was John the son of Zebedee.™ Since he is present in 21:7,

Beloved Disciple was a historical figure who stood in an
}ntlmate_relationship with his community, and the
information about him is probably accurate. After the
Beloved Disciple’s death, a redactor added chap. 21 from
ancient material he had. Both the evangelist and the
red?ctor claim the witness of the Beloved Disciple, and this
claim could not be false, for he had just died. The
anonymity of the Beloved Disciple is literary and symbolic;
the people in the community knew who he was: probably John
the son of Zebedee. (But see note 78.) One would want to
adjust Brown’s view mainly in that the evangelist and the
redactor were probably the same person.

7§0bjections to this identification do not seem to
be too weighty. It may be urged that John was a Galilean,
yet there is little mention of Galilee in the gospel. But
the centering on Jerusalem could be the result of theology,
not ignorance. Again, that John is called illiterate and
ignorant in Acts 4:13 cannot preclude his being the Beloved
Disciple, since the terms mean merely "unschooled." In any
case, he could still be the personal source behind the
gospel. It is true that two scenes where John was present,
the Transfiguration and Gethsemane, are not mentioned in the
gospel, but there may be traces of these in 12:23, 27-28.
That the sons of Zebedee do appear finally in 21:2 cannot
affect these conclusions, since anonymity is preserved by
the use of two unnamed disciples; since this chapter came
later as an appendix, perhaps even after the Beloved
Dlﬁc;ple's death, the mention of them here does not violate
the intent of the Beloved Disciple to remain anonymous in
the gospel.

i Objections that the intended identification of John
with the Beloved Disciple was wrong are not any more
significant. It is unfounded to think that John is trying
to reconcile through the Beloved Disciple the two traditionms
that Judas was and was not unmasked as the betrayer at the
Last Supper, especially since John probably is independent
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that means that of the seven disciples mentioned in 21:2, he
must be one of the two unnamed disciples or one of the sons
of Zebedee. His presence at the last supper makes it
evident that he was one of the Twelve, for John gives us to
pelieve that only the Twelve were present, even if he does
not say so explicitly (cf. Lk. 22:14, 30). We have seen the
Beloved Disciple’s close association with Peter; in the
Synoptics, Peter, James, and John form a trio that were
closely bound to Jesus and to each other. Since James was
martyred early, that leaves John as the Beloved Disciple.
According to Brown, "The close association with Peter
posited on the description of the BD would fit no other NT
figure as well as it fits John son of zebedee."”

Probably the most significant confirmation of this
identification is that neither John nor James is ever
mentioned in the gospel until the reference to the sons of
Zebedee in 21:2. So important a disciple as John could fail
to be mentioned only if he were hidden behind the anonymity
of the title "the Beloved Disciple." Though other persons
in the gospel are carefully distinguished (6:71; 11:16;
13:2, 26; 14:22; 20:24; 21:2), John the Baptist is referred
to only as "John." This may reflect the fact that John the
Beloved Disciple could not be confused by the author with
John the Baptist, since he either knew or was the former.
Other candidates for the Beloved Disciple such as Lazarus or

of the Synoptics. It is not impossible that John should be
at the foot of the cross with Mary, nor does this contradict
the flight of the disciples, which was general and
temporary. That Mary is named with Jesus’s brothers in Acts
1:14 cannot overturn the historicity of Jn. 19, since the
disciples are mentioned in the preceding verse and Mary
would naturally be listed with her sonsj besides Acts 1:14
is itself questioned historically by some critics, as noted
earlier. The visit of Peter and John to the tomb cannot be
dismissed merely on account of Mk. 16:8, as explained
already. In none of the cases where the Beloved Disciple
appears do we have substantial grounds for doubting that
John the son of Zebedee could have historically played the
role described.

773rown, John, pp. XCVI-II.
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John Mark have little to commend them; according to Barrett,
we may say with some assurance that ". . . the author of the
gospel, whoever he may have been, described as the disciple
whom Jesus loved, John, the son of Zebedee and one of the
Twelve."™ The fact that John stands behind the
resurrection accounts of the fourth gospel is, of course,
tremendously significant for their historical credibility,
for although Grass shrugs this off (to prove the author was
a witness would not increase the credibility of the
accounts, but only decrease the credibility of the witness),
his conclusion is shaped by the conviction that the accounts
are hopelessly legendary, a conclusion which we have seen to
be unwarranted.”

The Ascension
The Lake of Tiberias appearance is the last of the
resurrection appearances as such in the gospels. Luke does
refgr to the ascension of Jesus in his gospel,ao and this
might be called a resurrection appearance. But an
investigation of the ascension is a study all of its own and

78Barrett, John, p. 117; so also Brown, John, p.
1046. Brown now believes that the Beloved Disciple should
not pe identified with John because the fourth gospel, by
setting the Beloved Disciple over against Peter, gives the
impression that the Beloved Disciple was an outsider to the
c1rc1e'of best known disciples (Brown, Community, p. 34).
But this argument is based on the fiction of a "one
upmanship" of the Beloved Disciple over Peter in the gospel.
Moreover, Fhe confirmation of the Beloved Disciple’s
identity with John deriving from the fourth gospel’s silence
about John remains, Brown admits, a mystery.

79Gras§, Ostergeschehen, p. 73. An example of
Grass’s reasoning: the miraculous catch stories of Luke and
John probably belong to the same tradition; Luke has
dislocated a post-resurrection appearance narrative.
Nevertheless, it is still a legend. Why? "This story was
also an Easter legend, for the fact that the miraculous
catch of fish really took place neither in the Easter days
nor at the call of the first disciples needs no proof"
(Grass, Ostergeschehen, p. 81).

80g5ee Marshall, Luke, pp. 907-09.
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would not substantially affect the results of our
discussion; therefore, we shall not cross the line to
include it in this study.®

But it should be observed that the oft-repeated claim
that Luke is the only evangelist to mention the ascension
because the gross materialism of his resurrection
appearances demanded that he somehow get Jesus off the scene
and that he therefore invented the ascension is surely
wrong.® 1In point of fact all the gospels are "grossly
materialistic" in their presentation of Jesus’s resurrection
appearances, as we shall see; hence, Luke’s ascension

8lrhe standard work on the ascension is Gerhard
Lohfink, Die Himmelfahrt Jesu, SANT 26 (Miinchen: Kdsel
Verlag, 1971); but see also Ferdinand Hahn, "Die Himmelfahrt
Jesu, Ein Gesprdch mit Gerhard Lohfink," Bib 55 (1974):418-
26; also Osborne, "Resurrection," pp. 253-65.

82Typical is Wilckens's assertion that the entire
New Testament knows of no ascension of Jesus other than the
resurrection. The resurrection and exaltation go together
(Rom. 8:34; Eph. 1:19; Col. 1:18; Heb. 1:3; 13:20). Thus
when Jesus appears, he appears out of heaven. Luke needs an
ascension to get rid of Jesus’s earthly sojourn; if the
resurrection was not understood as the exaltation, then a
second act was necessary (Wilckens, Auferstehung, pp. 91-98;
so also Gunther Bornkamm, Jesus von Nazareth, Bth ed.
[Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1968], p. 162; Grass, Glaubenslehre,
1:100; Perrin, Resurrection, p. 72). This frequently
repeated reasoning seems to rest on the false assumption of
a dichotomy between resurrection and exaltation. For the
evangelists as well as Paul, the resurrection entailed the
exaltation of Jesus. When he appears, he appears in his
exalted state. Hence, statements concerning Jesus's death
and exaltation in no way intend to preclude his appearances
on earth. Those who envision a dichotomy here seem to
presuppose (once again) that tangible corporeality is
incompatible with exaltedness, a conviction not shared by
the New Testament. 0'Collins points out that resurrection,
along with translation, is a sub-category of exaltation, and
thus the death-exaltation texts of the New Testament are not
contrary to, but merely more general than, the death-
resurrection texts (0’Collins, Easter, pp. 50-53). It would
be implausible to suppose that the death-exaltation texts
envisaged, not the resurrection, but the translation of
Jesus (see chapter 11).
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narrative is not to be accounted for merely on the basis of
his physicalism.

It ought to be noted that for Luke the ascension does
not seem to be the glorification of Jesus; when Jesus
appears to the disciples after his resurrection he is
already glorified (Lk. 24:26). The ascension is simply the
decisive end of the appearances of Jesus. I have suggested
that we ought to reconsider when John may not have the same
sort of conception of the ascension as Luke: that the
resurrection and glorification are the same, but that the
ascension is a decisive end to Jesus's physical presence
here; the alternative seems to be that Jesus appeared to
Mary in an unglorified state.® However this may be, for
Luke there could be no more physical appearances of Christ
after the ascension, not because Christ was then changed,
but simply because he had left decisively the earthly world.

33§0ppens argues that for John Jesus enters his
glory at his death (Joseph Coppens, "La glorification
c?leste du Christ dans la théologie neotestamentaire et
1 attente de Jésus," in Resurrexit, ed. Edouard Dhanis
[Rgme; Libreria Editrice Vaticana, 1974), pp. 33-36). But if
this is so, then in view of Jesus’s statement, "I have not
Yet ascended," the conclusion that the ascension is for John
virtually the same as for Luke is almost irresistible.




CHAPTER 8
THREE ISSUES RAISED BY THE GOSPEL NARRATIVES

The Locality of the Appearances

One of the most disputed questions concerning the
resurrection appearances in general is their geographical
location. Most scholars would probably incline toward the
Galilean appearance tradition, largely on the authority of
Mark. Since the flight of the disciples hypothesis is
unrealistic, the most convincing presentation of this view
would probably be that after the discovery and inspection of
the empty tomb, the disciples returned, perhaps still
unbelieving, to Galilee, where they then saw Jesus.

But this theory is forced to ride rough-shod over so
many traditions that Jesus did appear in Jerusalem that it
seems difficult to embrace with firm conviction. It is not
true that Mark necessarily precludes Jerusalem appearances;
both Matthew and John accept Jerusalem and Galilee
appearances and perhaps so does Paul’s formula; Luke, given
his 40 days telescoped to one, does not necessarily preclude
Galilean appearances. Therefore, we need to ask seriously
whether these traditions are so irreconcilable after all.

Contrary to frequent assertion, it is not impossible to
construct a series of appearances in Jerusalem and then in
Galilee. It is possible that the appearances took place in
the following way: after the disciples had investigated the
tomb and departed, the women (or Mary) lingered outside the
tomb, whereupon they saw Jesus. The Emmaus disciples,
having heard only the report of the disciples that the body
was missing, departed forlorn back to Emmaus; Jesus joined
them, and they recognized him during the evening bread-
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breaking. They hurried to return to Jerusalem; meanwhile,
Jesus appeared to Peter. When the Emmaus disciples reached
Jerusalem that evening, the disciples and they exchanged the
stories of what had happened. Some were perhaps sceptical;
Thomas was not with the group. Jesus then suddenly stood
among them, which must have terrified the disciples, who
thought they were seeing a ghost; Jesus, however, reassured
them of his corporeality and continuity with the Jesus they
knew. The disciples remained in Jerusalem for the remainder
of the Feast of Unleavened Bread, after which they were to
return to Galilee where a rendezvous with Jesus had been
set. Thomas was stiff-necked, however, and refused to
believe; therefore, just prior to the disciples’ return to
Galilee, Jesus appeared once more to Thomas and the
disciples, which climaxes the gospel of John. The disciples
returned to Galilee as arranged and, while waiting for the
rendezvous with Jesus, engaged in the old livelihood of some
of them, namely, fishing. During this fishing expedition,
Jesus unexpectedly appeared to them on the beach; the
disciples, though having no inkling that Jesus should appear
to them before the pre-arranged time and place, recognized
him in the miraculous draught of fish. Some time later the
disciples and perhaps others with them assembled on the
hillside where Jesus had arranged to meet them, and he
appeared to them there, as Matthew relates. This need not
have been the last appearance; Luke says Jesus continued to
appear to the disciples during the time between pPassover and
Pentecost, and Paul specifically names appearances to the
500 brethren, to James, and to all the apostles. It is
possible that the disciples returned to Jerusalem for
Pentecost and that this last mentioned appearance took place
there, prior to the feast itself and the outpouring of the
Holy Spirit. One would thus have a sequence of appearances

in Jerusalem-Galilee-Jerusalem.
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Now I am not asserting that this is in fact the way it
must have happened; but it is not impossible.1 The
conclusion that "It is impossible to harmonize the accounts
of the resurrection appearances" has come too quickly from
scholars’ pens.?Though one is loathe to try to harmonize
all the accounts, this being speculative and tenuous, the
fact remains that negative judgments of the historical worth
of the accounts on this basis alone do not seem to be
warranted. One is not forced to accept either the Jerusalem
or Galilee tradition and therefore to suppress the other;
both traditions are well-attested and both could be
accurate.

) iC.F.D. Moule, "The Post-Resurrection Appearances in
nght_of_ngtival Pilgrimages," NTS 4 (1957-58):58-59; idem,
Thg Szgnlflcance of the Message of the Resurrection for
Faith in Jesus Christ, SBT 8 (London: SCM, 1968), p. 5.
Anderson retorts that Moule's solution “leaves unexplained
the thorny problem of Mark’s and Matthew’s 'addiction’ to
Galilee, or Luke’s or John’s ’addiction’ to Jerusalem"

(Hugh Anderson, Jesus and Christian Origins [New York:
oxford University Press, 1964], p. 196). Luke's centering

.on Jerusalem is, however, widely acknowledged to be the

result of his scheme of salvation history moving toward a
climax in Jerusalem. Similarly, John may concentrate on
Jerusalem because this was where the Messianic events
reached their fulfillment. And John does have a Galilean
appearance in the epilogue. It contradicts the facts to
speak of any "addiction" by Matthew to Galilee. Mark'’s
mentioning only Galilee could be explained in a number of
ways--as I have suggested in the text--and cannot justify
our ignoring the Jerusalem tradition. The objections of
C.F. Evans, Resurrection and the New Testament, SBT 12
(London: SCM Press, 1970), pp. 112-13, to Moule’s thesis are
implicitly answered in the text; similarly, the objections
of.Ka;l Martin Fischer, Das Ostergeschehen, 2d ed.
(Gdttlngen: vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1980), pp. 45-55.
Supporting Moule is Grant Osborne, "History and Theclogy in
the gesurrection Narratives: a Redactional Study" (Ph.D.
thesis, University of Aberdeen, 1974), pp. 351-53.

25ee the surprising list of citations in John
Wenham, Easter Enigma (Exeter, England: Paternoster Press,
1984), pp. 9-10, 140, whose own failing is that he tends to
take his often unnecessarily elaborate speculations, not as
mere possibilities, but as actual facts.
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A Gattung for the Appearance Stories

Dodd’s Form Critical Analysis

Is there a particular Gattung or form that
characterizes the resurrection appearances across the board?
C. H. Dodd in his influential essay, "The Appearances of the
Risen Christ," attempted to discover the common form of the
various appearance stories.? He differentiated between
concise and circumstantial narratives, the latter being
stories filled with picturesque details, the former being
brief accounts worn down to the bare essentials. Examples
of circumstantial narratives include the walk to Emmaus and
the appearance by the Sea of Tiberius; examples of the
concise form include Mt. 28:9-10, 16-20; Jn. 20:19-21. Dodd
believed that five elements common to the concise narratives
could be discerned: (1) the situation is that the
disciples are bereft of the Lord, (2) the Lord appears, (3)
he gives a greeting, (4) the disciples recognize him, (5) he
gives a word of command. The circumstantial narratives are
characterized by unnecessary details of the story teller’s
art.

But Dodd's schema faces a fundamental dilemma: either
the formal characteristics he adduces as common to the
accounts seem to be so general as to be of little worth or,
when they are made more specific, they are no longer common
characteristics of all the accounts. For example, the
characteristics (1) and (2) are actually tautologous, for
any appearance of Jesus in whatever form must presume that
he is not present and that he then appears. These elements
then seem to be of little value in discovering a common form
to the appearance accounts. But when we come to the
remaining three, these simply do not seem to hold for all
the appearance narratives. In Mt. 28:9-10 we have (3) and

3c.H. Dodd, "The Appearances of the Risen Christ: A

study in form-criticism of the Gospels," in idem, More New
Testament Studies (Manchester: Manchester University Press,
1968), pp. 102-15.

i

(5), but (4) is missing (unless it is so generalized as to
become trivial). In Mt. 28:16-20, (5) is present, but (3)
and (4) are lacking. In Lk. 24:36-42 we find (3), but (4)
and (5) are lacking. This is not a recognition scene in the
proper sense of the word, as in the Emmaus and Mary
Magdalene appearances, for the disciples do not doubt the
identity of the apparition, but rather his corporeality and
continuity with the Jesus who was laid in the grave. The
word of command is included in the appearance only if we add
on vs. 44-49; but then the distinction between a
circumstantial and concise narrative becomes pretty thin,
for the content of these verses is very similar to the
discussion on the Emmaus road. There we have a basic story
expanded with theological motifs; but here we have precisely
the same thing. It seems somewhat arbitrary to call the
first circumstantial and the second consise. In Jn. 20:11-
18, we have (4) and (5), but (3) is lacking (Jesus’s
question cannot be called a greeting in comparison with
"Peace be with you," or "Hail"). Here, too, one must
seriously question the distinction between circumstantial
and concise accounts, for this story shows as much the story
teller’s art as the Emmaus appearance. It certainly
includes unnecessary details. Dodd’s classification of this
story as concise because it "follows the familiar pattern"!
seems a good illustration of the danger of the
misunderstanding that can result from pressing forms onto
the accounts. 1In Jn. 20:19-23 we have (3) and (5), but not
(4); as in the Lukan account it is not the identity of the
apparition that is doubted. The appearance to Thomas has
only (3), but Dodd does not regard this as an independent
story, but an addendum to the foregoing appearance. Dodd
regards Mk. 16:14-15 as an independent tradition; but it has
only (5) and lacks (3) and (4). Death by a thousand
qualifications seems to have already begun when Dodd asserts

41pid., p. 113.
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that these are lacking, but are nevertheless implied. In
fact, not one of the supposed concise narratives has all
three of the elements that delineate the form of the concise
narratives, and there are other elements that are just as
common as these three. These characteristics thus do not
seem to constitute formal earmarks of the resurrection
accounts; the only common form is that Jesus is absent and
then appears, which is of no help in identifying a literary
form.

The inadequacy of Dodd’'s schema seems to become
especially evident when it is applied to the Markan account
of Jesus’s walking on the water, for according to Dodd this
story has four of the five formal characteristics of a
resurrection narrative, but it nevertheless is not one and
is firmly welded in its context.® Dodd’'s schema seems,
therefore, a Procrustean bed into which the gospel accounts

ought not to be coerced.

Hellenistic Gattung

It is often alleged that the gospel appearance stories
have been shaped by Hellenistic myths concerning the
appearances of quasi-divine heroes.® John Alsup has given
considerable analysis to the question of whether a story
Gattung existed concurrent with the gospels that told of
divine appearance in human form or an appearance of the dead
in a way comparable to the gospel stories and whether a
formal and essential relationship can be drawn between
them.” Very often the gospel appearances, especially the
Emmaus road appearance, are compared to the Hellenistic

5Ipid., p. 121.

6For example, Ingo Broer, "Der Herr ist wahrhaft
auferstanden (Lk. 24, 34)," in Auferstehung Jesu--
Auferstehung der Christen, QD 105, ed. Lorenz Oberlinner
(Freiburg: Herder, 1986), pp. 56-57.

T30hn Alsup, The Post-Resurrection Appearance
Stories of the Gospel Tradition, CTM A5 (Stuttgart: Calwer
Verlag, 1975), pp. 214-65.
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stories.®! Most often adduced as a parallel are

Philostratus’s tales of Apollonius of Tyana; particularly of
interest is the story of his disappearance from his trial
before Domitian and his reappearance to Damis and Demetrius
in the grotto of Dicaerchia (Philostratus Vita Apollonii
7.41-8.13). Prior to the trial Apollonius tells the two to
go to the sea by the island of Calypso, "for there you shall
see me appear to you."” When Damis asks, "Alive?” Apollonius
answers, "As I myself believe, alive, but as you will
believe, risen from the dead." Three days later the two are
in Dicaerchia to see Apollonius. At the trial Apollonius
proclaims that even if his body is taken, no one could touch
his soul, and adds, "Nay, you cannot even take my body,"

aTyp.i.cal is Wilckens'’'s statement:

"The appearance stories of the gospels obviously belong
to an entirely different realm of tradition: not to
the Jewish-Christian urgemeindlichen or to the realm of
the Pauline mission, but rather to that of the
Hellenistic communities of the Palestinian-Syrian area
bordering in the north. Here the old Palestinian
tradition about Jesus was taken up and--as in
Jerusalem--made the center of the traditions of the
community, granted, under the simultaneous
transformation of the frame of conception. Out of
Jesus, the eschatological, omnipotent Rabbi, came
Jesus, the epiphanal Son of God, the unique sgclog dvrip
and ouwtfp. The conception of the appearance stories
handed down in the gospels is shaped by this
Hellenistic Christology, as is especially to be seen in
particular features of the Emmaus pericope (Lk. 24,
12ff.), for which there are, as is well-known, striking
Hellenistic parallels®. . Only in the total
context of this general transformation process in the
history of the Jewish Christian Jesus tradition in the
Hellenistic communities of Palestine and Syria can the
gospel appearance stories be suitably understood in
terms of the history of religions.

_”Cf. R. Bultmann, Geschichte der synoptischen

Tradition® (1957) 310, note 1" (Ulrich Wilckens,

?Sggistebugg, TT4 [Stuttgart and Berlin: Kreuz Verlag,

. P 94).

So also Norman Perrin, The Resurrection according to
ggtthew, Mark, and Luke (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1977), p.
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quoting Homer: "For thou shalt not slay me, since I tell
thee I am not mortal." Thereupon Apollonius vanishes.
Meanwhile Damis and Demetrius walk along the shore,
despairing that Apollonius would not come. As they sit in
the grotto, Damis asks whether they will ever see him again,
whereupon Apollonius suddenly appears and answers, "Ye shall
see him; nay, ye have already seen him." Demetrius asks,
“plive?" and Apollonius in response extends his hand and
invites them to take hold of it. They then embrace him with
joy and ask about his trial. When Apollonius informs them
that he had made his defense that day, Demetrius is amazed
that he could make so long a journey to the grotto in one
day. As they walk back to town together, they talk along
the way, "and he told them exactly how he vanished from the
seat of judgment."

Another frquently mentioned analogy is the apotheosis
of Romulus as related by Plutarch (Plutarch Lives 1. 27. 7=
8). Amidst natural disorders of the weather, Romulus is
said to have been "caught up into heaven" and to have become
a "benevolent god," instead of a good king. Some, however,
suspect that Romulus’s disappearance was the result of his
murder by the patricians. Later a patrician friend of
Romulus swears by the sacred emblems that he saw Romulus
coming to meet him on the road, fair and stately and arrayed
in bright armor. He asked Romulus why he had left the
patricians prey to these unjust accusations, to which
Romulus answered that he had to return to heaven, but that
if the Romans practice self-restraint and valor they will
attain the heights of power. Because of the noble character
of the witness and his oath, this account was accepted.

A similar story is the apotheosis of Aristeas of
Proconnesus (Herodotus Persian Wars 4. 14. 1-2; 15. 1-2).
Aristeas had entered a textile shop, where he died. The
owner closes the shop to inform relatives of the misfortune.
But a man of Cyzicus reports that he saw Aristeas and spoke
with him on the way to Cyzicus. When the shop is opened,
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the body is not to be found. Seven years later, Aristeas
reappears in Proconnesus. He is said to have appeared again
240 years later to the Metapontines of Italy, whom he tells
that he had once visited their country in the form of a
CcCrow.

A not dissimilar story is told of Cleomedes of
Astypaleia (Pausanias Descriptions of Greece 6. 9. 6-8).
Having killed a man in an Olympic boxing match, Cleomedes
returns to Astypaleia without the prize. In anger he pulls
down the pillar supporting the roof of a schoolhouse
containing sixty children. When the parents want to stone
him, he takes refuge in the sanctuary of Athena. He climbs
into a chest and shuts the l1id; when, however, the chest is
broken open, no one is found. The oracle at Delphi
proclaims him the last of the heroes, and from that time he
has been honored among the Astypalaeans.

Plutarch relates one more similar story: the
disappearance of Alcmene (Plutarch Lives 1. 28. 6-8). It is
said that her body disappeared on . the way to the burial, and
a stone was found on the bier instead. Plutarch’s comment
on all these “fables" is that we ought not to accept the
idea that the body can be taken into heaven, but that only
the soul survives.

Another story of death, ascension, and appearance from
Hellenistic literature is that concerning Peregrinus Proteus
as related with a measure of ridicule by Lucian of Samosata
(Lucian Passing of Peregrinus 36-40). Peregrinus leaps into
a fire and disappears. Lucian made up the story that out of
the flames a vulture flew, crying that he was done with
earth and was flying to Olympus. Later Lucian hears an
elderly man telling how he had just seen Peregrinus wearing
a white robe and an olive garland; the old man swore that he
had even seen the vulture, which Lucian had invented, flying
up out of the flames.

Lucian records another story, the appearance of a
deceased woman Demainete to her husband (Lucian Passing of
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Her husband had burned all her personal
seven days after her

peregrinus 3. 27).
effects with her on the funeral pyre.
death, as he was reading Plato on the soul, she came and sat
down beside him, as real as life. He embraced her, but she
reprimanded him for not burning one of her sandals, which
was under a chest. A dog in the room then barked, and she
vanished. The sandal, however, was found under the chest
and then burned.

In analyzing the individual stories, one notes that the
greatest difficulty in comparing the Apollonius story with
the gospel appearance stories is that Apollonius was not
Nevertheless, the parallels to the Emmaus
story in particular are striking. One might be tempted to
think that the two stories share a common Gattung, but as
Alsup points out, it "is very probable in the light of
chronological and biographical factors that this was not the
case, but that Philostratus in one sense or another is
dependent upon the gospel accounts (especially Luke) and
maybe directly upon the Emmaus story."® Philostratus’s work
was designed to provide a non-Christian alternative to
Jesus, and given the fact that his story resembles the
Emmaus incident not so much in its broad form but in its
particularities, the most likely explanation for the
on the other hand, in

really dead.

similarities is direct dependence.
the Romulus story the key motifs are the disappearance of
the hero and his encounter with a person later on. The
stories of Aristeas, Cleomedes, and Alcmene show that the
key element in this type of story is the disappearance, not
the appearance. Similarly in the Peregrinus story, the
original account was only of his disappearance in the
flames. The Demainete story does not fit into this Gattung;
Alsup wants to regard it as a visionary dream story, but the
vividness of the story and its similarity to accounts in the
case studies of parapsychology concerning veridical visions
of recently deceased individuals make one wonder if there

9Alsup, Stories, p. 232.
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could not be an actual historical incident in back of the

story.

Now when one relates the Gattung of the $eTog dvrip
disappearance stories to the resurrection appearance
narratives of the gospels, decisive differences at once
appear. The $eios &vip Gattung is a Greek story designed to

answer the question: where has the hero gone? The

reappearance only goes to show that the 9etog avrip has not
died, but only disappeared, as Alsup explains,

The ‘appearance’ or its substitute gave the solution to
a particular problem: the setog évip did not die, but
has disappeared, he has beer translated from this to
angther sphere, he lives on in a higher form of
existence . . . . Moreover this is a necessity from the
viewpoint of the Gattung because a $eciog aviip cannot
die like others, but . must be exalted on high.
This story Gattung is a Greek type and has its origins
in the heroic epics of the Homeric period and was
de?eloped further in the transition from small literary
units to larger ones-- as in the background of ancient
novels in general. Where similarities in these stories
thogoughly overlap with those of the gospel accounts--
as in the case of Apollonius--dependence of a direct
nature,mthe latter upon the former, is probable

Hence, in the gospel accounts, the motif of
disappearing occurs only once, in the Emmaus story, and
there it does not have the same dimensions as in the $etog
4vip stories, for it is unrelated to the question where the
hero has gone. Moreover, the resurrection appearances are
radically unlike the reappearance of the getog dvip for
their purpose is not to show that Jesus did not really die
and lives on, but rather that he has been raised from the
dead.

show some similarities, as one would expect from the nature

Thus, although the two types of appearance stories

of the subject matter, such as a figure’s being seen,
conversing with people, a message’s being given, and so

101pid., p. 238.
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forth, in essence the two types of story are distinct and

not genealogically related."

Jewish Gattung

Alsup argues instead that the Gattung for the
resurrection appearance stories actually comes from Jewish
theophany stores.!’ He considers first the anthropomorphic
theophanies of the 0Old Testament. In Gen. 18, God appears
to Abraham at Mamre. Abraham sees three men and, unaware
that the Lord is among them, offers them a meal. The
promise of an heir is given. As two of the men go on to
Sodom, Abraham remains before the Lord and speaks with him.
In Ex. 3, the angel of the Lord appears to Moses in the
burning bush. God speaks to Moses out of the bush with
words that are familiar to any Bible reader. In Judges 3,
the angel of the Lord appears to Gideon and tells him to go
into battle, for the Lord is with him. After Gideon brings
an offering, the angel causes it to be consumed with fire,
and then he disappears. Gideon now knows that he has seen
the angel of the Lord face to face. 1In Judges 13, the angel
of the Lord appears to Manoah’'s wife and promises her a
child. Manoah asks that the man of God might appear to them
again. The angel appears again to the woman, who fetches
her husband, who then speaks with the angel about his
identity. The angel refuses Manoah’s offer of a meal and
urges that an offering be given instead. As the flames
consume the offering, the angel ascends out of sight in the
flames. Manoah knew that it had been the angel of the Lord.
In I Sam. 3, the boy Samuel hears the voice of one calling

110f, a similar conclusion concerning the miracle
stories of the gospels and miracle-working "divine men" by
Barry L. Blackburn, "'Miracle Working ©EIOI ANAPEZ’in
Hellenism (and Hellenistic Judaism),” in Gospel
Perspectives, vol. 6: The Miracles of Jesus, ed. David
Wenham and Craig Blomberg (sheffield, England: JSOT Press,
1986), pp. 185-218.

12p)15up, Stories, pp- 239-65.
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his name. Upon Eli‘s instructions, he responds, "Speak,
Lord." The Lord comes and speaks with him as man to man.

Alsup next turns to anthropomorphic theophanies in
intertestamental literature. In Tobit 5 and 12, Tobias goes
to Media accompanied by Azarius, who is really the angel
Raphael in disguise. In Media they free sarah from demonic
oppression with the heart, liver, and gall of a fish. Upon
their return, Tobias cures his father's blindness with left-
over fish gall. When the time comes for Azarius to be
rewarded, he reveals his identity as the angel Raphael and,
after exhorting them, disappears. In the Testament of
Abraham, the angel Michael goes to inform Abraham of his
coming death. Abraham does not know who he is. As they
walk together, a tree tells Abraham that his companion is
holy. 1In a tearful scene, the angel is unable to
communicate his message. But God tells Isaac in a dream of
his father’s coming death. Sarah recognizes Michael as one
of the three who had visited them at Mamre. Abraham admits
that he also recognized him, as he washed his feet. Michael
confirms Isaac’s dream and at Abraham’s request takes
Abraham to see heaven before he dies and his soul is
separated from his body.

In analyzing these texts, Alsup admits both that they
have nothing to do with death and resurrection and that the
gospel narratives never refer in any way to these texts.?
Moreover, the above examples differ considerably among
themselves in context and particular message.™
Nevertheless, he maintains that they share a unity of form
and intention. They are all immediate, personal encounters
between the Lord and persons singled out for an appearance,
and the appearances focus on God’s chosen people.
Furthermore, Alsup contends that in terminology, motifs,
structural elements, and conceptual scope the gospel

131pid., p. 251.
l41pid., p. 263.
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appearance stories are a deliberate reflection of the 0ld
Testament theophany. The subject matter is the same: a
personal encounter where the resolution of non-recognition
is important, where the human partner receives a promise and
commission, and where the human participants experience
fear, doubt, and awe at the presence of the one who appears.
In order to express that Jesus appeared, that he reunited
the disciples out of apparent tragedy, and that he
commissioned them, the early Christians utilized the form of
0ld Testament anthropomorphic theophanies.

It seems puzzzling, however, why Alsup should regard
the theophany stories as the source of the Gattung for the
resurrection appearance stories, since the similarities seem
to be no greater than those of the %ctos dvrfp stories. The
chief motif that is present in some of them is the non-
recognition of the divine visitant. But even this is not
essential, and as I indicated in the discussion of Dodd’'s
form proposal, this so-called recognition motif in the
gospel stories seems to have been blown out of proportion by
some New Testament scholars. 1In fact only three of the
resurrection appearance stories contain this motif. It
cannot be emphasized enough that in the appearance to the
Twelve, there seems to be no problem of recognizing Jesus,
as is evident from the fact that there is no moment of
disclosure; rather the disciples’ doubts concern Jesus's
corporeality.” (Compare Acts 12:15 where Peter is mistaken
for an angel; there seems to be no problem of recognizing
Peter, since the angel is identified as his, but the doubt
concerns his bodily presence.) Most of the resurrection
stories contain no recognition motif comparable to that
contained in some of the Jewish theophany stories. This
makes it difficult to believe that the gospel appearance
stories are borrowing a Gattung from the Old Testament

155acob Kremer, Die Osterevangelien--Geschichten um

Geschichte (Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1977), p.
139.
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theophanies; at most one could say that one feature of some
theophany stories was taken over by some gospel appearance
accounts.

But more than that:
Jesus is not recognized, the situation is unlike the
theophany stories. For in the theophany stories, the

even in the three instances where

situation is essentially the Lord or an angel’s appearing
incognito among men; he is disguised. But in the gospel
stories, there is no indication that Jesus appears disquised
in another form; he is not incognito; rather the eyes of the
beholder seem to be supernaturally held from recognizing
him. This is at least the case in the Emmaus appearance.

At the Lord’s discretion, the scales fall from the eyes, and
he is recognized. Actually, in the Jewish theophany
stories, one cannot speak of a re-cognition at all (except
in the Testament of Abraham, where Gen. 18 is being
deliberately recalled), for the human participant did not
know the divine being previously in order to recognize him.
In the theophanies it is a matter of penetrating an
intentional disguise; in the gospels those who knew Jesus
best did not recognize him, though he was not disguised.

The Jewish motif is really a disguise motif, God incognito;
in the three instances in the gospels where the recognition
motif occurs, the theme is not the divine person’s assuming
a disguise in order to sojourn unnoticed among men, for
Jesus was already in human form before his death,
resurrection, and appearances.

This last fact alone seems, moreover, to make the
anthropomorphic theophanies a dubious source of the Gattung
of the resurrection appearance stories, for the only
significant element common to all the anthropomorphic
theophanies is that they are anthropomorphic (even the
disguise motif is not always present). But the fact that
the Lord or his angel appears in human form cannot be
assumed to be the source of Jesus’s so appearing since Jesus
already was a man. A radical difference between the
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theophanies and the resurrection appearances seems to lie in
the fact that in a theophany a heavenly being assumes a
human form in order to appear, but in a resurrection
appearance, a human being appears as risen from the dead.
Certainly the concept of Jesus’s resurrection appearances
could never have been deduced from the Old Testament
anthropomorphic theophanies. But, it is alleged, the
disciples turned to the Gattung to express what they had
experienced. But why should they do this? For if, on the
one hand, they experienced heavenly visions of Jesus after
his death, then a much closer Gattung lay in the Jewish
concept of translation (Gen. 5:24; 2 Kings 2:11-18;
Testament of Job 40), in which case neither resurrection nor
anthropomorphic appearances comes into view. But if, on the
other hand, they experienced bodily appearances of Christ,
then any borrowing of anthropomorphism from the theophanies
would be superflous. For given that the disciples believed
that Jesus had risen from the dead and that these were
therefore resurrection appearances, they could only be
physical encounters, for that is what a resurrection
implies, a physical raising of the man in the tomb. The
appearances are anthropomorphic because Jesus is an dvdpurog
who was raised. The Jewish theophanies do not even seem to
come into view. But if one takes away this parallel, then
what significant resemblance is left between the theophanies
and the resurrection appearances? The elements of personal
encounter, divine promise or commission, and reactions of
fear, doubt, and awe seem to be so generalized as to be of
little help in determining genealogical relationship. The
fact is that there are no across the board features common
to all the anthropomorphic theophanies and to the
resurrection appearances, except the most general
considerations, for example, a divine person appears to
human persons; and these are insufficient to show that the
one is using a Gattung borrowed from the other. There is
thus no evidence, it seems, to believe that the disciples
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were using the theophany Gattung to formulate their
experience. Therefore, it seems misleading to speak of the
resurrection appearance stories’ using the Gattung of 0ld
Testament anthropomorphic theophanies. The uniqueness of
the resurrection appearance stories ought to be
recognized.!®

) 16x1aus Berger has also sought to find in Judaism,
not indeed a detailed Gattung for all the resurrection
appearances, but various Gattungen and motifs which he
believes are taken up in the resurrection narratives. The
empty tomb narrative follows a Gattung of “"the futile search
for the body" of some exalted person (Klaus Berger, Die
Auferstehung der Propheten und die ErhShung des
Menschensohnes, SUNT 13 [Gbttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1976], pp. 117-22). Berger traces the Gattung back to II
Kings 2:17 and finds it in 4 Macc. 17:2-6; Test. Job 18;
40:9, 13-14 and apocryphal stories of the absence of the
bodies of Zechariah, the thief in Paradise, and Mary. The
appearance stories conform to a Gattung of "Who are you?
.+« Iam . . ." in divine calls and appearances, which
stresses the identity of the calling or appearing one
(Ibid., pp. 154-200). Doubt is often an element in such
stories and serves to evoke a sign of identity. In this
regard, Berger places great stock in the motif of God’s
Fal}lng three times, for the third call makes certain that
it is God (Lib. Ant. 53:4; I Sam. 3:1-18). He thinks that
the demonstrations in the appearance stories are signs of
identity to prove that Jesus is not an impersonating demon.
The "third time” motif plays a direct role in the
arrangement of the appearance stories. They are arranged so
as to increase in number of witnesses; the women are placed
first because they are poorer witnesses; the last appearance
is the most important.

Berger has produced a prodigious tomb, choking with
docgmgntation, but one cannot help but feel that here is the
religionsgeschichtliche Methode gone out of control. Berger
mixes his material without discretion from sources whether
Jewish or Christian, early or late. Most of his texts are
from late Christian sources, which he reads back into the
New Testament narratives. He does not discriminate between
the subject matter in the texts, whether it concerns a
translation to heaven, a divine calling, an epiphany, a
resurrection appearance, and so forth. All are thrown into
the potpourri, and any and all parallels are drawn, while
genealogical ties are simply assumed.

With regard to the empty tomb, the Gattung discerned
by Berger has to do with a person’s being translated
directly to heaven, not with his resurrection. But since
the disciples believed Jesus had been raised from the dead,
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the emptiness of his grave was automatically entailed.

Thus, the question is whether the empty tomb is a legendary
product of this assumption; there is no need to appeal to
the translation Gattung at all. 1In fact, in its details the
empty tomb story does not truly correspond to the "futile
search for the body" Gattung, for while the sons of the
prophets were actually searching for Elijah'’s missing body,
the women knew the location of Jesus’s body, having observed
the burial, and were coming to anoint it, not to find it.

Actually, the real value of Berger’s work seems to
be that it confirms that the appearances of Jesus were
physical in nature. For had the disciples seen only
heavenly visions of Jesus, then even in the presence of the
empty tomb, they would probably not have concluded that he
had been raised from the dead, a notion which ran contrary
to Jewish concepts of the resurrection; rather they would
have concluded that God had translated and exalted him to
heaven, whence he appeared to them, and therefore his body
was not to be found. That they proclaimed, contrary to
Jewish notions, the resurrection of Jesus, and not his
translation, on the analogy of Enoch or Elijah, thus seems
strong evidence for the physical appearances of Jesus to
them.

With regard to the appearance Gattung, Berger has
attempted to use parallels from stories of God'’'s calling to
discern a Gattung for stories of Jesus’s appearing. But he
rather forces his texts to come up with his results. For
example, in Samuel’s call, he is summoned, not three times,
but four times. 1In Jos. As. 14, Asenath is only called
twice; but Berger says the second time her name is repeated
two times, so all together she is called three times! (If
one applied this rule to Samuel’s call, then he was called
six times!) This makes it doubtful if there really is a
motif here that the third call = God’s voice. At any rate,
this seems pretty far removed from the gospels. None of the
gospel appearances have the form "Who are you? . . . I am

." Only the appearance to Paul has this element
anOlVEd That doubt is a common element in stories of
divine calls and appearances is not surprising, but Berger
seems mistaken when he asserts that the disciples’ doubts
concerned the identity of the one appearing to them. Rather
they doubted the reality of what they saw. This does not at
all seem historically improbable. In any case, the "third
time" motif plays no role in overcoming those doubts.
Berger's attempts to see this motif in the arrangement of
the resurrection narratives seems fanciful. They do not, in
fact, form bunches of threes as Berger asserts. He arrives
at this only by arbitrarily counting or not counting the
angelophany. Thus, if one counts it in Matthew one gets
three "appearances"; but if one counts it in Luke or John
one gets four. Similarly, Berger wants to see the "third
time" motif in Jn. 21:14; but then one must discount the
appearance to Mary. Berger even sees two sets of three in

»
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The Nature of the Resurrection Body
Finally, we need to examine the nature of the
resurrection body of Jesus as conceived by the evangelists.
Many contemporary theologians try to play off the "massive
realism" of the gospels against Paul’s purely spiritual
conception of the resurrection body.!” Because Paul's

the list of I Cor. 15:5-8! But Paul’s list of appearances
is probably chronologically arranged, as we have seen, which
suggests that any increase in number of witnesses is purely
incidental. That the women are placed first in the gospels
probably has nothing to do with their status as witnesses,
but with their discovery of the empty tomb. That the last
appearance is the most important probably has more to do
with ending the gospel on a climax than with a "third time"”
motif; and in John the second appearance would seem to be
the most important. At any rate, the number of appearances
seems to have absolutely nothing to do with the third time =
God’s voice, which was supposed to be the basis of the
motif. Nor has a genealogical tie to the gospels been shown
for any of this. Berger himself admits, "Certainly one
cannot say that a report must therefore be unhistorical, if
the concept in it shows parallels in the history of
traditions. 1In the end one can find parallels to
everything" (Ibid., pp. 234-35).

17Typical is the reasoning of Scroggs:
"The New Testament church does not agree about the
nature of Christ's resurrected body. Material in Luke
and John perhaps suggest this body to be corporeal in
nature.® Paul, on the other hand, clearly argues that
the body is a spiritual body. If any historical memory
resides in the accounts of Paul’s conversion in Acts,
he must not have understood the appearance of Christ to
have been a corporeal appearance. Most critics
identify this conversion with the event referred to in
I Cor. 15:8: 'Last of all, as to one untimely born, he
appeared also to me.’ The arguments in verses 47-50 of
this chapter for the identity between Christ’s body and
the spiritual body of the resurrection indicate that
for the Apostle his Lord rose from the dead in a
spiritual body. Most importantly, Paul has equated the
appearance of Christ to him with the appearances to the
other apostles. The resurrected Christ, as he was
manifested to the church is thus a spiritual body

BLuke 24:39-43; John 20:26-38. There are, of
course, contradictory elements in the stories which
imply the body is more than physical" (Robin Scroggs,
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The Last Adam (oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1%66), pp. 92-

93).

What Scroggs calls contradictory elements are integral parts
of the overall portrayal of Jesus’s glorified body. We have
already seen that Paul did not seem to equate the mode of
the appearances to the disciples with the one to him, nor
did he mean by "spiritual body" an immaterial, intangible,
unextended entity. Paul and the gospels seem to be in
complete accord. For the most brilliant, if misguided,
attempt to drive a wedge between Paul and the gospels on the
nature of the resurrection body, see Hans Grass,
Ostergeschehen und Osterberichte, 4th rev. ed. (Gdttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1963), pp. 138-86. See also Gerald
O’Collins, The Easter Jesus, 2d ed. (London: Darton,
Longman, & Todd, 1980), p. 84; James W.D.G. Dunn, Jesus and
the Spirit (London: SCM, 1975), pp. 115-22; Kremer,
Osterevangelien, p. 153; Walter Grundmann, Das Evangelium
nach Lukas, 8th ed., THRNT 3 (Berlin: Evangelische
Verlagsanstalt, 1978), p. 451; TRE, s.v. "Auferstehung II.
Auferstehung Jesu Christi II/1. Neues Testament," by Paul
Hoffmann, pp. 490-97; Fischer, Ostergeschehen, pp. 78-81;
James M. Robinson, "Jesus from Easter to Valentinus (or to
the Apostles’ Creed)," JBL 101 (1982):6-17.

Perhaps a word should be said in particular about
Dunn’s hypothesis of a three stage development of the
doctrine of the resurrection body. The first stage was the
original disciples’ understanding that God had raised Jesus
physically from the tomb. The second stage was Paul’'s
"dematerialization" of the body to a odua mveuvpatikév, The
third stage was Luke and to a certain extent John's
heightening and underscoring the original belief. We have
seen, however, that Dunn’s second stage is probably an
imaginative reconstruction based on an incorrect exegesis of
Paul's doctrine. 1Indeed, Dunn’s sole proof that Paul,
contrary to both Hebraic and Hellenistic-Gnostic thought of
his time, made a "neat distinction" between oiue and gdpt ,
such that materiality was associated only with the latter,
is I Cor. 15:50 (Dunn, Jesus, pp. 120-21)! Dunn’'s third
stage is based on a purported materializing tendency in
Luke. Although Dunn thinks this tendency is easy to
demonstrate, his texts do not seem to support the weight he
lends them. To see such a tendency in Lk. 9:32; Acts 2:3
seems fanciful. Luke's angelophanies are no more physical
than those of the other gospels (cf. Lk. 24:23). Nor does
Luke’s supposedly crude conception of the Spirit (Acts 2:4,
33; 8:17-18; 10:44-6; 19:6)--a moot point indeed--go to
prove any materializing tendency. Dunn’s only substantial
text is Lk. 3:22, but this loses much of its force in light
of Mt. 3:16. Both Matthew and Luke want perhaps simply to
make it clear that the Spirit actually came as a dove, not
merely in the manner of a dove. However all this may be,
when it comes to the resurrection narratives, Dunn forgets
that Luke and John’s physicalism is probably traditional,
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letters ante-date the gospels, the gospel accounts of the
physical resurrection are regarded as late legends, their
physicalism usually being explained as an anti-docetic
device. The physicalism of the gospels’ portrayal of the
resurrection body accounts, I think, more than any other
single factor, for critical scepticism concerning the
historicity of the gospel narratives of the resurrection of

Jesus.!®

not redactional. Therefore, it does not seem to be a
purposeful attempt to heighten the physical nature of
Jesus’s resurrection body, but stems out of the old,
original belief. As Dunn himself admits in another place,
"In view of the other evidence, it is likely that Luke’s
materialistic view of Jesus’ resurrection body is prompted
as much by the primitive traditions of which he became aware
as by his own interests . . ." (Dunn, Jesus, p. 390). Dunn
at least has the perspicuity, in contrast to Robinson, to
discern the first stage.

18mhis is especially true for Grass. He asserts,
"Above all, [the Easter reports] have throughout a strong
legendary character. For a Jesus who, after his
resurrection, interacts in this way with his disciples is a
figure of legend, of a legend of which it must be asked
whether it does justice to the mystery of what Jesus's
resurrection means" (Hans Grass, Christliche Glaubenslehre,
2 vols. [Stuttgart: W. Kohlmanner, 1973], 1: 101-02). The
result of this anti-physicalism for his exegesis is clearly
illustrated in his treatment of the historicity of the
appearance to the women: the legendary character of Mt.
28:9-10 is proved above all by its "massiven Realismus," for
the women grasp Jesus’s feet; he has flesh and bones (Grass,
Ostegeschehen, p. 28). Again, the legendary character of
Acts 1 is shown by the realism entailed in the 40 days of
Jesus’s physical presence with the disciples (Ibid., pp. 48-
49). According to Alsup, “. . . no other work has been so
widely used or of such singular importance for the
interpretation of the gospel accounts . . . as Grass’'. . .
(Alsup, Stories, p. 32). Alsup protests that Grass'’s
"insistence that the heavenly type [of appearance] stands
behind the other is predicated upon the impossibility of the
material realism of that latter form as an acceptable answer
to the 'what happened’ question . . . . Grass superimposes
this criterion over the gospel appearance accounts and
judges them by their conformity or divergence from it*
(Ibid., p. 34). Others have imitated Grass’s approach.
Koch, for example, protests that in having the women grab
Jesus’s feet, the Jerusalem tradition is in danger, "das
Ereignis der Erscheinung zu verdinglichen” (Gerhard Koch,
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But we have seen that such reasoning rests on a
fundamental and drastic misinterpretation of Paul’s
doctrine. The idea that Paul conceived of the resurrection
body of Christ as an immaterial, intangible, unextended
entity seems to be without foundation. It is therefore
futile to try to play Paul’s doctrine off against the
gospels’. One cannot but suspect that the reason for much
scholarly scepticism concerning the historicity of the
gospel appearance narratives is that, as Bultmann openly
stated, this is offensive to "modern man," and so Paul has
been made an unwilling accomplice in critics’ attempt to
find reasons to support a conclusion already dictated by a

Die Auferstehung Jesus Christ, BHT [Tibingen: J.C.B. Mohr,
1959], p. 48). Similarly, Fuller claims this appearance is
legendary and begins the materialization process (Reginald
H. Fuller, The Formation of the Resurrection Narratives
[London: SPCK, 1972], p. 79). Anderson warns that we must
not dwell upon the physical aspect of Easter or else we run
the peril of reducing it to something like a "nature
miracle" (Anderson, Origins, p. 200). Brown asserts
indignantly that speculation about whether the risen Jesus
could have been photographed "does not show any appreciation
for the transformation involved in the resurrection"
(Raymond E. Brown, The Virginal Conception and Bodily
Resurrection of Jesus [London: Geoffrey Chapman, 1973], p.
91). Schweizer claims that as "modern men" we cannot be
obliged to believe in the crass corporeality of the gospel
resurrection appearances; instead we believe what the
gospels intend thereby, which in Schweizer'’s analysis
reduces to the moralistic maxim that we must live within the
boundaries of this earthly life alone and enjoy music, art,
love, and poetry (Eduard Schweizer, “Die Leiblichkeit des
Menschen: Leben--Tod--Auferstehung," in idem, Beitrdge zur
Theologie des Neuen Testaments [Zirich: Zwingli Verlag,
1970], pp. 177-80)! Thus, because the offense of the
physical resurrection and appearances, Christianity is
virtually reduced to Epicureanism. Alsup remarks,
". . . the contemporary spectrum of research on the
gospel resurrection appearances displays a proclivity
to the last century (and to Celsus of the second
century) in large measure under the influence of Grass'’
approach. In a sense the gospel stories appear to be
something of an embarrassment; their ‘realism’ is
offensive" (Alsup, Stories, p. 54).
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priori philosophical assumptions.' But Paul will not allow
himself to be put to this use; careful exegesis of Pauline
doctrine supports a physical resurrection body. The ground
thus seems to be cut from beneath those who object to the
historicity of the appearance traditions solely on the basis
of the "massive realism" of the gospel appearances.

But more than that: if Paul'’s doctrine of the
resurrection body conforms to that of the gospels, then
ought not the historicity of physical appearances of Jesus
to be accepted precisely for the same reason that the
"spirituality" of the appearances was accepted, namely, the
earliness and closeness of Paul’s information to the
original events? The fact is, as we shall see, that every

19see Rudolf Bultmann, "New Testament and
Mythology," in Kerygma and Myth, 2 vols., ed. H.W. Bartsch,
trans. R.H. Fuller (London: SPCK, 1953), 1: 39-40; see also
idem, "Bultmann Replies to his Critics," in Kerygma and
Myth, 1: 197, which especially illustrates Bultmann’s a
priori assumption of history and the universe as a closed
system. According to Niebuhr, Bultmann retained
uncriticized the nineteenth century idea of nature and
history as a closed system, which forced him to insist that
the resurrection is only the wonder of faith (Richard R.
Niebuhr, Resurrection and Historical Reason [New York:
Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1957], pp. 60-61). 1In the same
vein as Bultmann, Pesch asserts that the central task of
dogmatic theology today is to show how Jesus can be the
central figure of God’'s revelation without presupposing "a
‘theistic-supernaturalistic model of revelation and
mediation,’ which is no longer acceptable to our thought"”
(Rudolf Pesch, "Zur Entstehung des Glaubens an die
Auferstehung Jesu," TQ 153 [1973]: 277). "The talk of the
resurrection of Jesus is then an expression of the believing
confession to the eschatological meaning of Jesus, his
mission and authority, his divine legitimation in face of
his death" (Ibid., p. 226). According to Carl Braaten, the
resurrection is denied today not on historical/exegetical
grounds; rather theology, derouted by philosophical
existentialism, has determined the results. Historicism and
existentialism have a "stranglehold" on the process of
forming theological statements, the end product being
theologians like Ogden and Fuchs who use theology to
jettison all the historical events of the Christian faith,
including Jesus himself (William Hordern, gen. ed., New
Directions in Theology Today, 7 vols. [London: Lutterworth
Press, 1968), vol. 2: History and Hermeneutics, by Carl E.
Braaten, pp. 80-86).
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gospel appearance of the resurrected Jesus seems to be a
physical appearance, a fact made more remarkable when one
remembers that these traditions were originally
independent, and they thus seem to be in complete harmony
with Paul’s doctrine of the resurrection body.

Anti-docetic Apologetic

Though it is constantly repeated that the physicalism
of the gospels is an anti-docetic apologetic,m scarcely a
single piece of evidence ever seems to be produced in favor
of this assertion. Perhaps Talbert'’s is the best attempt to
prove this viewpoint.? His main contention is that Luke’s
witness motif is constructed to guarantee the reality of
Jesus's death and burial and the materiality of his
resurrection, appearances, and ascension. This motif is a
response to Gnostics who denied the materiality of the
passion and resurrection. Talbert argues that because the
witness terminology in Acts is equally characteristic of
Aramaic/less Aramaic sections, kerygmatic/nonﬂkerygmatic
sections, and Pauline/Petrine speeches, it is entirely Lukan
in origin and not part of the primitive kerygma. In the
gospel, Luke has an equally strong emphasis on witness. Why
is this so? The reason is that Luke wants to guarantee the
total career of Jesus. But, Talbert proceeds, he especially
wants to guarantee the passion and above all the

20Kirsopp Lake, The Historical Evidence for the
Resurrection of Jesus (London: Williams & Norgate, 1907),
pp. 221-24; Grass, Ostergeschehen, p. 71; James McLeman,
Resurrection Then and Now (London: Hodder & Stoughton,
1965), p. 203; S.H. Hooke, The Resurrection of Christ as
History and Experience (London: Darton, Longman, & Todd,
1967), p. l46; charles H. Talbert, "An Anti-Gnostic Tendency
in Lucan Christology,"” NTS 14 {1967—68):259-?1; Ernst
Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles, l4th ed., trans. B.
Noble, G. Shinn, R. McL. Wilson (Oxford: Basil Blackwell,
1971), p. 115; Joachim Jeremias, Neutestamentliche Theologie

(Giitersloh: Gerd Mohn, 1971), p. 287.

2leharles H. Talbert, Luke and the Gnostics
(Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1966), pp. 17-32.
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resurrection. Hence, he has witnesses at the crucifixion,
burial, empty tomb, appearances, and ascension of Jesus.
Now Luke picks these events because (except for the
crucifixion) he wants to emphasize their materiality.
Talbert’'s proof of this final assertion is that Luke
mentions Jesus’s body in 23:55; 24:23, has proofs of
corporeality in 24:36-43, and refers to Jesus’s eating with
the disciples in Acts 1:4; cf. 10:41. He concludes, "This
means that the entire witness motif is constructed to
guarantee especially the materiality of these events as the
valid content of the church’s proclamation."? Talbert thus
regards Luke’s emphasis on materiality as an anti-docetic
device.

But these seem to be rather weighty conclusions to rest
on such support. We have already seen in chapter 1 that the
appeal to witnesses was in fact characteristic of the
primitive preaching of the church. That Luke also adopts
this motif as his own does not undercut its authenticity.
Now certainly Luke uses this motif to construct an
apologetic for the career of Jesus--indeed, he says as much
(Lk. 1:1-4)--and the resurrection constitutes the pinnacle
of this career. But does this mean that Luke therefore
wants to prove the materiality of the events of the passion
and resurrection? Is it not rather their historicity? His
mentioning of the body with regard to the empty tomb does
seem to show that he wants to underline the emptiness of the
tomb: the women saw the body laid in the tomb, but when
they returned the body was gone. But this is already
forcefully stated in Mark. Again, Luke does want to
emphasize the corporeality of the risen Jesus in the
physical demonstrations. But these, too, are largely
traditional elements in the story, not Lukan inventions.
Luke’s emphasis is clear, but this is no proof that the
physicality is an unhistorical, anti-docetical fiction. The

221pid., p. 31.
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same is true of the Acts sermons, which in fact do not
usually emphasize the corporeality of the appearances.
certainly wants to present a historical apologetic for the
reality of the resurrection, but that in no way seems to

warrant the sweeping conclusion that Luke constructed the

Luke

entire witness motif to prove the materiality of the events
of Easter. Nor does it seem to be proved that Luke invented
the physical appearances to combat Gnosticism.

More recently, Robinson has argued that the trajectory
which led to second century Gnosticism was already present
in the first century and that the gospel appearance stories
are shaped by an anti-Gnostic, materializing tendency which
has almost completely obscured the original visionary
experiences of the disciples.” Robinson holds that the
resurrection appearances were experiences of a blinding
light, including the visualization of a luminous, heavenly
body such as Stephen is reported to have seen. This
primitive stage of luminous, bodily appearances is
identifiable from (i) vestiges in the non-luminous gospel
appearance stories and in the misplaced appearances, (ii)
Paul and John’s identification of the risen Christ with the
Spirit (I Cor. 15:44; II Cor. 3:17-18; Rev. 1:17-18; 2:7, 8,
11, 17, 29, etc.), and (iii) the outcome of these
trajectories in second century Gnosticism. With regard to
(i) Robinson appeals to the luminous attendants at the empty
tomb, Jesus’s passing through closed doors in Docetic style,
the non-recognition motif, and the transfiguration.
Concerning (ii), Robinson appeals to Paul’s Damascus road
experience and John's vision in Rev. 1:13-16 (the only
resurrection appearances in the New Testament described in
any detail) to prove that the only accounts we have by
eyewitnesses of appearances concerned luminous visions;
therefore, the original experiences were of that sort.
Paul and John do not think of a materially risen Christ, for

Both

23Robinson, "Easter to Valentinus," pp. 6-17.
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they identify Him with the Spirit. Finally, as to (iii)
Robinson argues that because the Gnostics distained
corporeality, they abandoned the heavenly body motif in the
appearances, retaining only pure luminosity. Now, according
to Robinson, what we find in Luke and John is an apologetic
against this Gnostic spiritualizing away the resurrection.
By construing the resurrection as the raising of the same
fleshly body, the evangelists sought to counteract the
Gnostic attempt to cast the appearances as disembodied,
Luke’'s statement that
the disciples did not see a ghost is precisely an attempt to
break the identification of Christ and the Spirit.
a similar apologetic, but in 20:29 moves back in the Gnostic
direction because the appearances to the Twelve and Thomas
Thus, just as

radiant manifestations of the Spirit.

John has

were "a bit too materialistic" even for him!
we today reject the view that Jesus rose in disembodied |
radiance, so we ought to reject the view that he rose in |
physical corporeality.

But our study thus far makes it clear that Robinson’s
ingenious reconstruction is multiply flawed. His grounds
for postulating the primitive stage of appearances of a
luminous body seem very weak. Concerning (i): angels are
typically described in terms of dazzling light, so that
there is no reason to see any vestige here. Jesus does not
in fact pass through the doors, but simply appears in the
room. There is no suggestion that non-recognition is due to
luminosity. Though Paul did not recognize the one who
called him, there is no indication that he saw a bodily form
at all. By contrast, in the transfiguration, there is no
problem with recognition. Finally, we have seen that most
critics reject the typically suggested identifications of
supposedly misplaced appearance stories. Concerning (ii):
Robinson does not understand the difference between a
resurrection appearance and a vision. What Stephen and John
describe are pure visions; Paul‘s experience could still be

Characterized by the apostle as an appearance, in contrast
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to his later experiences, because it had extra-mental
aspects perceptible to standers-by. There is no evidence
that the original experiences of the disciples were
visionary in character. Finally, we have seen that the idea
that Paul and John think that Christ is numerically
identical with the Spirit rests on sloppy exegesis.
Concerning (iii): 0’Collins rightly objects that "What
Robinson calls a trajectory looks more like a scholarly
retrojection, or reading later documents too far back into
earlier history.“* There is no basis for thinking that New
Testament writers were opposed by persons who espoused
luminous appearances lacking a bodily shape. In fact,
Robinson appears to be lapsing back into 19th century
exegesis’s identifying soma with form and its substance with
light or glory. He thinks the Gnostic bias against soma
meant a bias against bodily form and that Paul’s affirmation
of a resurrection soma meant affirmation of a bodily form,
all of which is mistaken and therefore outmoded exegesis.
But what Paul affirmed and Gnostics objected to was real
corporeality, not just the form thereof, so that proto-
Gnostics could quite happily affirm the view which Robinson
ascribes to Paul and John. Indeed, an examination of
Gnostic resurrection appearance texts reveals that the
Gnostics did affirm such a view; for contrary to Robinson,
the Gnostic resurrection appearances were not visions of
bodiless radiance, but were usually visions of a luminous
human body (Apocryphon of John [NHL 3.1]; Sophia of Jesus
Christ [NHL 3.4); cf. Letter of Peter to Philip [NHL 6.2])%
or, in other words, precisely the view which Robinson
ascribes to primitive Christianity! In fact even the
luminosity is absent in some Gnostic resurrection appearance

24Gerald 0’Collins, "Luminous Appearances of the
Risen Christ," CBQ 46 (1984):248.

25pext in James M. Robinson, ed., The Nag Hammadi
Library (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1977), pp. 99, 207-08, 395.
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stories (Acts of Peter and the Twelve Apostles [NHL 6.1]).26
Moreover, even if the proto-Gnostics were denying the bodily
form of the luminous appearances, an anti-Gnostic apologetic
would merely have to affirm that; the materialism of the
gospel narratives remains unexplained. The fact is that the
gospels’ portrayal of Jesus’s glorified body is quite
balanced, and critics like Robinson are forced to interpret
this balance of materiality and glorification as some sort
of inconsistency.

Actually, there are positive reasons to think that the
physicalism of the gospels is not an anti-docetic
apologetic: (1) As we have seen, for a Jew the very term
"resurrection" entailed a physical resurrection of the dead
man in the tomb. The notion of a "spiritual resurrection"
was not merely unknown; it was a contradiction in terms.
Therefore, in saying that Jesus was raised and appeared, the
early believers must have understood this in physical terms.
It was Docetism which was the response to this physicalism,
not the other way around.?” The physical resurrection is

26pext in ibid., p. 269.

27p¢ Robinson says, in the Gnostic view, bodily
existence is "deficient, stupefied with fatigue, passion,
drunkenness, sleepiness, a prison from which the soul is
liberated by its ecstatic trip at conversion and by the
sloughing off the mortal coil at death" (Robinson, "Easter
to Valentinus," p. 11). Hence, Ellis very plausibly
contends that Luke did not materialize the appearances; .
rather the Gnostics had de-materialized them (E. Earl Ellis,
ed., The Gospel of Luke, NCB [London: Nelson, 1966], p.
275). Similarly Dunn argues on the basis of the old
traditions in Mt. 27:52-53; Jn. 5:28-29; Acts 2:26-27, 31;
13:35-37 and the empty tomb tradition that “. . . the first
believers took up the straightforward resuscitation of the
corpse view of Jesus’ resurrection . . . .--that his body
had indeed quite literally been raised from the dead . . . .
There is no reason to suppose that this physical under-
standing of Jesus's resurrection was ever abandoned by the
Jerusalem centered believers" (Dunn, Jesus, pp. 119-20). He
thinks that Luke was merely reasserting the original views
of the church against Hellenistic tendencies. See also Karl
Bornhduser, Das Recht des Bekenntnisses zur Auferstehung des
Fleisches (Giitersloh: C. Bertelsmann, 1899), pp. 47-61, who
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thus primitive and prior, Docetism being the later reaction
of theological and philosophical reflection. (2) Moreover,
had purely "spiritual appearances" been original, then it is
difficult to see how physical appearances could have
developed. For (a) the offense of Docetism would then be
removed, since the Christians, too, believed in purely
spiritual appearances, and (b) the doctrine of physical
appearances would have been counter-productive as an
apologetic, both to Jews and to pagans; to Jews because they
did not accept an individual resurrection within history and
to pagans because their belief in the immortality of the
soul could not accommodate the crudity of physical
resurrection. The church would therefore have retained its
purely spiritual appearances. (3) Besides, Docetism was
mainly aimed at denying the reality of the incarnation of
Christ (I Jn. 4:2-3; II Jn. 7), not the physical
resurrection.”® Docetists were not so interested in denying
the physical resurrection as in denying that the divine Son
perished on the cross; hence, some held that the Spirit
deserted the human Jesus at the crucifixion, leaving the
human Jesus to die and be physically raised (Irenaeus
Against Heresies 1. 26. 1). An anti-docetic apologetic

points out that the letters of Clement and Ignatius prove
early wide acceptance of the physical resurrection of Jesus
in first century churches, even where Paul himself had
taught. Kiinneth argues convincingly that it is extremely
difficult to see how the gospel accounts of the bodily
resurrection could have arisen in opposition to the original
apostolic preaching and to the teaching of Paul. The .
authority of the apostles was extraordinarily strong, and it
is inconceivable that there should have arisen in opposition
to their authoritative witness a consistent tradition of
physical resurrection, if that had no basis in the message
of the eye-witnesses. It is more probable that Paul and the
original apostles held the same view as is expressed in the
gospel accounts (Walther Kiinneth, The Theology of the
Resurrection, trans. J.W. Leitch {London: SCM Press, 1965],
pp. 92-93).

28gee Wilckens, AAuferstehung, p. 76; 1. Howard
Marshall, The Gospel of Luke, NIGTC (Exeter: Paternoster
Press, 1978), pp. 900-01.
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aimed at proving a physical resurrection therefore misses
the point entirely. (4) The demonstrations of corporeality
and continuity in the gospels, as well as the other physical
appearances, do not seem to have been redactional additions
of Luke or John (it is thus incorrect to speak, for example,
of "Luke’'s apologetic against Gnosticism"), but were part of
the traditions received by the evangelists. Docetism,
however, was a later theological development, attested in
John’s letters. Therefore, the gospel accounts of the
physical resurrection tend to ante-date the rise and threat
of Docetism. Moreover, not even all later Gnostics denied
the physical resurrection (cf. Gospel of Philip, Letter of
James, and Epistle of Rheginus). It is interesting that in
the ending added to Mark there is actually a switch away
from material proofs of the resurrection to verbal rebuke by
Jesus for the disciples’ unbelief. (5) The demonstrations
themselves do not evince the rigorousness of an apologetic
against Docetism. 1In both Luke and John it is not said that
either the disciples or Thomas actually accepted Jesus’s
invitation to touch him and prove that he was not a spirit.
Contrast the statements of Ignatius that the disciples did
physically touch Jesus (Ignatius Ad Smyrnaeans 3.2; cf.
Epistula Apostolorum 11-12). As Schnackenburg has said, if
an anti-docetic apology were involved in the gospel
accounts, more would have to have been done than Jesus's
merely showing the wounds.” (6) The incidental, off-hand
character of the physicality of Jesus’s resurrection

29Rudolf Schnackenburg, Das Johannesevangelium, 3
vols., HTKNT 4 (Freiburg: Herder, 1976), 3: 383. He argues
that this not only goes for the appearance to the Twelve,
but for the Thomas appearance as well. The point of the
Thomas story is the believing without seeing, not an anti-
docetic apology. It is not even said whether Thomas touched
Jesus or not (Ibid., p,. 391). This latter point shows that
corporeality was a natural presupposition, not an
intentional apologetic. Clearly the author’s concern is
gith Thomas's confession, not with the touching (Ibid., p.

96).
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appearances in most of the accounts shows that the
physicalism was a natural assumption or presupposition of
the accounts, not an apologetic point consciously being
made. For example, the women's grasping Jesus’s feet is not
a polemical point, but just their response of worship.¥
Similarly, Jesus says, "Do not hold me," though Mary is not
explicitly said to have done so; this is no conscious effort
to prove a physical resurrection. The appearances on the
mountain and by the Sea of Tiberias just naturally
presuppose a physical Jesus; no points are trying to be
scored against Docetism. Together these considerations
strongly suggest that the physical appearances were not an
apologetic to Docetism, but always part of the church’s
tradition; there seems to be no good historical reason to
doubt that Jesus did, in fact, show his disciples that he

had been physically raised from the dead.®

301¢ is not, therefore, an attempt to prove
corporeality, according to Ernst Lohmeyer, Das Evangelium
des Matthdus, 4th ed., ed. W. Schmauch, KEKNT (Géttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1967), pp. 407-08.

31Again, the theological objection that this would
involve "an overwhelming of the senses to faith in the Risen
One" (Koch, Auferstehung, p. 48), so that the disciples’
faith would no longer be true faith, holds no weight. For
theological conceptions cannot change historical events; a
priori constructs of what can and cannot have happened will
be broken by the facts themselves. Besides, the objection
contains a fundamental misunderstanding of faith, which has
plagued post-Bultmannian theology. Bultmann construed faith
in epistemological categories, opposing it to knowledge
based on proof. Historical evidence is, therefore, not
merely irrelevant to faith, but actually inimical to faith.
Because faith cannot be based on evidence, the decision to
believe necessarily involves risk and uncertainty. The
result of this interpretation of faith may be seen in Willi
Marxsen, The Resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth, trans.
Margaret Kohl (London: SCM Press, 1970), pp. 143-83. He
tells us that Jesus wanted a daring faith. A verifiable
resurrection, on the other hand, would have given Jesus his
legitimation. Who he was would be a matter of certainty.
It would no longer be a venture for the witnesses to enter
the life of faith. 1Indeed, it would have been a counsel of
wisdom; it would have been simply stupid not to do what

]
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Jesus said. So typically Bultmannian is Marxsen’s
dichotomy: "It may have been that those first witnesses
experienced Jesus’ legitimation and then no longer needed to
believe" (Ibid., p. 151; cf. the similar remark of Kaspar:
. . . if one understands the ’‘appearances’ as exorbitant
miracles that simply ‘cut down’ the disciples, then that
would amount to the grotesque assertion that the first
witnesses of the faith were themselves dispensed from having
faith” [Walter Kaspar, “Der Glaube an die Auferstehung Jesu
vor dem Forum historischer Kritik," TQ 153 (1973):239]).
But to believe on the basis of preaching, that is really
believing, since preaching offers no legitimation. Were we
today able to show through historical-critical investigation
that the resurrection occurred, then faith would not be a
venture for us; we should be merely stupid not to accept
Jesus’s challenge. But as it is, we have no such proof.
Jesus is dead. Doing what he asks is "contrary to all human
reasoning" (Ibid., p. 183). But his offer continues--die
Sache Jesu geht weiter--reliance on God, freedom to love,
losing oneself for one’s neighbor and discovering that as
salvation. Van Daalen puts it succintly: faith is a leap
in the dark. "That such a leap in the dark is a risk worth
taking can only be found out by actually doing it" (D.H. Van
g:alen, The Real Resurrection [London: Collins, 1972], p.

).

This catastrophic misunderstanding springs from the
error of taking faith as an epistemological category, a way
of knowing. It ignores the fact that in biblical usage,
faith is not merely assensus, but fiducia. Because faith is
a whole-souled trust or commitment, it cannot in any way be
opposed to either knowledge or evidence. On the contrary,
Paul and the gospels invite us to believe on the basis of
the evidence. Precisely because the evidence shows that
Jesus is risen, I can place my trust in him. No biblical
writer could construct a dichotomy such that if one saw the
risen Jesus, then one no longer needed to believe. Now
Marxsen is right in one thing: if Jesus did appear to the
disciples, as the gospels say he did, then they would have
been stupid not to place their faith in him; and equally so,
if the weight of the evidence indicates that Jesus rose from
the dead, then we are stupid if we do not believe in him.
But the stupidest thing of all is to believe in preaching
which is without legitimation and contrary to all human
reasoning. As 0’Collins urges, most people refuse to agree
that it is better to be committed than to be rational
(O'Collins, Easter, p. 33). If Jesus is dead, then so be
it. But let us have none of this mushy-minded theologizing
about die Sache Jesu or faith in the preaching of the cross.
As Wilckens emphasizes, neither Marxsen nor Bultmann can
pretend to represent biblical Christianity (Wilckens,
Auferstehung, pp. 157-58), and only theologians are apt to
be impressed with their theological salvage operations. The
layman knows better, and he is fully justified if he follows
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The Balance of the Gospel Portrayal
And it must be said that despite the disdain of some
theologians for the gospels’ conception of the nature of the
resurrection body, it is nonetheless true that like Paul the
gospels steer a careful course between gross materialism and
the immortality of the soul.

A physical resurrection

On the one hand, every gospel appearance of Jesus that
is narrated is a physical appearance.® Mark does not
narrate an appearance, but the discovery of the empty tomb
could only suggest to his readers that the predicted
appearance in Galilee would be physical. Mark seems to
imply the corporeality and continuity of the resurrection
body in the angel’'s words, "You seek Jesus of Nazareth, who
was crucified. He has risen, he is not here; see the place
where they laid him" (Mk. 16:6b). Even the displaying of
the wounds of crucifixion does not seem to be a more
powerful statement of the continuity of the risen Jesus with
the Jesus who was crucified and buried than this. The
resurrection is bodily; Mark knows nothing of the
annihilation of the old body. The appearance in Galilee
would therefore probably have been understood as bodily.

In Matthew’s appearance to the women, their act of
grasping Jesus'’'s feet shows that a physical appearance is in
view here. In the Galilean appearance on the mountain, some
critics have wanted to see a vision from heaven, like Paul’s
Damascus road experience, but this seems to be an attempt to
read this into the story.® Matthew himself certainly

his common sense in refusing to take a leap into the dark in
believing that a dead man can be of life-determining
significance for him today.

326:&55, Ostergeschehen, p. 92.

33por example, O'Collins‘s description of this
appearance: the ". . . disciples become aware of a
presence. Some recognize at once their risen Lord . . .
(0'Collins, Easter, p. 85). Cf. Fuller, Formation, p. 82;
Dunn, Jesus, p. 124; Perrin, Resurrection, p. 72.
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considered the appearance to be physical, as the appearance
to the women and Jesus’s commissioning the disciples show.
Even in the appearance itself, there are signs of
physicality: the disciples’ worshipping Jesus recalls the
act of the women in v. 9 and does not suit a heavenly
appearance well; and Jesus'’s coming toward the disciples

( npooersiv ) seems to weigh decisively in favor of a physical
appearance.

Luke's Emmaus story is obviously physical, and is
acknowledged as such by those who think the story is shaped
by the Hellenistic tales of gods’ visiting men; also the
broken bread shows Jesus’ physicality. Luke’s version of
the appearance to the Twelve stresses Jesus's corporeality:
"See my hands and my feet, that it is I myself; handle me
and, see; for a spirit has not flesh and bones as you see
that I have" (Lk. 24:39). It is noteworthy that the word
for handling ( g¢nragfoaré ) here is the same verb employed in
I Ins il

John’s account of the appearance to Mary presupposes a
physical body, for whether Mary had grasped his feet or not,
Jesus'’'s command, "Do not hold me" presupposes that she could
have. 1In John’s version of the appearance to the Twelve the
mention of the crucifixion scars shows that the appearance
is physical. The reality of the physical resurrection is
the point of the demonstration in the Thomas story. Barrett
comments, Thomas “would be satisfied neither with a
substituted body which was not the body of the Lord who died
on the cross, nor with a spiritual body or apparition;" even
if Thomas did not touch Jesus, Barrett continues, John was
convinced that Jesus’s resurrection body could be handled.®
Finally, the appearance by the Sea of Tiberias was
corporeal, as evident from the fact that the disciples ate a
meal prepared by Jesus and took food from his hands.

Ll Barrett, The Gospel according to St. John
(London: SPCK, 1972), p. 572.
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So in every case, the gospels present bodily
appearances of the risen Jesus. Their unanimity in this
conviction is very impressive, especially in view of the
various independent strands of tradition represented; they
confirm Paul’s doctrine that the resurrection preserves the
continuity with and corporeality of the earthly body.

A supernatural resurrection

On the other hand, the gospels insist that Jesus’s
resurrection is not simply the resuscitation of a corpse.
Lazarus would die again some day, but Jesus rose to
everlasting life (Mt. 28:18-20; Lk. 24:26; Jn. 20:17). And
his resurrection body was possessed of powers that no normal
human body possesses. Thus, in Matthew when the angel opens
the tomb, Jesus does not come forth; rather he is already
gone. Similarly in Luke, when the Emmaus disciples
recognize him at bread-breaking, he disappears. The same
afterncon Jesus appears to Peter, miles away in Jerusalem.
When the Emmaus disciples arrive back in Jerusalem that
evening, Jesus suddenly appears in their midst. John says
the doors were shut, but Jesus stood among them. A week
later Jesus did the same thing. Very often commentators
make the error of stating that Jesus came through the closed
doors,® but neither John nor Luke says this. Rather Jesus
simply appeared in the room: contrast the pagan myths of
gods entering.rooms like fog through the keyhole!36
According to the gospels, Jesus in his resurrection body had

353arrett, John, lst ed., pp. 471, 472, 476 (note
the qualifying phrase, however, added in the second edition:
"or, perhaps, to cause his body to materialize where he
wills" [Ibid., 2d ed., p. 567; cf. pp. 568, 572]); Marxsen,
Resurrection, pp. 61-62; Wilckens, Auferstehung, p. 91;
Schweizer, "Leiblichkeit," p. 178.

365omer Odyssey 6.19-20; Homeric Hymns 3.145. see
comments by Berthold Klappert, "Einleitung," in Diskussion
um Kreuz und Auferstehung, ed. idem (Wuppertal: Aussaat
Verlag, 1971), p. 21.
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the ability to appear and vanish at will, without regard to
spatial distances.

Many scholars have stumbled at Luke’s "a spirit has not
flesh and bones as you see that I have," claiming that this
is in direct contradiction to Paul.® In fact, Paul speaks
of "flesh and blood," not “"flesh and bones." 1Is the
difference significant? I think it is. "Flesh and blood,"
as we have seen, is a Semitic expression for mortal human
nature and has nothing, strictly speaking, to do with
anatomy; Paul is not, therefore, necessarily opposed to
Luke. But furthermore, neither is "flesh and bones" meant
to be an anatomical description. Rather, proceeding from
the Jewish idea that it is the bones that are preserved and
raised, the expression probably connotes the physical
reality of Jesus’s resurrection.® Though it implies

g 37For example, Grass, Ostergeschehen, p. 40;
Schweizer, "Leiblichkeit," p. 177; Brown, Bodily
fisggrection, p. 87; Robinson, "Easter to Valentinus," pp.

38yMichaelis writes,

"When according to Luke a spirit has neither flesh
nor bones, and the Risen One is no spirit, that is not
to say that the Risen One does not have, to use the
Pauline terminology, a 'pneumatic (glorified, heavenly)
soma,’' but rather a ’‘psychical (natural, earthly)
soma.’' By flesh and bones in the Lukan statement is
much more . . . expressed what Paul expresses by the
concept of ‘soma’ (body, corporeality). By pointing to
flesh and bones, the pneumatic character of the soma is
not disputed; rather the reality of the somatic is
attested. Luke also stands under the presupposition--
as follows, moreover, from all of the indications he
gives (cf. 24:13ff; Acts 1:3)--that in the appearances
it can only be a matter of meeting the Risen One in his
glorified corporeality" (Wilhelm Michaelis, Die
Erscheinungen des Auferstandenen [Basel: Heinrich
Majer, 1944], p. 96).

On the Jewish emphasis on the bones, see Genesis Rabbah
28:3; Leviticus Rabbah 18:1; Ecclesiastes Rabbah 12:5.
Further see Evans, Resurrection, p. 108; Grundmann, Lukas,
P. 451. According to Lucian Vera historia 2.12, the Blessed
are intangible and without flesh and bone, but one can only
determine their incorporeality by trying to touch them. See
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corporeality, its primary emphasis is not on the
constituents of the body. Thus, neither Paul nor Luke is
talking about anatomy, and both agree on the physicality and
supernaturalness of Jesus's resurrection body.

Some critics have also scoffed at Luke’s 40 days of
Jesus’s appearing to the disciples, wondering if he was
hiding in a cave between appearances. This seems to show a
lack of understanding of the biblical conception of reality;
as Rengstorff explains, in the biblical conception this
physical universe does not exhaust reality.” There is also
the unseen world, which, though invisible, is no less real
than the visible. The unseen world is just as much a part
of reality as the visible world which men inhabit. This
"universe next door" is closed to human eyes, but spiritual
beings of that world can become visible and active in this.
One is reminded of the story of Elisha and the servant who
feared the might of the Syrians. "He said, ‘Fear not, for
those who are with us are more than those who are with
them.’ Then Elisha prayed and said, 'O Lord, I pray these,
open his eyes that he may see.’ So the Lord opened the eyes
of the young man, and he saw; and, behold, the mountain was
full of horses and chariots of fire round about Elisha" (II
Kings 6:16-18). The opening of the eyes reminds one of the
Emmaus appearance, although in that case the disciples’ eyes
were held from recognizing Jesus, not from seeing him. But
in the biblical conception of reality the invisible realm is
as real as the visible. Jesus did not necessarily "hide

further TWNT, s.v., " odpE." On Paul and Luke’s unity on the
resurrection see Borgen, "Paul to Luke," pp. 179-81.

39gar1 Heinrich Rengstorff, Die Auferstehung Jesu,
4th rev. ed. (Witten: Luther Verlag, 1960), p. 56. This may
help to answer the query concerning the whereabouts of
Jesus’s body now, a guestion posed by John B. Cobb,
“Wolfhart Pannenberg’s ‘Jesus: God and Man,’" JR 49
(1969):197; G.N.H. Lampe and D.M. MacKinnon, The
Resurrection, ed. William Purcell (London: A.R. Mowbray,
1966), p. 54.
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out" in this world between appearances, but may have moved
in and out of the visible and unseen realms of reality.
Christ’s resurrection appearances were appearances in
the visible realm out of the invisible. We can only
speculate as to the nature of this invisible realm, which is
in the biblical view inhabited by beings such as angels and
demons. It could be that the resurrection body is analogous
to the bodies of angelic beings, who can materialize and de-
materialize in the physical universe. Interesting in this
regard is Jesus’s answer to the Saducees’ conundrum designed
to show the absurdity of physical resurrection: “For when
they rise from the dead, they neither marry nor are given in
marriage, but are like angels in heaven" (Mk. 12:25). The
saying could mean that the resurrection body will be of the
same nature as the body of an angel.® This would certainly
accord with the Pauline description, for in the Bible angels
are everywhere presented as appearing with imperishable,
glorious, powerful, and supernatural bodies. This
description seems very similar to Luke’s version of Jesus'’s
answer: “But those who are accounted worthy to attain to
that age and to the resurrection from the dead neither marry
nor are given in marriage, for they cannot die anymore,
because they are equal to angels and are sons of God, being
sons of the resurrection" (Lk. 20:3-36). On the other hand,
the saying does not concern the bodies of the raised per se,
but rather their marital status. The saying in Mark could
mean only that the raised are unmarried like the angels.
Luke’s version does seem to imply, however, that because the
raised are imperishable like the angels, there is no further

) 40$ee H.A.W. Meyer, Handbuch iiber den ersten Brief
an die Korinther, 6th ed., rev. Georg Heinrici, KEKNT 5
(Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht’s Verlag, 1881), p. 448;
Wolfhart Pannenberg, "Ist Jesus wirklich auferstanden?" in
Ist Jesus wirklich auferstanden? Geistliche Woche fir
Siidwestdeutschland der Evang. Akademie Mannheim von 16. bis
23, Februar 1964 (Karlsruhe: Evangelische Akademie Mannheim,
1964), p. 26.
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need for marriage, since procreation is unnecessary. Luke’s
version thus draws a closer parallel between resurrection
bodies and angelic bodies than is explicit in Mark. 1In II
Baruch the raised are explicitly compared to angels:

.« « « they shall . . . be transformed . . . into the

splendour of angels . . . .

For they shall behold the world which is now invisible

to them,

And time shall no longer age them.

For in the heights of that world shall they dwell,

And they shall be made like unto the angels,

And be made equal to the stars,

And they shall be changed into every form they desire,

From beauty into loveliness,

And from light into the splendour of glory

(II Baruch 51:5, 8-10).%

I do not mean to suggest that the gospels draw an explicit
comparison between Christ’s resurrection body and the bodies
of angels; but the description of Jesus’s resurrection body
reminds one of angelic bodies, and the latter are a useful
analogue to make the former more understandable.

The gospels therefore present, like Paul, a balanced
view of the nature of Jesus’s resurrection body. On the one
hand, Jesus has a body--he is not a disembodied soul. For
the gospels and Paul alike, the incarnation is an enduring
state, not limited to the 30 some years of Jesus’s earthly
life. On the other hand, Jesus’s body is a supernatural
body. We must keep firmly in mind that for the evangelists,
as well as for Paul, Jesus rises glorified from the grave.
In his resurrection body Jesus can materialize and de-
materialize in and out of the physical universe. The
gospels and Paul agree that the appearances of Jesus ceased
and that physically he has left this universe for an
indeterminate time. During his physical absence he is
present through the Holy Spirit who functions in his stead.

4lon stars’ being equated with angels, see Job 38:7;
Dan. 8:10; Rev. 1:20. Cf. Dan. 12:2; 1 QH 11:10-14; Pss.
Sol. 3:16.
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But someday he will personally return to judge mankind and
establish his reign over all creation.




PART HII
ASSESSING THE EVIDENCE




CHAPTER 9

THE EVIDENCE FOR THE EMPTY TOMB

The principal historical basis for belief in the
resurrection of Jesus consists in the evidence for the empty
tomb,'for the appearances of Jesus to the various witnesses,
and for the origin of the Christian Way in the disciples’
coming to believe in Jesus’'s resurrection. If the evidence
for these facts is strong and cannot be plausibly accounted
for by alternative explanations, then the resurrection of
Jesus from the dead would seem to be the historical
hypothesis that most suitably fits the facts of the case.
Marxsen has protested that the resurrection is merely the
apostles’ inference from or interpretation of the facts, an
interpretation not binding on us today, since no one
actually witnessed the resurrection. But this objection
only seems to revive the old arguments against induction,
which would land us in nearly absolute scepticism.! In
fact, if one were to find empty the grave of a friend who
had recently died and thereafter on repeated occasions one
encountered him again, talked with him, and ate with him,
then, as Bode dryly remarks, the "interpretation" that he
had been raised from the dead would not seem to be either

‘Willi Marxsen, The Resurrection of Jesus of
Nazareth, trans. Margaret Kohl (London: SCM Press, 1970), p.
114; cf. S.H. Hooke, The Resurrection of Christ as History
and Experience (London: Darton, Longman, & Todd, 1967), p.
149. Notice that Marxsen does not object to the
interpretation of the resurrection because it infers a
supernatural cause instead of a natural one, but simply
because it is an inference. On this basis if one were to
hear shots from a neighbor’s house, see a man with a gun
fleeing from the house, and find one’s neighbor lying dead
on the living room floor, and were fingerprint and
ballistics tests to determine the murder weapon that was
carried by the fleeing man, then on Marxsen's principles one
could still not say the man killed the neighbor, since this
ig an inference. But such evidence is allowed in any court
of law.




352

unwarranted or merely subjective.? The question is, is the
historical credibility of Jesus’s resurrection sufficiently
high to warrant our belief?

In order to answer that guestion, we need to address
the historical evidence for the empty tomb, the resurrection
appearances of Christ, and the origin of the Christian Way.
First, let us direct our attention to the evidence for the
empty tomb.

The Historical Fact of the Empty Tomb

Oon the basis of our study in Parts I and II, we can
summarize the evidence in support of the empty tomb under
ten headings:

1. The histofical credibility of the burial story
supports the empty tomb. 1If the burial story is basically
reliable, then the inference that Jesus's tomb was found
empty lies very close at hand. For if the burial story is
fundamentally accurate, the burial site of Jesus would have
been known to Jew and Christian alike. But in that case, it
would surely have been impossible for the resurrection faith
to survive in the face of a tomb containing the corpse of
Jesus. The disciples could not have adhered to the
resurrection; scarcely any one else would have believed
them, even if they had; and their Jewish opponents could
have exposed the whole affair as a poor joke by pointing to
the occupied tomb or perhaps even displaying the body of
Jesus, as the medieval Jewish polemic portrays them doing
(Toledot Yeshu). Hence, it would seem to be infeasible to
affirm the historicity of the purial story and yet deny the
historicity of the empty tomb.

And, in fact, the burial story is widely recognized as
a historically credible narrative:

(a) Paul’s testimony provides early evidence for the
historicity of Jesus’s burial. We saw that in I Cor. 15:4

2pdward Lynn Bode, The First Easter Morning, AB 45
(Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1970), p. 165.

the pre-Pauline formula received and delivered by the
apostle refers in its second line to the fact of Jesus’s
burial. The four-fold &r., the chronological succession of
the events, and particularly the remarkable concordance
petween the formula and the preaching of Acts 13 and the
narratives of the gospels concerning the order of events
(death--burial--resurrection--appearances) make it highly
probable that the formula’s mention of the burial is not
meant merely to underscore the death, but refers to the same
event related in the gospels, that is, the laying of Jesus
in the tomb. If this is so, then it seems very difficult to
regard Jesus’s burial in the tomb as unhistorical, for (i)
given the age of the formula (AD 30-36), there was not
sufficient time for legend concerning the burial to accrue;
(ii) the women witnesses (see below) to the burial were
known in the Urgemeinde in which the formula was probably
drafted, and their testimony stands behind it; (iii) Paul
himself knew the context of the traditions he delivered
(eg., 1 Cor. 11:23-26), which makes it probable that he,
too, knew the burial story behind the formula. His two week
visit to Jerusalem in AD 36 seems to make this conclusion
firm, so that his word confirms the reliability of Jesus’s
burial in the tomb.

(b) The burial story was part of the pre-Markan passion
story and is therefore very old. It is universally
acknowledged that the burial account is part of the pre-
Markan passion story, the narrative of the crucifixion and
burial being a continuous unity. This gives good reason to
accept the burial as historical, on grounds similar to those
listed above: (i) the time was insufficient for a purely
legendary burial of Jesus to arise; (ii) the presence of
eyewitnesges who would know better would probably preclude
such; and (iii) the age of the story seems to insure that
Paul must have known it, for with his intercourse with
Jerusalem he could not but know at least the content of the
pre-Markan passion story. This would confirm that his
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mention of the burial in I Cor. 15:4 refers to the same
burial that is mentioned in the gospels. The age of the
formula on the one hand and the age of the pre-Markan
passion story on the other seem to insure the historicity of
the burial story in its fundamental elements. Their age
also probably affords us the authority of the apostle Paul
for the reliability of this tradition.

(c) The story itself is simple and in its basic
elements lacks theological reflection or apologetic
development. Most scholars would concur with Bultmann's
judgment in this regard. According to Bornkamm, "The report
of Jesus’s burial is kept concise and matter of fact,
without any bias [Tendenz)."® We appear to have here a
primitive tradition recounting Joseph’s begging the body of
Jesus and his laying it, wrapped in linen, in a tomb, a
tradition which has not been significantly overlaid with
either theology or apologetics. This seems to be
confirmation that the story is basically a factual report of
what happened.

(d) The person of Joseph of Arimathea is probably
historical. Even the most sceptical scholars, such as Broer
and Pesch, agree that it is unlikely that Joseph, as a
member of the Sanhedrin, could have been a Christian
invention. To this may be added the fact that the gospels’
descriptions of Joseph receive unintentional confirmation
from incidental details; for example, his being rich from
the type and location of the tomb. His being at least a
sympathizer of Jesus is not only independently attested by
Matthew and John, but seems likely in view of Mark's
description of his treatment of Jesus's body as opposed to
those of the thieves.

(e) Joseph‘s laying the body in his tomb is probably
historical. The consistent descriptions of the tomb as an

3Ginther Bornkamm, Jesus von Nazareth, 10th rev.
ed., UT 19 (Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1975), p. 148.
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acrosolia or bench tomb and the archaeological discoveries
that such tombs were used by notables during Jesus’'s day
makes it likely that Jesus was placed in such a tomb. The
incidental details that it was new and belonged to Joseph we
have seen to be quite probable, since Joseph could not lay
the body of a criminal in just any tomb, especially as this
would defile the bodies of any family members also reposing
there. The dovetailing of all these incidental details
gives the narrative an aura of credibility.

(f) Jesus was probably buried late on the day of
Preparation. If the foregoing is probable, then the time of
Jesus'’s interment, given what we know from extra-biblical
sources about Jewish regulations concerning the handling of
executed criminals and burial procedures, must have been
Friday before the evening star appeared. The body could not
have been allowed to remain on the cross overnight without
defiling the land, and since the sabbath was impending the
body had to be buried before nightfall. With help, Joseph
should have been able to complete a simple burial prior to
the breaking of the sabbath, as the gospels describe.

(g) The observation of the burial by women is probably
historical. The women are used as witnesses of the
crucifixion, burial, and empty tomb. Unless they actually
were the witnesses, it seems inexplicable why they should be
used and not the disciples themselves (see below).

Moreover, their roles in the burial and empty tomb stories
seem to be mutually confirmatory. If their role in any one
of these events is historical, their role in the others
becomes likely as well. For example, if they witnessed the
crucifixion, they would probably have remained for the
burial, in which case the grave site would have been known,
making the fact of the empty tomb likely, as explained
above. If they witnessed the burial, they were no doubt
present at the crucifixion, since they would not suddenly
show up at the entombment. And again, then the grave site
would have been known, making likely the fact of the empty
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tomb. Finally, if they discovered the empty tomb, they must
have been at the burial so as to know its location. But
then they were probably at the crucifixion as well. So if
any of the lists of witnesses seems reliable, the others
probably are, too. That the role of the women is historical
is made likely by these traditional lists of names, for it
is difficult to see how the names of people known in the
early Christian fellowship could be associated with such
events unless this were in fact the case.

(h) No other burial tradition exists. If the burial of
Jesus in the tomb by Joseph of Arimathea is legendary, then
it is very strange that conflicting traditions nowhere
appear, even in Jewish polemic. That no remnant of the true
story or even a conflicting false one should remain is hard
to explain unless the gospel account is substantially the
true account.

(i) The graves of Jewish holy men were carefully
preserved. During Jesus’s time there was an extraordinary
interest in the graves of Jewish martyrs and holy men and
these were scrupulously cared for and honored.' This
suggests that the grave of Jesus would have also been noted
so that it too might become such a holy site. The disciples
had no inkling of any pre-eschatological resurrection, and
they would probably therefore not have allowed the burial
site of the teacher to go unnoted. This interest makes very
plausible the women’s lingering to watch the burial and
their subsequent intention to.anoint Jesus's body with

spices and perfumes (Lk. 23:55-56).

430achim Jeremias, Heiligengré&ber in Jesu Umwelt
(Gottingen: vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1958). The discovery iR
1973 of the bones of a victim of crucifixion named Johohanan
in an ossuary within a rock tomb shows that the corpse of
someone executed by crucifixion was cared for and attended
to later (V. Tzaferis, “Jewish Tombs at and near Giv'at ha-
Mivtar," IsrEJ 20 [1970]: 18-32; J. Naveh, "The Ossuary
Inscriptions from Giv'‘at haMivtar," IsrEJ 20 [1970]: 33-37;
N. Haas, "Anthropological Observations on the Skeletal
Remains from Giv’at ha-Mivtar," IsrEJ [1970]: 38-59).
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Taken together these nine considerations make the |
historical credibility of the burial account quite high, a
fact recognized by most New Testament scholars. According
to Trilling, "The particulars show at least that there was a
strong interest to be able to specify as precisely as
possible the whereabouts of Jesus's corpse and the witnesses
for the particular facts. It appears unfounded to doubt the
fact of Jesus'’s honorable burial--even historically
considered."S But in that case, the conclusion that the
tomb was found empty lies close at hand. Even if the
disciples left for Galilee and did not return to Jerusalem
preaching the resurrection until some time later, the
prospect of a closed tomb would have silenced them
effectively.

Against this first consideration in support of the
empty tomb, Fischer lodges two objections: (i) The argument
presupposes that the Christian concept of resurrection was
like the Jewish concept, that this flesh and these bones are
constitutive for the resurrection body. But Paul precludes
any such understanding in his doctrine of the resurrection
body. Fischer’s point is apparently that the Christian
concept of resurrection would permit the disciples’
affirmation of Jesus’'s resurrection even given general
knowledge of the place where his body still lay interred.
(ii) The argument presupposes that Christians appealed to
the empty tomb in their proclamation, which is false.®

But as for (i), we have seen at length that it is
futile to try to drive a wedge between Paul and the gospels
concerning the nature of the resurrection. Paul held that
the mortal body had to be raised and transformed into the
resurrection body: it is sown a natural body, it is raised

5 FopiRea
_“Wolfgang Trilling, Fragen zur Geschichtlichkeit
Jesu (Diisseldorf: Patmos Verlag, 1966), p. 157.

o 6karl Martin Fischer, Das Ostergeschehen, 2d ed.
(Gbttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1980), pp- 63-64.
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a supernatural body (I Cor. 15:44). The idea that a person
can be raised from the dead while his corpse remained in the
grave would have been nonsense to early Christian believers.
Objection (ii) is puzzling, since this first consideration
says nothing about the place of the empty tomb in the
kerygma. Even if Christians did not appeal to the empty
tomb, the fact remains that given the reliability of the
burial account, Jesus's tomb would have been known and so
must have been empty in order for resurrection faith to
flourish. Whether the Christian preachers drew this
inference themselves or used it apologetically is simply
irrelevant. Hence, this first consideration seems to me
strong evidence for the historical fact of the empty tomb.
2. Paul’s testimony implies the fact of the empty
tomb. I think there can be little doubt that Paul accepted
not only the burial but also the empty tomb of Jesus, as is
evident (i) from the sequence in I Cor. 15:3-5 *died--was
buried--was raised", (ii) from the concept of resurrection
itself, (iii) from his Pharisaic background and language,
(iv) from the expression "on the third day," (v) from the
phrase "from the dead," (vi) from his doctrine of
resurrection and transformation of the body, and (vii) from
his belief in the personal return of Christ. It seems
nearly certain, then, that Paul believed in the empty tomb.
Végtle and Pesch, Oberlinner, and others are willing to
concede this much, but they protest that this does not allow
the inference that the tomb was actually empty.’ But the
question surely presses, how is it historically conceivable
for the apostle Paul to have believed in the empty tomb of
Jesus if in fact the tomb were not empty? Paul was in
Jerusalem six years after the events themselves. The tomb
must have been empty by then. But more than that, Peter,

Tanton végtle and Rudolf Pesch, Wie kam es zum
Osterglauben? (Diisseldorf: Patmos Verlagq, 1975), p. 87;
Lorenz Oberlinner, "Die Verkiindigung der Auferweckung Jesu
im gedffneten und leeren Grab," ZNW 73 (1982):168.
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James, and the other Christians in Jerusalem with whom Paul
spoke must have also believed that the tomb was empty and
had been empty from the moment of the resurrection. Were
this not so, then Pauline theology would have taken an
entirely different route, trying to explain how resurrection
could still be possible, though the body remained in the
grave. But neither Christian theology nor apologetics ever
had to face such a problem. It seems unintelligible how
Pauline theology could have taken the direction that it did
had the tomb not been empty from the start.

But furthermore, we have observed that the "he was
raised" in the formula corresponds to the empty tomb
pericope in the gospels, the ¢&yfdyeptar mirroring the #Ayépsn .
This makes it likely that the empty tomb tradition stands
behind the third element of the formula, just as the burial
tradition stands behind the second. Two conclusions follow.
First, the tradition that the tomb was found empty must in
all probability be reliable. For time would have been
insufficient for an empty tomb legend to accrue by the date
of the drafting of the formula, and the presence of
witnesses in the Urgemeinde would have also tended to
prevent it. Second, Paul no doubt knew the tradition of the
empty tomb summarized in the formula and thus lends his
testimony to its reliability. If the discovery of the empty
tomb is not historical, then it seems virtually inexplicable
how both Paul and the early formula could accept it.

Finally, we have seen that the expression "on the third

day" is most probably a time indicator, perhaps in language
fraught with connotations of God's victory, for the events
of Easter, including the discovery of the empty tomb.
Included in the formula and preached by Paul, this phrase
provides very early evidence for the empty tomb, such that
the same two conclusions follow here as in the foregoing
paragraph. 1In sum, the testimony of Paul strongly implies
the historicity of the empty tomb.
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Again Fischer objects to this second consideration by
raising two contentions: (i) Paul could not have understood
the "he was buried" as implying an empty tomb because he
would have then somewhere referred to the empty tomb
tradition, and (ii) all kerygmatic traditions lack the empty
tomb.® But with regard to (i), an argument from silence
cannot overcome the positive evidence that Paul did believe
in the empty tomb. The objection seems to forget the
accidental nature of the epistles and presupposes a
completeness on their part that is simply not to be
expected. Similarly with regard to (ii), the information
from I Cor. 15:3-5 and the sermons in Acts suggest that the
empty tomb was implicit in the kerygma, even if it was not
explicitly proclaimed. What was proclaimed was Christ and
what he did, namely, rose and appeared, not the empty grave
left behind. And even if it was not used in preaching, the
presence in the pre-Markan passion story of the narrative of
the discovery of the empty tomb reveals that the latter was
valued and preserved in the inner life of the Urgemeinde.
Hence, such objections, based as they are on silence, carry
very little weight. The evidence suggests that both Paul and
the formula he transmitted reflect knowledge of the
historical fact of Jesus’s empty tomb.

3. The presence of the empty tomb pericope in the pre-
Markan passion story supports its historical credibility.

We have seen that the empty tomb story was part of, perhaps
the close of, the pre-Markan passion story. This is evident
from the fact that (i) the empty tomb pericope is bound up
with the immediate context of the purial account and the
passion story, (ii) verbal and syntactical similarities
bind the empty tomb story to the burial narrative; (iii)
the passion story would probably not have been circulated
without victory at its end, and (iv) the correspondence
between the events of the passion and the formula of I Cor.

8Fischer, Ostergeschehen, Pp- 58.
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15:3-5 confirms the inclusion of the empty tomb account in
the pre-Markan passion story. From the nature of the events
themselves, such a conclusion makes good sense: there was
no continuous, running account of the appearances because
the appearances themselves were unexpected, sporadic, and to
different people at various locations and occasions, whereas
the empty tomb story related a fact which was, so to speak,
"common property" of the Urgemeinde.

According to Pesch,’ geographical references, personal
names, and the use of Galilee as a horizon all point to
Jerusalem as the fount of the pre-Markan passion story. As
to its age, Pesch argues that Paul’s Last Supper tradition
(I Cor. 11:23-25) presupposes the pre-Markan passion
account: therefore, the latter must have originated in the
first years of existence of the Jerusalem Urgemeinde.
Confirmation of this is found in the fact that the pre-
Markan passion story speaks of the "high priest" without
using his name (14:53, 54, 60, 61, 63). This implies
(nearly necessitates, according to Pesch) that Caiaphas was
still the high priest when the pre-Markan passion story was
being told, since then there would be no need to mention his
name. Since Caiaphas was high priest from A.D. 18-37, the
terminus ante quem for the origin of the tradition is A.D.
37

Now if this is the case, then it seems futile to
attempt to construe the empty tomb account as an
unhistorical legend. It seems astounding that Pesch himself
can try to convince us that the pre-Markan empty tomb story
is an unhistorical fusion of three Gattungen from the
history of religions: door-opening miracles, epiphany
stories, and stories of seeking but not finding persons who

) 9Rudolf Pesch, Das Markusevangelium, 2 vols., HTRNT
2 (Freiburg: Herder, 1977), 2: 21; cf. 2: 364-77.
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have been translated to heaven.!® Make no mistake: given

101pid., 2: 522-36. Cf. Rudolf Pesch, "Zur
Entstehung des Glaubens an die Auferstehung Jesu," TQ 153
(1973):201-28; idem, "Stellungnahme zu den Diskussions-
beitrdgen,"” TQ 153 (1973):270-83. Pesch thinks the account
of the stone’s being rolled away is the product of door-
opening miracle stories. When it is pointed out that no
such door-opening is narrated in Mark, Pesch gives away his
case by asserting that it is a "latent" door-opening
miracle! The angelic appearance he attributes to epiphany
stories, though without showing the parallels. Finally he
appeals to a Gattung for seeking, but not finding someone
for the search for Jesus's body, adducing several largely
irrelevant texts (e.g., II Rings 2:16-18; Ps. 37:36; Ez.
26:21) plus a spate of post-Christian or Christian-
influenced sources (Gospel of Nicodemus 16:6; Testament of
Job 39-40) and even question-begging texts from the New
Testament itself. He uncritically accepts Lehmann and
MacArthur’s analysis of the third day motif, which he
confuses with Mark'’s phrase "on the first day of the week."
His assertion that eyewitnesses in the Urmeinde cannot
prevent legend since many legends are attested about the
disciples seems to be a petitio principii. He does not come
to grips with his own early dating and does not show how
legend could develop in so short a span in the presence of
those who knew better. 1In connection with Pesch’s exegesis,
Stuhlmacher has given a timely warning concerning the danger
of New Testament exegesis’s returning to the fleshpots of
the old religionsgeschichtliche school:
"Next comes . . . the religionsgeschichtliche method,
markedly speculative in its constructions, which Pesch
in connection with U. Wilckens and above all Kl. Berger
makes use of. In Gnostic research the attempt to infer
from a few ambiguous Hellenistic, Jewish, and New
Testament passages on the one hand and from many clear,
but second to fifth century Gnostic texts on the other
a foundational model of pre-Christian thought and then
with the help of this model (e.g. of the redeemed
redeemer) to interpret the New Testament has shown
itself to be useless, and we are just now freeing
ourselves from this constructional method of
interpretation. But now the terrifying impression
arises that one wants to repeat the same error with
Jewish texts. The reconstruction of that Jewish model
of interpretation which is so important for Pesch . . .
is by all appearances only possible with the help in
part of late, post-New Testament and clearly Christian-
influenced texts. The extra-New Testament texts
adduced by Pesch are in any case predominantly from-the
second to fifth century. But instead . of drawing
attention to this difficulty, Pesch simply presupposes
that this model of interpretation already lies behind
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the age (even if not as old as Pesch argues) and the
vicinity of origin of the pre-Markan passion story, it seems
very unlikely that the account could, at its core, be an
unhistorical legend.

4. The use of "the first day of the week" instead of
"on the third day" points to the primitiveness of the
tradition. The tradition of the discovery of the empty tomb
must, it seems, be very old and very primitive because it
lacks altogether the third day motif prominent in the
kerygma, which is itself extremely old, as evident by its
appearance in I Cor. 15:4. If the empty tomb narrative were
a late and legendary account, then, as Bode points out, it
could hardly have avoided being cast in the prominent,
ancient, and accepted third day motif.! This strongly
implies that the empty tomb tradition ante-dates the third
day motif itself. Again, the proximity of the tradition to
the events themselves seems to make it idle to regard the
empty tomb story as a legend. It seems quite probable that
on the first day of the week the tomb was indeed found
empty.

Mk. 6:14ff and Rev. 11:3ff . . and was already
available as an Interpretament for Jesus’s disciples.

I regard this chain of hypothetical conclusions as
extremely problematical historically and again much too
weakly grounded methodologically to be able to be made
valid as a main critical argument . . ." (Peter
Stuhlmacher, "‘Kritischer miissten mir die Historisch-
Kritischen Sein!’" TQ 153 [1973]: 246).

11506&, Easter, p. 161; Brown agrees: ". . . the
basic time indication of the finding of the tomb was fixed
in Christian memory before the possible symbolism in the
three-day reckoning had yet been perceived" (Raymond C.
Brown, The Gospel according to John, Anch Bib 29A [Garden
City, N.Y.: Doubleday & Co., 1970], p. 980). The fact that
TR UL TEv cafBdTiy is probably a Semitism (C.K. Barrett,
The Gospel according to St. John [London: SPCK, 1972], p.
562; Bode, Easter, p. 6; Jacob Kremer, "Zur Diskussion iiber
‘das leere Grab’," in Resurrexit, ed. Edouard Dhanis [Rome:
Libreria Editrice Vaticana, 1974), p. 152, contra J.H.
Moulton, A Grammar of New Testament Greek, vol. 1:
Prolegomena, 3d ed. [Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1980), pp. 95-96)
also points to the early origin of the phrase.
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5. The nature of the narrative itself is theologically
unadorned and non-apologetic. The resurrection is not
described, and we have noted the lack of later theological
motifs that a late legend might be expected to incorporate.
Comparison of Mark’'s account with those in later apocryphal
gospels like the Gospel of Peter underlines the simplicity
of the Markan story. This suggests the account is primitive
and factual, even if dramatization should occur in the role
of the angel. Very often contemporary theologians urge
that the empty tomb is not a historical proof for the
resurrection because for the disciples it was in itself
ambiguous (mehrdeutig) and not a proof.? But that is
precisely one reason why the empty tomb story is today so
credible: because it was not an apologetic device of early
Christians; it was, as Wilckens nicely puts it, "a trophy of
God‘s victory."? The very fact that they saw in it no
certain proof helps to insure that the narrative is
substantially uncolored by apologetic motifs and in its
primitive form.

This analysis seems to undermine the two objections of
Oberlinner to the historicity of the Markan account: (1)
the presence of an angel precludes historicity, and (ii) why
and by whom was the tomb opened? If the account is meant to
be taken historically, says Oberlinner, then the answer must
be either that the women opened it or that it was
miraculously opened by God. But if one says, "God," then
why should He do that? The answer can only be: as a proof
of the resurrection. But this is wrong, since the angel
must proclaim the resurrection and he is a later addition.

12por example, Hans Grass, Christliche ;
Glaubenslehre, 2 vols. (Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1973), p 0
103; Kremer, “Grab," p. 139, 158; Vdgtle and Pesch,
Osterglauben, p. 88; Pesch, "'leere Grab’," p. 12;
Oberlinner, "“Verkiindigung der Auferweckung," p. 172.

13y1rich Wilckens, Auferstehung, TT4 (Stuttgart and
Berlin: Kreuz Verlag, 1970), p. 64.
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The empty tomb in itself is susceptible to many
explanations.” But with regard to (i), even if one

concedes that the angel is unhistorical (itself a moot
point), it simply does not follow that the entire account is
therefore unhistorical.
misunderstand Oberlinner, strikes me as very confused.
Suppose we say that God miraculously opened the tomb to

The reasoning in (ii), unless I

permit the women’s entry. How does it follow that the empty
tomb in and of itself is proof of the resurrection? And
even if it were, the fact that Christians felt the need to
add the angel only indicates that they did not regard it as
proof, so that we today can be confident that the narrative
is not an apologetic fiction. What so many scholars do not
seem to grasp is that precisely because the empty tomb was
ambiguous and not a proof for the early Christians, the
narrative of its discovery can be regarded as credible by
later generations of researchers.

Michael Goulder, on the other hand, claims that the
Markan narrative is thoroughly theologically determined,
being a Christian midrash.” He attempts to show the
presence of 0ld Testament motifs in the narrative, for
example, Josh. 10:16-27. But Goulder’s procedure is no
better than the old religionsgeschichtliche Methode which
finds parallels scattered everywhere without showing any
genealogical link between them. It is ironic that Goulder's
article in Theology is followed by a piece entitled "The Use
of Evidence in New Testament Studies," in which the author
complains that too many scholars think it sufficient to show
that the evidence can be interpreted in accordance with
their hypothesis rather than that their interpretation is

14 : s
Oberlinner, "Verkiindigung der Auferweckung," b
178-180. g g e

15michael Goulder, "The Empty Tomb," Theol 79
(1976):206-14.
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required by the evidence.!® This is certainly Goulder’s
failing, and following his method would bring chaos to
historical studies. Against his view of the empty tomb
story stands the fact that the most significant elements of
the Joshua story are conspicuously missing from the Markan
story: the guard at the tomb (this is, of course, Matthean,
which complicates Goulder’'s thesis by requiring that the
other evangelists, too, are writing midrash), reflecticn on
Jesus as the Ring, description of Jesus coming out of the
tomb, and declaration of Jesus'’s conquering his enemies.
Minor similarities such as the rock-hewn tomb with a roll-
stone door and the taking down of the bodies before
nightfall are established Jewish practice. For other
details of the Markan story, Goulder searches hither and
yon: the stone and its sealing come from the lion’s den in
Dan. 6:17, Joseph of Arimathea from Joseph of Gen. 50, Mary
as a witness from Miriam in Exod. 15:21 in connection with
Ps. 38:11-14, Salome from Solomon, and so forth. RAfter a
while, such a methodology suffers self-refutation by
reductio ad absurdum. The fact is that the Markan narrative
appears to transmit a primitive tradition with little or no
theological reflection, and this counts in favor of its
historical reliability.

6. The discovery of the empty tomb by women is highly
probable. Given the low status of women in Jewish society
and their lack of qualification to serve as legal witnesses,
the most plausible explanation, in light of the gospels’
conviction that the disciples were in Jerusalem over the
weekend, why women and not the male disciples were made
discoverers of the empty tomb is that the women were in fact
the ones who made this discovery. This conclusion receives
confirmation from the fact that there seems to be no reason
why the later Christian church should wish to humiliate its

167.M. Ross, "The Use of Evidence in New Testament
Studies," Theol 19 (1976):214-21.
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leaders by having them hiding in cowardice in Jerusalem,
while the women boldly carry out their last devotions to
Jesus's body, unless this were in fact the truth. Their
motive of anointing the body by pouring oils over it is
entirely plausible in light of contemporary custom; indeed,
its apparent conflict with Mk. 14:8 makes it unlikely that
Mark invented this intention. Furthermore, the listing of

the women'’'s names again weighs against unhistorical legend
at the story’s core, for these persons were known in the
Urgemeinde and so could not be easily associated with a
false account.

Oberlinner objects to this consideration because the
women are not being used as witnesses to the empty tomb, but
merely to relay the angel’s message. Since they were at the
crucifixion, they are the most obvious candidates for the
job." But why have the message relayed at all? Why not
given directly to the disciples? Why not have the male
disciples at the cross as well? The careful recounting of
the women at the cross, then at the burial, then at the
empty tomb shows that their role as historical witnesses of
those events is being recalled. Voégtle and Pesch, on the
other hand, object that this sixth consideration presupposes
the accuracy of the burial story. The fact that the male
disciples do not discover the empty tomb is just one more
proof that the tomb was not found empty!® But I fail to
see how the present consideration presupposes the
credibility of the burial account (itself a pretty safe
presupposition in any case). For on the objectors’ view,
the empty tomb story is a legend and therefore unrelated to
whether the burial account is accurate or not. Suppose
Jesus was buried in the common plot for criminals. Why do
we have a legend arise about women discovering his empty

5% 17Oberlinner, "Verkiindigung der Auferweckung," p.

lavégtle and Pesch, Osterglauben, p. 94.
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tomb, rather than one describing the male disciples’ making
this discovery? Vdgtle and Pesch offer nothing to explain
this anomaly. The most plausible explanation of the women's
role is surely that they were in fact the ones who
discovered Jesus’s tomb empty.

7. The investigation of the empty tomb by Peter and
John is historically probable. Behind the fourth gospel
stands, it seems, John the son of Zebedee, whose
reminiscences fill out the traditions employed. The visit
of the disciples to the empty tomb is apparently therefore
attested, not only in tradition, but by John himself. His
testimony has therefore the same first hand character as
Paul’s letters and ought to be accorded equal weight. We
thus possess testimony for the investigation of the empty
tomb that cannot be easily disregarded. Entirely apart from
that, however, the historicity of the disciples’ visit is
also made likely by the plausibility of the denial of Peter
tradition, for if he were in Jerusalem, then having heard
the women'’s report he would quite likely check it out.
Fischer’s objection that in the oldest traditions there is
no trace of the disciples’ remaining in Jerusalem and that
only later traditions attempt to connect them to the empty
tomb!” is, as we have seen, simply false. The inherent
implausibility of and absence of any evidence for the
disciples’ flight to Galilee render it highly likely that
they were in Jerusalem, which fact makes the visit to the
tomb also very plausible.

8. It would have been virtually impossible for the
disciples to proclaim the resurrection in Jerusalem had the
tomb not been empty. The empty tomb is a sine gua non of
the resurrection. The notion that Jesus rose from the dead
with a new body while his old body lay in the grave is a
purely modern conception. Jewish mentality would never have
accepted a division of two bodies, one in the tomb and one

19Fischer, Ostergeschehen, p. 50.
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in the risen life.® Even if the disciples failed to check
the empty tomb, the Jews could have been guilty of no such
oversight. Moreover, even if the burial story were false
and Jesus had been buried in the criminal’s graveyard, it is
not at all obvious that the Jewish authorities could not
have re-located a recently dug dirt grave, even after
several weeks. When therefore the disciples began to preach
the resurrection in Jerusalem, and people responded, and the
religious authorities stood helplessly by, the tomb must
have been empty.? The fact that the Christian fellowship,
founded on belief in Jesus’s resurrection, could come into
existence and flourish in the very city where he was
executed and buried seems powerful evidence for the
historicity of the empty tomb.

In response to this consideration, Oberlinner objects
once more that the empty tomb is mehrdeutig. The disciples
would not have checked to see if Jesus'’s grave was empty,
even if they believed on the presupposition of Jewish

2OBode, Easter, pp. 162-63. Pesch maintains that
Mk. 6:14 proves that it was possible to speak of a
resurrection without an empty tomb. People who believed
that Jesus was John the Baptist raised from the dead did not
go to John's grave for verification or falsification (Pesch,
"Entstehung," pp. 206, 208). But as Schelkle observes,
since Jesus was thirty years old at the time and a
contemporary of John, the saying in Mk. 6:14 did not mean
John had come back to life, but that Jesus was working
miracles in his power. No one really seriously asserted the
resurrection of the Baptist (Karl Herrmann Schelkle,
"Schépfung des Glaubens," TQ 153 (1973):243). Hengel
suggests that the saying concerns, not literal resurrection,
but personal identity. In Jewish Haggada, this concern led
to all sorts of identifications, such as Pinchas = Elijah;
Shem = Melchizedek; Melchizedek = Michael; Aachan = Zimri,
etc. It is not a question of literal resurrection (Hengel,
"Osterglaube," pp. 258-59).

2l7his conclusion is not altered by any uncertainty
as to when the disciples began to preach, as Pesch alleges
(Pesch, "Entstehung," p. 207). The point is, when the
disciples returned from Galilee to Jerusalem, preaching the
resurrection, the tomb by that time had to be empty,
whenever that was.
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anthropology that it was, since they had already come to
faith in the resurrection and the empty tomb had played no
role in bringing them to faith. Nor would their opponents
have bothered to check this fact because an empty grave,
should it be found, would merely have led them to other
sorts of explanation.22 But again, this reasoning strikes
me as very confused. Even if we concede, for the sake of
argument, that the story of the empty tomb’s discovery and
investigation by the disciples prior to the appearances is
false and that the disciples were, subsequent to the
appearances, so wanting in interest in Jesus’s tomb that
none of them sought to visit it again, how could the Jewish
authorities be so apathetic? Oberlinner’s answer makes no
sense at all: the Jewish leaders' motivation in
investigating Jesus's grave was not to verify his
resurrection, but to falsify it. Their hope would have been
to find it occupied. 1If it were found empty, then other
explanations for this could be devised; but the discovery of
Jesus’s occupied grave would decisively silence his
followers. Hence, they had every reason to check his
gravesite.® Given that fact, the proclamation in Jerusalem
by the disciples of Jesus’s resurrection and the flourishing
of the Urgemeinde can have occurred only if the tomb of
Jesus were empty or unknown. But there is ample evidence
that the site of Jesus’s body was known --the historicity of
Joseph of Arimathea alone suffices for this--; therefore,

220berlinner, "Verkiindigung der Auferweckung,"” pp.
169-75.

23V6gtle and Pesch assert that the Christian
proclamation would have struck the Jewish leaders as such
barer Unsinn that they would have had no reason to take
seriously so unconventional a message (Vogtle and Pesch,
Osterglauben, p. 91). But this misunderstands the point:
of course, the Jewish leaders did not take seriously the
content of the disciples’ message, i.e. its truth, but they
certainly took seriously schism or heresy within Jewish
religion; after all, they had had Jesus crucified!
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since the disciples did so proclaim Jesus’s resurrection,
the tomb must have been empty.

9. The Jewish polemic presupposes the empty tomb.
From information unintentionally furnished by Matthew, we
know that the Jewish opponents of the Christian Way did not
deny that Jesus’s tomb was empty. Instead they charged that
the disciples had stolen Jesus’s body. From here the
controversy over the guard at the tomb sprang up. The
entire polemic presupposes that the tomb was empty. The
proclamation "He is risen from the dead" (Mt. 27:64)
prompted the Jews to respond, "His disciples . . . stole him
away" (Mt. 28:13). Why? The most probable answer is that
they could not deny the fact of the empty tomb and had to .
come up with an alternative explanation. So they said the '
disciples stole the body and from there it all began. Even
the gardner hypothesis is an attempt to explain away the
empty tomb. The fact that the Jewish polemic never denied
that Jesus’s tomb was empty, but only tried to explain it
away is persuasive evidence that the tomb was in fact empty.

Fischer objects to this consideration that because the
Jewish polemic is post-AD 70, it was impossible for anyone
to check out the truth of the guard story or the empty tomb.
Matthew's account shows only that the Jews knew the story of
the empty tomb.? But Fischer fails to reckon with the fact
that there is an obvious tradition history behind the debate
into which Matthew enters and the fact that pre-Matthean
tradition is evident in the story itself, as we have seen.
And in any case, even on Fischer’s hypothesis, it remains
inexplicable why Jews in the post-70 period, first
encountering the legend of the empty tomb, would respond,
not by denouncing the fiction, but by agreeing with it and
trying to explain it away!

Mahoney’s objection, that the Matthean narrative
presupposes only the preaching of the resurrection, and that

24Fischer, Ostergeschehen, pp. 63-64.
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the Jews, who would naturally assume that a physical
resurrection was meant, argued as they did only because it
would have been "colorless" to say the tomb was unknown or
lost, fails to perceive the true force of the argument.®
The point is that the Jews did not respond to the preaching
of the resurrection by pointing to the tomb of Jesus or
exhibiting his corpse, but entangled themselves in a
hopeless series of absurdities trying to explain away the
empty tomb. The fact that the enemies of Christianity felt
obliged to explain away the empty tomb by the theft
hypothesis shows not only that the tomb was known
(confirmation of the burial story), but that it was empty.®
10. The fact that Jesus‘’s tomb was not venerated as a
shrine indicates that the tomb was empty. We saw earlier
that it was customary in Judaism that the tomb of a prophet
or holy man be preserved or venerated as a shrine. But it
is important to understand why this was so. It was because
the remains of the prophet lay in the tomb and thus imparted
to the site its religious value. But, of course, if the
body were not there, then the grave would lose its
significance as a shrine. Now in the case of Jesus’s tomb,
we find, in Dunn's words, "absolutely no trace" of any
veneration of Jesus’s burial place.?” It was apparently not

25Robert Mahoney, Two Disciples at the Tomb, TW6
(Bern: Herbert Lang, 1974), p. 159. His further objection
that this admission by the Jews is only found in a Christian
document also misses the point; the course of this argument
in the polemic presupposes the empty tomb. The Christians
were doing their best to refute the charge of theft, an
allegation which tacitly presupposes the tomb was empty.

26Oddly enough, Mahoney contradicts himself when he
later asserts that it was more promising for the Jews to
make fools of the disciples through the gardner-misplaced-
the-body theory than to make them clever hoaxers through the
theft hypothesis. So it was not apparently the fear of
being "colorless" that induced the Jewish authorities to
resort to the desperate expedient of the theft hypothesis.

27 yames W.D.G. Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit (London:
scM, 1975), p. 120.
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regarded as a shrine nor remembered as a holy site. 1In
light of the disciples’ peculiar reverence for Jesus, the
reason for this absence of veneration for his burial place
is most probably due to the fact that Jesus’s body was not
in the tomb--his grave was empty.

Taken together these ten considerations seem to furnish
good evidence that the tomb of Jesus was actually found
empty on Sunday morning by a small group of his women
followers. As a plain historical fact this seems to be
amply attested. As Van Daalen has remarked, it is extremely
difficult to object to the fact of the empty tomb on
historical grounds; most objectors do so on the basis of
theological or philosophical considerations.® But these
cannot, of course, change empirical facts. And
interestingly, New Testament scholars seem to be
increasingly recognizing this: according to Kremer, "By
far, most exegetes hold firmly . . . to the reliability of
the biblical statements about the empty tomb . . . ," and he
lists 28 prominent scholars in support..29

28D.H. Van Daalen, The Real Resurrection (London:
Collins, 1970), p. 41; so also Gerald 0’Collins, The Easter
Jesus, 2d ed. (London: Darton, Longman, & Todd, 1980), Pp.
91. The historian Michael Grant concludes,

"Even if the historian chooses to regard the
youthful apparition as extra-historical, he cannot
justifiably deny the empty tomb. True, this discovery,
as so often, is differently described by the various
Gospels--as critical pagans early pointed out. But if
we apply the same sort of criteria that we would apply
to any other ancient literary sources, then the
evidence is firm and plausible enough to necessitate
the conclusion that the tomb was indeed found empty"”
(Michael Grant, Jesus: an Historian’s Review of the
Gospels [New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1977], p-.
176).

29 3acob Kremer, Die Osterevangelien--Geschichten um
Geschichte (Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1977), pp-
49-50. He furnishes this list, to which his own name may be
added: Blank, Blinzler, Bode, von Campenhausen, Delorme,
Dhanis, Grundmann, Hengel, Lehmann, Léon-Dufour,
Lichtenstein, Manek, Martini, Mussner, Nauck, Rengstorff,
Ruckstuhl, Schenke, Schmitt, K. Schubert, Schwank,



Explaining the Historical Fact
But if the tomb of Jesus was found empty on the first
day of the week, the question must be, how did this
situation come to be?® Although the empty tomb may have

Schweizer, Seidensticker, Strobel, Stuhlmacher, Trilling,
Voégtle, Wilckens. He should also have mentioned Benoit,
Brown, Clark, Dunn, Ellis, Gundry, Hooke, Jeremias,
Klappert, Ladd, Lane, Marshall, Moule, Perry, J.A.T.
Robinson, Schnackenburg, and Vermes. Schnackenburg concurs
with Kremer's judgment: “. . . most exegetes accept the
historicity of the empty tomb, so that this question is not
the decisive point in the discussion about the resurrection"
(Rudolf Schnackenburg, personal letter, September 21, 1979).
Contrast Perrin‘s judgment: "Scholars are coming
increasingly to the conclusion that the empty tomb tradition
is an interpretation of the event--a way of saying ’'Jesus is
risen!’'--rather than a description of an aspect of the event
itself" (Norman Perrin, The Resurrection according to
Matthew, Mark, and Luke [Philadelphia: Fortress, 1977)], p.
80). In this and some other key points, Perrin seemed
remarkably out of touch with recent discussion on the
resurrection.

30rhis question occasions consternation among some
theologians. Koch pronounces, "It is not a legitimate
guestion to ask how the grave became empty because it
isolates the grave and wants to provide objective insight
into its emptiness" (Gerhard Koch, Die Auferstehung Jesu
Christi, BHT [Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1959], p. 171).
Wilckens says, "How the grave of Jesus became empty is a
question that cannot be . . . answered in a historical way;"
but then he turns around and persuasively refutes all
naturalistic efforts to explain it (Wilckens, Auferstehung,
pp. 152-53). The problem here is not historical but
theological. Such scholars recoil from the New Testament'’s
understanding of the resurrection as a historical event
which is every bit as objective as the crucifixion; instead
they substitute the notions of "an eschatological event"
(Wilckens) or "a meta-historical event" (Fuller), phrases
which are in reality nonsensical. An eschatological event
is either an event that has yet to occur, which is not true
of Jesus’s resurrection, or an event pregnant with divine
significance, in which case there is no problem in verifying
or falsifying it, since it has occurred. A meta-historical
event is a self-contradiction, since an event is that which
happens and so is part of history. Robinson scores Fuller's
opinion that this "meta-historical event" left only a
negative mark on history: “Yet the negative mark, by which
he evidently means not simply that there was nothing to show
for it but that there was nothing to show for it (i.e. an
empty tomb) is ‘within history’ and must therefore be

375

proved at first ambiguous and puzzling to the disciples,
today we know that most alternative explanations for the
empty tomb are more incredible than the resurrection itself
(for example, the disciples’ stealing the body, the
gardner’s moving the corpse, Jesus’s not being dead, the
women’s going to the wrong tomb, and so forth).® Only

patient of historical inquiry" (J.A.T. Robinson, The Human
Face of God [London: SCM Press, 1973], p. 136).

3l5ee william Lane Craig, The Historical Argument
for the Resurrection of Jesus during the Deist Controversy,
Texts and Studies in Religion 23 (Toronto: Edwin Mellen,
1985). The point is well-illustrated by M.E. Thrall's
recent attempt to defend the wrong tomb/subjective vision
hypothesis (M.E. Thrall, "Resurrection Traditions and
Christian Apologetics," Thomist 43 [1979]: 197-216). She
suggests that the women went to a tomb mistakenly thought to
be Jesus’s and found it empty, which in turn triggered
hallucinations in the disciples' minds, which Thrall
interprets as external projections of Jungian archetypal
ideas. She presents the hypothesis simply as a possible
counter-explanation to the resurrection, with little
evidence of a positive nature in favor of it, but she does
try to rebut the traditional objections to her theory. For
exanple, the Jews did not disinter the corpse perhaps
because it would have been a threat to public order or
because by the time the disciples began to preach, decay
would have rendered the corpse unrecognizable. The guard
story reflects Jewish/Christian controversy outside
Palestine after AD 70. Thus, the historical component of
belief in the resurrection is ambiguous. Unfortunately,
Thrall never answers what was perhaps one of the chief
implausibilities of the wrong tomb theory: that having
observed the burial with a view toward returning, the women
should together mistake another tomb for Jesus’s and, having
made the mistake, should not subsequently discover their
error. Thrall says nothing concerning the extensive
evidence we have reviewed for the fact that the site of the
burial was well-known. Her view entails, for example, that
Joseph of Arimathea was an unhistorical figure, since he
could have identified the correct site of his own tomb. But
apart from its inherent implausibility, the denial of
Joseph’'s historicity does not answer the problem of how
those who buried Jesus should be subsequently unable to
identify his grave. After all, the Jews did not need to
disinter the corpse to refute the resurrection; they had
only to point to the correct tomb. But the Jewish polemic
shows they did not even do that. Even if Matthew’s guard is
a later apologetic legend, the tradition history of the
controversy shows that the Jews did not deny the empty tomb
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either misinformation or theological presuppositions could
move Pesch to declare that the empty tomb permits “all
possible explanations," as shown by the Jewish polemic and
later anti-Christian rationalism.® This is simply not

true; the old rationalistic explanations have thoroughly
failed to provide plausible historical explanations that fit
the facts without bruising them.

To my knowledge, the only natural explanation of the
empty tomb that deserves any consideration is the suggestion
that some third party stole the body.®® The famous Nazareth
inscription seems to imply that tomb-robbery was a
widespread problem in first century Palestine. It could be
that some unknown Zealot group broke into the tomb and
absconded with the body. Now there is no positive proof for
this hypothesis, and to that extent it is a mere assertion.
But it remains at least a possibility and should therefore
be taken into account.

The hypothesis does not seem, however, to be very
plausible: (1) We know of no third party who would have any
motive for stealing the body. Robbers would have no reason

of Jesus. Disinterment would no doubt have been a last,
drastic measure, but it is not evident that the Jewish
authorities would not have attempted it had earlier efforts
to refute the women's error failed--but the evidence is that
no such efforts were ever made. Thrall’s attempt to defend
the wrong tomb hypothesis will probably generate as little
following as did Kirsopp Lake’s original attempt. On her
view of the appearances, see note 11 of chap. 10.

32Pesch, Markusevangelium, 2: 536; so also Kremer,
"Grab," p. 139. Contemporary scholarship seems to have a
woeful ignorance of the historical debate over the
resurrection, a fact made evident from Wilckens'’s
bibliography from the "history of the research": it
consists of Thomas Woolston, Peter Annet, H.S. Reimarus, and
D.F. Strauss (Wilckens, Auferstehung, pp. 171-72)!

335.a.7. Robinson, Can We Trust the New Testament?
(London and Oxford: Mowbrays, 1977), p. 124; David
Whittaker, "What Happened to the Body of Jesus? a
Speculation," ExpTim 81 (1970):307-10. Whittaker supposes
the thieves to have been ordinary vandals. This hypothesis
takes for granted that there was no guard at the tomb.
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to break into the tomb, since nothing of value was interred
with the body, nor would they cart away the dead man’s body.
Political zealots would simply have nothing to gain by
removing the corpse and hiding it. Their mention in this
connection is puzzling, since their cause seems unrelated to
and would in no way be furthered by the disappearance of
Jesus's body. Enemies or persons bitterly disappointed in
Jesus might conceivably desecrate the grave, but again it
would be just pointless to carry off the corpse and hide it.
(2) Apparently no one but Joseph and those with him and the
women knew exactly where the tomb was. Joseph probably
surprised the Jewish authorities by placing the body in his
tomb instead of having it buried in criminal’s graveyard.
Hence, it is difficult to see how some third party could
take the body, not having been present at the burial. (3) A
related problem is the time factor. since it is probable
that the women found the tomb empty Sunday morning, this
means that would-be thieves would have had to hatch their
conspiracy, steal the body, and dispose of it sometime
between Friday night and Sunday morning. Given the
tumultuous confusion at Jesus’s public trial and execution--
and during Passover time no less--this sort of dering-do
strains one’'s credulity. (4) The fact of the graveclothes
in the tomb, which so struck John, does seem to preclude
theft of the body. This fact is vouched for by the witness
of the Beloved Disciple and by the tradition embodied in Lk.
24:12. (5) Conspiracies such as this almost inevitably come
to light eventually, either through discovery or disclosure
or at least rumor. It seems hard to believe that when the
disciples began to preach that Jesus had been raised from
the dead, the malefactors could have kept their secret long.
The Jewish authorities would certainly have been glad to
have any such information. But we find no trace of this
whatever in any of the traditions. (6) Finally, perhaps the
most serious objection to this hypothesis is that it seeks
to explain only half of the evidence, namely, the empty
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tomb, in isolation from the appearances. A second
hypothesis to explain the appearances will have to be
conjoined with it. But if simplicity is a criterion for
preferring one hypothesis to another, then the resurrection
as an over-arching explanation for empty tomb and
appearances is to be preferred to separate hypotheses for
the same facts. As John Cobb confesses, once one gives up
the presupposition that dead men do not rise, how can one
deny that the simplest explanation of the facts is that
Jesus did indeed rise from the dead?*

3430hn B. Cobb, "Wolfhart Pannenberg's ‘Jesus: God
and Man’," JR 49 (1969):198.

CHAPTER 10

THE EVIDENCE FOR THE RESURRECTION APPEARANCES

Turning from the empty tomb to the appearances, we need
to inquire what evidence there is that Jesus appeared alive
after his death to his disciples.

The Historical Fact of the Appearances

Here the evidence may be summarized under four heads:

1. The testimony of Paul shows that the disciples saw
“appearances of Jesus.” The age alone of the formula cited
in I Cor. 15, which probably reaches back to within the
first five years after the crucifixion, seems to preclude
regarding the appearances in the list as legendary. No less
important is Paul’s own early, personal contact with Peter
and James and his acquaintance with some of the 500
brethren. It is nothing short of astounding that we should
have here information from a man who spoke both with Jesus's
brother and chief disciple, each of whom claimed to have
seen Jesus alive from the dead and who went to his death
because of that conviction. The appearance to the 500
brethren, which in itself sounds unbelievable because of the
number involved, is nonetheless probably historical, not
only because of Paul’s personal acquaintance with them, but
also because most of them were still alive to be guestioned.
The reason we hear so little of the appearance may well be
because it may have taken place in Galilee. And, of course,
the appearance to Paul himself, which changed his whole life
to the point that he also went to his death for faith in the
risen Jesus, is historically certain. We may try to explain
these appearances as hallucinations if we choose, but we
cannot deny that they occurred. As Norman Perrin remarks,
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"The more we study the tradition with regard to the
appearances, the firmer the rock begins to appear upon which
they are based."! Paul‘s list makes it evident that on
separate occasions different individuals and groups saw
“appearances of Jesus" alive from the dead. This fact is
virtually undeniable.

2. The gospel accounts of the resurrection appearances
are fundamentally reliable historically. Though it may be
impossible to prove that any single appearance narrative is
historically accurate, there are nevertheless good grounds
for holding to the historicity of the appearance accounts in
general, as Trilling explains:

From the list in I Cor. 15 the particular reports of

the gospels are now to be interpreted. Here may be of

help what we said about Jesus’s miracles. It is
impossible to ‘prove‘’ historically a particular
miracle. But the totality of the miracle reports
permit no reasonable doubt that Jesus in fact performed

‘miracles.’ That holds analogously for the appearance

reports. It is not possible to secure historically the

particular event. But the totality of the appearance

reports permits no reasonable doubt that Jesus in fact
bore witness to himself in such a way.-”

‘Norman Perrin, The Resurrection according to
Matthew, Mark, and Luke (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1977), p-
80.

2Wolfgang Trilling, Frangen zur Geschichtlichkeit

Jesu (Diisseldorf: Patmos Verlag, 1966), p. 153. With regard
to Jesus’s miracles, Trilling had written,

“"We are convinced and hold it for historically sure

that Jesus did in fact perform miracles . . . . The

miracle reports occupy so much space in the gospels

that it is impossible that they could all have been

subsequently invented or transferred to Jesus" (Ibid.:

p. 153).
According to Trilling, the fact that miracles in general
belong to the historical Jesus is widely recognized and no
longer disputed. He refers here, not to the interpretatioR
of miracle as a supernatural event, but to the historical
facticity of the gospel miracles attributed to Jesus. See
also Hans Grass, Christliche Glaubenslehre, 2 vols.
(Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1973), p. 84.
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Indeed, I think that the evidence for the reports in
general is such that we may affirm that the appearance
traditions of the gospels, far from being basically
legendary, are substantially credible from a historical
standpoint. Three basic considerations support this
conclusion.

(a) There was insufficient time for legend to accrue
significantly. Ever since Strauss broached his theory that
the gospel accounts of Jesus’s life and resurrection are the
products of legendary development, the unanswered difficulty
for this conception has been that the temporal and
geographical distance between the events and the accounts
seens to be simply insufficient to allow for the extent of
development postulated. Julius Miiller‘s critigue of Strauss
has yet to be answered:

Most decidedly must a considerable interval of time be
required for such a complete transformation of a whole
history by popular tradition, when the series of
legends are formed in the same territory where the
heroes actually lived and wrought. Here one cannot
imagine how such a series of legends could arise in an
historical age, obtain universal respect, and supplant
the historical recollection of the true character and
connexion of their heroes’ lives in the minds of the
community, if eye-witnesses were still at hand, who
could be questioned respecting the truth of the
recorded marvels. Hence, legendary fiction, as it
likes not the clear present time, but prefers the
mysterious gloom of grey antiguity, is wont to seek a
remoteness of age, along with that of space, and to
remove its boldest and more rare and wonderful
creations into a very remote and unknown land.?

JJulius Miller, The Theory of Myths, in its
Application to the Gospel History, Examined and Confuted
(London: John Chapman, 1844), p. 26. Miller further argues
that one cannot ascribe to the apostles such carelessness
that they should not have remarked the formation and general
diffusion of unhistorical legends about Jesus among the
communities of Palestine, or if they remarked them, that
they should not have opposed them vigorously. Moreover,
were the stories without historical foundation, the enemies
of Christianity would surely have seized upon this fact.
Luke’'s use of eyewitnesses in particular (Lk. 1:4) ensures
that he at least is not copying down myths, thinking it is
history (Ibid., pp. 29-33). Compare the argument of August
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Roman historian A. N. Sherwin-White has urged the same
consideration. He remarks that in classical historiography
the sources are usually biased and removed at least one or
two generations or even centuries from the events they
narrate; but historians still reconstruct with confidence
what happened.® In the gospels, by contrast, the tempo is
“unbelievable" for the accrual of legend; more generations
are needed.® The writings of Herodotus enable us to test

Tholuck, who in his critique of Strauss also laid great
weight on Luke'’s proximity to the events in question and
ability as a historian (A. Tholuck, The Credibility of the
Evangelical History [London: John Chapman, 1844]). He
argues that the author of Luke-Acts was a companion of Paul
and that several lines of evidence point to a date for Acts
of AD 63-64, which puts the gospel even earlier (Ibid., pp.
5-8). We are thus placed in the time of eyewitnesses to the
recorded events. Tholuck then argues on the basis of the
details in Acts for Luke’s competence as a historian (Ibid.,
pp. 8-23). This means not only that Luke’s narratives are
historically credible, but the narratives of the other
gospels as well, since they generally concur. Athanase
Coguerel also scored Strauss for allowing insufficient time
for the accrual of legend. Comparing the gospel stories to
the myths about Charlemagne, he maintains that it takes ages
for myths to form; the legends Strauss seeks are actually
the apocryphal gospels (Athanase Coguerel, Reply to Dr.
Strauss‘s Book, ‘The Life of Jesus’ [n.p.; n.d.], pp. 37-
45). All these considerations press with almost equal force
today.

4a.N. Sherwin-White, Roman Society and Roman Law in
the New Testament (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1963), pp. 188-
91.

S1bid., p. 189. This consideration becomes
especially forceful if one follows critics such as Guthrie,
Reicke, and Robinson in a pre-70 dating of Luke-Acts (Donald
Guthrie, New Testament Introduction, 3d ed. rev. [London:
Inter-Varsity Press, 1970], pp. 340-45; Bo Reicke, "Synoptic
Prophecies on the Destruction of Jerusalem," in Studies in
New Testament and Early Christian Literature, ed. D.E. Aune
[Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1972], pp. 121-34; John A.T. Robinson,
Redating the New Testament [London: SCM Press, 1976], pp-
13-30, 86-117). Robinson has sharply criticized the current
consensus of scholars concerning the dating of New Testament
materials, charging that the post-70 dating is largely the
result of the tyranny of unexamined presuppositions and
almost willful blindness on the part of the critics. It
would be -unfortunate were we to reject Robinson’s case out
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of hand simply because of some of his more extreme positions
(e.g. all the New Testament materials are pre-70), for thg
case for a pre-70 dating for at least Mark and Luke-Acts is
very persuasive.

Though most scholars regard John Mark as the author
of Mark, Feine-Behm-Kiimmel maintain that an early origin of
the gospel (40-60) is "improbable" because "the development
of the evangelical tradition is already far advanced, and in
Mk. 13 at least the threatening nearness of the Jewish war
can probably be perceived" (Paul Feine and Johannes Behm,
Introduction to the New Testament, 1l4th rev. ed:, ed. Werner
Kimmel, trans. A.J. Mattill, Jr. (Nashville: Abingdon Press,
1966], pp. 70-71). An approximate date of ground 70 must
serve as the time of Mark’s composition. Since Luke is
dependent on Mark, a date of Luke before 70 is also
untenable. But the decisive factor is that Luke looks back
on the fall of Jerusalem in his gospel, as evident in
Jesus's "predictions" of that event. Hence, Luke was
probably composed between 70 and 90.

The force of these arguments depends, however,
largely upon certain presuppositions. (1) The first reason
mitigating against an early date for Mark, the “ad?agced .
evangelical tradition," presupposes that such tradition did
not reflect the historical Jesus’s teaching. But such .
tradition may not be "advanced," but substantially authentic
(R.N. Longenecker, The Christology of Early Jewish
Christianity [London: SCM Press, 1970]; M. Hgngel, The Son
of God: The Origin of Christology and the History of
Jewish-Hellenistic Religion [London: SCM Press, 1976];
C.F.D. Moule, The Origin of Christology [Cambridge;
Cambridge University Press, 1977]; Royce Gorden Grgenler,
New Approaches to Jesus and the Gospels [Grand Rapids,
Mich.: Baker, 1985]). In fact, the argument cuts both ways:
one could argue that since Mark is early, the tradition is
not so advanced. And there do seem to be good reasons to
think that Mark is early. First, there is a sort of prima
facie justification for assigning to Mark a date as early as
is permissable. For there is strong tradition that'John Mark
was dependent in part upon Peter’s preaching for his .
information. Now it seems prima facie incredible in this
case that Mark would wait thirty to forty years to write
down his gospel. Can it be plausibly supposed that he would
wait decades before he composed his brief gospel, a tract
that would be simply invaluable in sharing with fledgling
churches as the ministers of the gospel went about preaching
and teaching? But second, if Luke-Acts was written before
70 and if Luke used Mark, then this prima facie early date
for Mark is confirmed. The date of Luke-Acts will be
briefly discussed below. (2) The second argument against an
early date for both gospels is the same: historical
information regarding Jerusalem’s fall in 70. This
argument, however, rests on the presupposit;og that Jesus
did not have prophetic powers. As Guthrie points out, if
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Jesus did have predictive powers, then the main prop in the
Markan dating falls away and with it the principal basis for
a post-70 dating of the other synoptics (Guthrie, Intro-
duction, p. 46). But secondly, even on a purely natural-
istic account of the matter, the predictions cannot be taken
as decisive proof of post-70 composition. Reicke argues
that the prophecies actually have nothing to do with the
destruction of Jerusalem in AD 70. ©Lk. 19:43-44 is a
familiar line of prophecy that could have been uttered at
any time. As for Lk. 21:20-24, it could be based on 0ld
Testament passages; it concerns an apocalyptic event, not
the destruction of Jerusalem in 70; and it shows no
knowledge of the Christians’ exodus from the city in 66.
Prophecies of the destruction of the Temple (Mk. 13:2) were
common prior to 70. Reicke then turns the tables and argues
that the prophecies are actually evidence for a pre-70
dating of the synoptics. When the evangelists wrote, they
had no knowledge of the event in AD 70. Had Luke, for
example, been looking back on the destruction of Jerusalem,
his portrait of the Romans would have been different. In
Luke’s writings, the Romans were never enemies, but in
Jesus’s prediction, the destruction of the city is by her
enemies. After 70, addressing Theophilus as "honored sir"
would have been impossible. So Luke’s gospel must have a
pre-70 date (Reicke, "Prophecies," pp. 121-34). Robinson
argues that the fact that the disciples’ question about the
Temple in Mk. 13:2 is never really answered suggests the
discourse was not written retrospectively, nor could the
injunction to flee to the mountains be after the fact, since
in 66 the Christians fled to Pella, which is actually below
sea level. The siege of the city predicted in Luke bears as
much resemblance to the capture of Jerusalem in 586 BC as in
AD 70; indeed, the peculiarities of the latter noted by
Josephus are missing from the prediction. On these grounds
alone, Robinson asserts, the burden of proof ought to be on
the scholar who sees the prophecies as having a post-70 date
(Robinson, Redating, pp. 15-19, 26-30). Hence, the evidence
against an early date for Mark and Luke-Acts is not only
insufficient, but perhaps even counter-productive.

What evidence is there for a pre-70 date for Luke-
Acts and hence for Mark? Several lines of evidence point to
a date for Luke-Acts prior to 64 (Guthrie, Introduction, pp.
340-45). (1) There is an absence of reference to events
which happened between 60 and 70. Though Luke centers more
attention in his gospel on Jerusalem than the other
synopticists, the fall of Jerusalem is nowhere mentioned in
Acts, which seems amazing when one reflects what a
cataclysmic event this must have been for both Jews and
Christians alike. A second event conspicuously absent is
the Neronian persecution of the church. It may be said that
Luke cut his narrative short for apologetic purposes to
allow Paul unhindered freedom to preach the gospel in Rome;
but, as Robinson remarks, such an apologetic would have

-
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eared less than cogent "by glossing over in silence t?e
ggﬁmon knowledge thatghe and Peter and ’‘a vast multitude’ of
other Christians in the city had within a few years been 3
mercilessly butchered" (Robinson, Redating, P. 89). A ghlr
unrecorded event is the martyrdom of Jesus'’s brother an P
leader of the Jerusalem church James. Although Luke records
the martyrdom of Stephen and James the son of_Zebedee, he
does not mention this important martyr, who died by stoning
illegally instigated by the high priest Ananus during the
interregnum after the death of Festus in 61 (Josephﬁs
Antiquities of the Jews 20.9). Robinson cgmments, No
incident could have served Luke'’s apologetic purpose better,
that it was the Jews not the Romans who were the real P
enemies of the gospel" (Ibid.). (2) There 1s no mention o
the death of the apostle Paul. Since Paul was probablg .
martyred about 64, it is very strange that Acts w9uld read
off with Paul still a prisoner in Rome, but enjoying & goo
degree of freedom, if, in fact, he had been slaln'earller
for the gospel. It is usually asserted that Paul’s "
martyrdom is foreshadowed in Acts 20:25; 27:24, but these
references are far from clear. His seeing the Ephesians ng
more could reflect his plans to open new mission fields an
not to return to Ephesus (Rom. 15:28) and his standing
before the emperor his expectation in Rome. We have no
clear "prophecy" of his martyrdom in Rome; quite thed cth of
contrary, on this logic we should have expected the 21.13
Paul in Jerusalem, as it is clearly fore-shadowed in 513
Other explanations of Acts’ breaking off where it d?es.ie?m
highly contrived. Harnack’s judgment remains sound: t' ;s
“hopeless" to think "that we can explain why the narra iﬁ
breaks off as it does, otherwise than by assuming that the
trial had actually not yet reached its close. It 1s ni u;i
to struggle against this conclusion" (Adolf von Harmnac ‘ e
Date of Acts and the Synoptic Gospels [New ?ork:_Pgtpam,
1911], pp. 96-97). (3) The subject matter 1s_pr1m1ttve.

The burning issues in Acts is the Jewish-Gentile con ro; n
versy, which ceased to be a problem after 70. Also con :O L
with food requirements and the Jerusalem counc;} points

date before 70, since after the city’s destruction these
were of secondary importance. (4) The tpeol?gg is .
primitive. Titles for Jesus as "the Christ," the Servan

of God," and "the Son of Man" indicate'pr}mltlv? tradltl?nﬁ,
as do descriptions of Christians as "disciples, the Je:xf
nation as jedc, and Sunday as "the first day of the wee 2
These could be deliberate archaisms, but the more natura
explanation is that the author is early enough to be in "
contact with the primitive climate of the early cpurch. (5)
The attitude of the state toward the church is still
beneficent. Guthrie observes, "Luke_is at pains to
demonstrate the impartiality of the }mpgrlal officials
regarding Christianity. In no case 1s it t?e Roman ——
officials who persecute the church" (Guthrie, {ntro ucti té
p. 344). Such a characterization would be possible prior



386

the Neronian persecution in 64, but thereafter it would have
been a cruel and palpable falsehood. (6) There is no
substantial knowledge of Paul’s writings in Acts. The
author of Acts shows no familiarity with Paul’'s letters, a
fact that favors a date as early as possible for Acts. The
later one dates Acts the more difficult is this fact to
explain. These six convergent lines of evidence suggest
strongly that Acts was written before 64 and Luke therefore
sometime before that (late 50's or early 60°s). Mark
therefore was written even earlier; Robinson suggests a
first edition in Rome in 45 (Robinson, Redating, p. 114).

In an important analysis of Robinson’s viewpoint,
E.E. Ellis finds the arguments for a pre-70 date for many of
the New Testament books quite strong, but points out that
most scholars today give more weight to the results of 19th-
early 20th century literary criticism than to external
correlations with historical facts, as championed by
Robinson (E. Earle Ellis, "Dating the New Testament," NTS 26
[1980): 487-502). But Ellis contends that at least three
axioms of such literary criticism are doubtful: (1) that
Christian theology underwent a unilinear or dialectical
development which allows New Testament books to be
progressively dated; (2) that authorship of New Testament
books was an individual affair, such that authenticity may
be tested by matters of vocabulary and style elsewhere; and
(3) that Jewish Palestine was a Semitic island in a
Hellenistic sea, so that New Testament documents reflecting
Hellenistic ideas could not have belonged to the earliest
form of Christianity, but reflect a later state of
development. The first and third axioms are particularly
relevant to the gospels’ dating. The first is questionable
because, as Hengel and Moule have shown, New Testament
Christology was in full bloom within two decades after
Jesus’s resurrection. Hence, purportedly "advanced"
Christology cannot serve as an indication for a late date of
a book in which it appears. The third axiom has been shown
to be simply false. Greek language and thought pervaded
Palestine, even in daily life, so that any dating based on a
dichotomy between Palestinian/Hellenistic milieu cannot
stand. According to Ellis, ". . . the literary criticism of
New Testament literature accepted by most scholars today,
and the New Testament chronology based upon it, has under-
pinnings that are tenuous and that in some cases can be
shown to be historically false" (Ibid., p. 501). Therefore,
the weight must fall on the sort of considerations adduced
by Robinson, which, as we have seen, incline toward a pre-70
dating for at least some of the gospels.

If this line of reasoning is sound, then it becomes
very difficult to regard the gospel accounts as unhistori-
cal, since there simply was not sufficient time for
unbridled legend to accrue. Indeed, one cannot but suspect
that it is this very implication that causes many scholars
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the tempo of myth-making, and the tests suggest that even
two generations are too short a span to allow the mythical
tendency to prevail over the hard historic core of oral
tradition.® Miiller challenged scholars of his day to show
where in 30 years a great series of legends, the most
prominent elements of which are fictitious, have anywhere
gathered around an important historical individual and
become firmly fixed in general belief;’ the challenge was
never met. Dibelius sought an analogy in the Apophthegmata
Patrum,® but the tradition in this case took a century to
form, not thirty or forty years; such a temporal gap for the
gospel traditions would land us in the period when the
apocryphal gospels were beginning to originate.

(b) The controlling presence of living eyewitnesses
would retard significant accrual of legend. Related to the
temporal and geographical proximity of the gospels to the
events they narrate is the controlling presence of living
eye-witnesses who knew what did and did not happen. Taylor
has twitted sceptical New Testament scholars for their
neglect of this factor, observing that if these critics were
right, then the disciples "must have all been translated
into heaven immediately after the Resurrection."’ The
witnesses listed by Paul in I Cor. 15 continued to live and
move in the early community and would exercise a control on
the appearance traditions. As Plummer observes, those who

to resist the force of this reasoning and to opt for a later
date.

6Sherwin-white, Roman Society, p. 190.
7Mi.iller, Theory, p. 29.

8Martin Dibelius, "Zur Formgeschichte der ;
Evangelien," Tru 1 (1929):173. Contra, see A.H. McNeile, An
Introduction to the Study of the Study of the New Testament
(London: Oxford University Press, 1953), p. 54.

9vincent Taylor, The Formation of the Gospel
Tradition, 2d ed. (London: Macmillan & Co., 1935), p. 41;
cf. A.M. Hunter, The Work and Words of Jesus (Philadelphia:
Westminster Press, 1950), p. 14.
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had seen Christ after the resurrection would soon become
"marked men."'® Similarly, if persons like Mary Magdalene
and the women did not see Jesus, then it is difficult to see
how the tradition could arise and continue that they did, in
opposition to the better knowledge of first generation
believers.

(c) The authoritative control of the apostles would
have helped to keep legendary tendencies in check. Since
the apostles were the guardians of the Jesus traditiom, it
would have been difficult for fictitious appearance stories
incompatible with the apostles’ own experience to arise and
flourish so long as they were alive, or for the true story
to be supplanted by a false. Kiinneth’s judgment is worth
repeating:

It is extremely difficult to see how the gospel )

accounts of the resurrection could arise in opposition

to the original apostolic preaching and that of Paul

. « . . The authority of the apostolic eyewitnesses was

extraordinarily strong. It would be inconceivable how

there should have arisen in opposition to the

authoritative witness of the original apostles a

harmonious tradition telling of an event that has no
basis in the message of the eye-witnesses.!!

1oArchibald Robertson and Alfred Plummer, First
Epistle of St. Paul to the Corinthians, 2d ed., ICC
(Edinburgh: T&T Clarke, 1967), p. 337. The fact that living
witnesses had memories of their experiences vitiates the
view that all that existed at first was a list of names and
that stories grew up later. This view also leaves us at a
loss to explain the lack of stories for certain appearances
in the list. The brevity of the mention of the appearances
in I Cor. 15 is no argument against equally early stories,
since the passion is also mentioned just as briefly (Wilhelm
Michaelis, Die Erscheinungen des Auferstandenen [Basel:
Heinrich Majer, 1944], p. 10; C.H. Dodd, "The Appearances of
the Risen Christ: A study in form-criticism of the Gospels,”
in idem, More New Testament Studies [Manchester: Manchester
University Press, 1968], pp. 127, 133; John Alsup, The Post-
Resurrection Appearance Stories of the Gospel Tradition, CTM
A5 [Stuttgart: Calwer Verlag, 1975], p. 68).

llgalther Kiinneth, The Theology of the Resurrection,
trans. J.W. Leitch (London: SCM, 1965), pp. 92-83.
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Fabrication of stories on the part of Christians, he
believes, would have been "sharply contradicted by the

“22 piscrepancies in secondary

apostles or their pupils.
details could exist, and the theology of the evangelists
could affect the traditions, but the basic traditions
themselves could not have been legendary so long as the
disciples were in charge of the deposit of Christian
tradition and directing the Christian community. The
accounts which are unhistorical in substance did not arise
until the second century, and even then they were
universally rejected by the early church.

These three factors--the insufficient temporal and
geographical distance between the events and the accounts,
the controlling presence of eye-witnesses, and the
authoritative control of the apostolic leaders--seem to
insure that the traditions underlying the gospel appearance
narratives are not unhistorical legends and that therefore
the appearance stories of the gospels are substantially
accurate accounts of what took place.

3. Particular resurrection appearances have specific
marks of historical credibility. 1In addition to the general
consideration above, several of the resurrection appearances
have good grounds in themselves for affirming their
historicity. By way of brief review:

a. The appearance to the women: The fact that women
are chosen for the first appearance and not the male
disciples lends credibility to this incident. It would seem
purposeless to make unqualified women the first witnesses of
the risen Jesus, were this not the case. In fact Paul’s
formula and Luke may well omit them because of their lack of
legal status. So why have such a story at all? Any
conceivable purpose for such an appearance would have been
better served by, say, an appearance to Peter at the tomb.

121pid., p. 93.
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That Christ appears first to the women therefore speaks in
favor of its historicity.

b. The appearance to Peter: Although we have no
account of this incident, the historicity of this appearance
is granted by nearly all New Testament scholars. It is
attested in the very old formula quoted by Paul and in what
is probably an old tradition cited by Luke. Moreover, Paul
had personal contact with Peter during his visit in AD 36,
and in citing the formula vouchsafes its accuracy in this
regard.

c. The appearance to the Twelve: The reference to
this appearance in the pre-Pauline formula, as well as
Paul'’s personal contact with the disciples, prevent it from
being a late legend, and Luke and John hand on traditions of
this event. Behind the Johannine account stands the witness
of the Beloved Disciple, one of the Twelve, which serves as
a guarantee of the fundamental accuracy of the traditions of
the event. 1In light of Luke and John's agreement, it is
probable that the appearance occurred in Jerusalem on
Sunday.

d. The Lake of Tiberias appearance: The activity of
the disciples in fishing subsequent to Christ’s resurrection
and commissioning of them is unusual and bespeaks a
primitive and probably accurate tradition of an appearance
on the Lake. Moreover, the witness of the Beloved Disciple
also stands behind this appearance and vouches for the
traditions contained therein.

e. The appearance in Galilee: The tradition of an
appearance of Jesus to the disciples in Galilee is referred
to in the pre-Markan passion story via Jesus’'s and the
angel’s predictions. Since Mark’s source arose in the
Urgemeinde quite early, it seems that this preserves the
memory of an actual incident.

f. The appearance to the 500 brethren: Perhaps the
most unlikely of the appearances, this incident must, it
seems, have taken place, for Paul had first hand contact
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with some of these people and in effect appeals to them as
eyewitnesses for the resurrection of Jesus. The appearance
probably occurred in Galilee under open air, prior to the
disciples’ return to Jerusalem.

g. The appearance to James: Given James’s antipathy
to Jesus during his lifetime and his leadership of the
church thereafter, it seems very plausible that his |
turnabout was due to a resurrection appearance of Jesus to
him. Paul’s personal contact with James in Jerusalem in AD
36 and his naming James in the list of witnesses makes this
a firm conclusion.

h. The appearance to Paul: We have in Paul’s letters
first-hand information concerning the appearance of Jesus to
him, an event that revolutionized the life of this learned
Pharisee. There can be no reasonable doubt that this event
occurred, and most scholars are willing to recognize the
fundamental historical credibility of the Acts account.

Hence, in addition to the evidence for the general
historical credibility of the gospel appearance stories,
these individual accounts have in themselves positive marks
of historical reliability. From these we may infer with
good probability that the disciples witnessed appearances of
Jesus first in Jerusalem and then in Galilee, that these
appearances were witnessed by both groups and individuals,
and that they occurred under varying conditions (near the
tomb, in the upper room, on the Lake of Tiberias, at an
outdoor assembly). The nature of these appearances is
considered more closely in the next point.

4. The resurrection appearances were physical, bodily
appearances. There is a widespread consensus among New
Testament scholars that the disciples did see "appearances
of Jesus" after his death, and a considerable number
interpret these appearances in terms of the bodily
resurrection and appearances of Jesus. But at the same
time, a great many critics, while affirming the "bodily
resurrection" of Christ, hold that because the body was
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spiritual, this concept entails in no sense physicality.

The appearances of the risen Christ are construed as
heavenly visions involving no extra-mental component.
Sometimes they are described as "objective visions" in order
to differentiate them from mere hallucinations, or
subjective visions. For in the appearances, Jesus is
actually seen in his spiritual resurrection body. Hence,
according to this widespread viewpoint, the resurrection
appearances of Jesus were bodily but not physical. 1If,
then, one wishes to assert the contrary viewpoint, one is
forced, it seems, to employ what at first sight appears to
be the rather redundant expression "physical, bodily
appearances." Were one to speak merely biblically, it would
be enough, as we have seen, to affirm the bodily appearances
of Christ, since for the New Testament writers this term
would seem to entail materiality and extension, but in light
of modern interpretations of Pauline terms, the more
cumbrous expression becomes unavoidable to denote
unequivocally the corporeal resurrection of Christ. What
grounds are there, then, for affirming physical, bodily
resurrection appearances of Jesus?

a. Paul implies that the appearances were extra-mental
events. Those who adhere to the viewpoint described above
usually discern a sharp division between Paul and the
evangelists concerning the nature of Christ’s resurrection
body. Seeking to align themselves with what they perceive
to be Paul’s position, they reason as follows:

1. Paul's information is at least prima facie more

reliable than the gospels.

a. For he stands in closer temporal and personal
proximity to the original events.

2. Paul’s information, in contrast to the gospels,

indicates that Jesus possessed a purely spiritual

resurrection body.
a. First argument: :
(i) Paul equated the appearance of Jesus to him
with the appearances of Jesus to the disciples.

(ii) The appearance of Jesus to Paul was a non-
physical appearance.
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(iii) Therefore, the appearances of Jesus to the

disciples were non-phys ical appearances.
b. Second argument :
(i) Paul equated Jesus’s resurrection body with

our future resurrection bodies.

(ii) Our future resurrection bodies will be
spiritual bodies.

(iii) Therefore, Jesus’'s resurrection body was a
spiritual body.
3. Therefore, Jesus possessed a purely spiritual
resurrection body.

By now it is clear that such reasoning seems to be
unsupported by an exegesis of Paul's teaching. Step 1
represents the usually unspoken presupposition of the
argument,’” a presupposition which in light of the fore-
going discussion is moot. Ewen granting that
presupposition, however, we have seen that neither of the
two supporting arguments for step 2 can be exegetically
sustained.

With regard to the first supporting argument, point (i)
seems doubtful indeed. BAbout the only evidence that is
adduced in its favor is that Daul adds his name to the list
of appearances in I Cor. 15. But does it follow from this
that the other appearances were also heavenly visions like
that to Paul? This inference seems unwarranted, for (a)
Paul is not concerned here with the how of the appearances,
but with who appeared, and (b) in placing himself in the
list, he is not trying to put the appearances to the others
on a plane with his own, but precisely vice versa. As for
point (ii), we have seen that while the appearance to Paul
was semi-visionary in nature, it cannot be properly
conceived of as a simple vision, for the experience involved
extra-mental accompaniments, namely, the light and the
voice, perceptible to Paul’s companions. We have seen that
attempts to attribute these phenomena to Luke’s hand are

13p Trilling explains, "Due to the great age of the
Pauline text and its terseness, it is today always accorded
greater historical credibility over against the texts of the
gospels" (Trilling, Geschicht1ichkeit Jesu, p. 151).
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unconvincing. That these were traditional is supported by
the fact that (a) Luke would have the opposite tendency, to
reduce post-ascension experiences of Christ to pure visions,
such as Stephen’s, and (b) it seems unlikely that he would
invent the inconsistencies in the three accounts concerning
_these phenomena. According to Luke, the appearance to Paul
was semi-visionary and unique because it was a post-
ascension encounter, and nothing in Paul’s letters would
seem to indicate that the apostle himself thought otherwise.
But if this is the case, then the first argument cannot
provide adequate grounds for the conclusion that the
appearances of Jesus to the disciples were non-physical
appearances.

The second supporting argument also seems to falter
exegetically. While point (i) is certainly true, point (ii)
contains an inherent ambiguity. For if by "spiritual body,"
one understands a body which is intangible, unextended, or
immaterial, then it seems false to assert that Paul taught
that we will have that kind of resurrection body. We have
seen that by o@pe Paul meant, not the "I" or the self, but
the body and that it is this body that will be raised. The
transformation to a oipa mvevpaturdy does not rescue it from
materiality, but from mortality. A ocipe which is unextended
and intangible would likely have been a contradiction in
terms for the apostle. The resurrection body will be an
immortal, powerful, glorious, supernatural body suitable for
inhabiting a renewed creation. All commentators agree that
Paul did not teach immortality of the soul alone, but this
assertion seems intelligible only if he did teach the
tangible, physical, bodily resurrection. Accordingly, this
argument for the immateriality of the resurrection
dppearances seems to backfire on its proponent.

The exegetical evidence does not, therefore, seem to
support the bifurcation between Paul and the evangelists
with regard to the resurrection appearances. More than
that, however, there are positive grounds to believe that
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Paul implies extra-mental appearances of Jesus: (i) Paul
and, indeed, the whole New Testament distinguishes between
an appearance and a vision of Jesus. We have seen that
while visions continued in the church, the resurrection
appearances were unrepeatable and confined to a brief
initial period. A vision, whether subjective or objective
(in the mind of the early church this would have meant a
hallucination or a vision caused by God), was wholly in the
mind, while a resurrection appearance seemed to involve
something’s actually happening in the external world. Now
if this is the case, then Paul, in listing the resurrection
appearances in I Cor. 15, does imply unintentiomally
something about the nature of these experiences, namely,
that they were extra-mental events, not visions. Because
Paul’'s own experience, though semi-visionary in character,
nevertheless included extramental phenomena, he can add
himself to the list in good conscience. More than that,
however: since Paul evidently believed in a physical
resurrection body, if our exegesis has been correct, then in
stating that "he was raised, and he appeared," he probably
means appeared physically and bodily, just as he was raised
physically and bodily. Paul thus seems to imply, if he does
not say, that the appearances were physical, bodily
appearances. At the very least, he implies that they were
extra-mental events. (ii) A second indication of Paul’s
belief in this regard may be seen by a consideration of the
reverse side of the coin. 1If originally there had been no
physical, bodily appearances, but only visions, then the
development of Paul’s teaching on the resurrection becomes
difficult to explain. He could not have taught that we
shall have resurrection bodies patterned after Christ’s, for
Christ apparently had no resurrection ooua. Indeed, as we
shall see, it seems doubtful that such visionary experiences
would have led Paul to speak of resurrection at all. Mere
visions of Jesus after his death, in other words, do not
seem to be sufficient to explain the direction and
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development of Paul'’s doctrine of the resurrection body--
which seems to imply once again that the original
appearances were extra-mental phenomena.

Now if Paul implies that the resurrection appearances
of Christ were extra-mental events, then in view of his
temporal and personal proximity to the people involved, his
testimony ought to be regarded as credible. If only by
implication, Paul’s testimony and teaching alone would
incline us to interpret the resurrection appearances as
events in-the external world.

b. The gospels confirm that the appearances were
physical and bodily. Although the physicalism of the
gospels is often alleged to be an anti-docetic apologetic,
we have seen that the grounds for this assertion seem to be
weak and that there are positive considerations mitigating
against it. Indeed, Paul’s doctrine seems to show early
belief in a physical resurrection body of Christ which
cannot be written off to an anti-docetic apologetic, since
that would have been counter-productive against his
Corinthian opponents. We have also seen that the
physicalism of the gospel appearance stories cannot be
convineingly attributed to the shaping of the traditions by
a literary form of 0ld Testament theophanies. More than
that, however, there are positive reasons to affirm the
historical credibility of the gospel narratives in this
regard: (i) Every resurrection appearance narrated in the
gospels is a physical, bodily appearance. The unanimity of
the gospels on this score seems very impressive when one
remembers that the appearance pericopes were originally more
or less separate, independent stories, which the different
evangelists collected and arranged. All the separate
traditions agree that Jesus appeared physically and bodily
alive to the various witnesses. There is no trace of
nonphysical visions in the traditions, a remarkable fact if
all the appearances were really visionary. It seems
incredible to think that a series of heavenly visions could
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become so thoroughly corrupted or recast as to produce a
uniform tradition of physical appearances. The fact that
all the gospel narratives agree on the physical, bodily
nature of the appearances and that no trace of visionary
"appearances" is to be found seems to weigh strongly in
favor of the gospels’ historical credibility in this matter.
(ii) The decisive point, however, seems to be that we have
already seen that the gospel resurrection narratives in
general, and some in particular, are fundamentally
historically reliable. The physicalism of the appearance
stories is so prominent, though often inadvertant, a feature
of these narratives that it could not fall through the net
of this general consideration. The implication of this
would seem to be that time would have been too short for
legends of Jesus's physical appearances to accumulate, that
the presence of living eyewitnesses to the appearances would
have served as a control against false accounts of the
events, and that the authoritative control of the apostles
over the appearance traditions would have helped to keep
legendary tendencies in check. If the appearances had
originally been mere visions, then these factors would
probably have prevented their wholesale perversion into the
gospel appearance narratives. It seems inexplicable how a
sequence of visions could be so thoroughly materialized into
the unanimous physicalism of the gospel appearance stories
in so short a time, in the very presence of the witnesses to
those appearances themselves, and under the eyes of the
apostles responsible for preventing such corruption.

Hence, the evidence of the gospels goes to confirm the
intimation acquired from Paul. Incredible as it may seem,
the evidence for the physical, bodily appearances of Christ
after his death is quite strong and cannot, it seems, be
plausibly rejected on historical grounds.

Explaining the Historical Fact

In sum, it seems probable that the disciples did, in
fact, witness physical, bodily appearances of Jesus alive
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after his death. How is this remarkable fact to be
accounted for?

Subjective Visions

Sometimes the appearances, the occurrence of which
cannot plausibly be denied, are regarded as subjective
visions." Peter, burdened with guilt for having denied
Jesus, found release only in a hallucination of the exalted
Lord; he then persuaded the others that Jesus was risen.

But such a hypothesis faces what seem to be insuperable
difficulties:

1. The theory cannot make sufficient allowance for
points (2), (3), and (4) above. It cannot explain how
subjective visions could, in such temporal and geographical
proximity to the events in question, be transformed into the
gospel appearance stories; nor why the influence of
eyewitnesses to what had really occurred should be non-
existent; nor how such accounts could arise in opposition to
the apostolic tradition. The theory cannot account for the
massive realism of the gospel accounts, since the first
visions were supposedly "spiritual." And it must ignore the

14See, for example, Emanuel Hisrch, Jesus Christus
der Herr (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1926), p. 39;
Rudolf Bultmann, Offenbarung und Heilsgeschehen, BET 7
(Minchen: Albert Lempp, 1941), pp. 66-68; James McLeman,
Resurrection Then and Now (London: Hodder & Stoughton,
1965), pp. 170-90; Howard M. Teeple, "The Historical
Beginnings of the Resurrection Faith," in Studies in New
Testament and Early Christian Literature, ed. D.E. Aune
(Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1972), pp. 107-20. For a crushing
critique of the theory that the subjective visions were
products of the Easter faith, see Hans Grass, Ostergeschehen
und Osterberichte, 4th rev. ed. (Gdttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1963), pp. 233-43. Grass argues convincingly that
there are no objective historical factors which would create
an Easter faith prior to the resurrection appearances,
neither Jesus's predictions, nor reflection on 0Old Testament
texts, nor the personality of Jesus, nor Messianic beliefs;
nor can subjective facts such as religious enthusiasm or
guilt complex account for the appearances. See also J.A.T.
Robinson, The Human Face of God, (London: SCM Press, 1973),
p. 131.
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evidence for the historicity of particular appearance
stories, such as the Lake of Tiberias appearance or the
appearance to the Twelve, for these traditions described
physical appearances.

2. The number and various circumstances of the
appearances attested to by Paul alone makes the subjective
vision hypothesis unlikely. The appearances in the list are
historically credible, but that a series of hallucinations
should so multiply itself to different individuals and
groups at different times and places seems unlikely. The
chain reaction hypothesis fails because neither James nor
Paul stood in the chain. There is no basis in the records
for postulating a psychological crisis for Paul resulting in
hallucination; on the contrary, he hated the Christian
heresy. He himself writes confidently that he was blameless
under the law (Phil. 3:6), and there was no reason he should
turn to the schmismatic Nazarenes to alleviate any inner
struggles with the Law which he experienced.

3. The evidence suggests that the disciples were in no
frame of mind to hallucinate. In no way did they apparently
anticipate any revivification of Jesus. Subjective visions
require either artificial stimulus through medicines or a
psychological state that did not seem to be present in the
disciples. As Grass has stressed, the great weakness of the
subjective vision theory is that it cannot really take
seriously either Jesus’s death nor the crisis it caused for
the disciples. For the change in the disciples must be
explained by the theory on the basis of factors already
present in the disciples; but these factors seem to be
absent in their case.

4. The early Christians differentiated between mere
visions and resurrection appearances. Paul and the gospels
are one that the appearances involved an additional aspect
lacking in a subjective vision and that the appearances were
therefore not visions. This seems fatal for the
hallucination theory.
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5. Subjective visions would not have led to the
doctrine of the resurrection of Jesus. I shall develop this
point in the following chapter. But in passing, it may be
noted that because subjective visions are purely projections
of the individual’s mind, they can contain nothing new. But
in the doctrine of Jesus’s resurrection, there are two
elements that are radically different from the popular
Jewish belief of Jesus’s day. The disciples would not,
therefore, have projected hallucinations of Jesus risen from
the grave.

6. Finally, the hypothesis confronts the same problem
as the old theft hypothesis for the empty tomb: it fails to
account for the full scope of the evidence. In order to
explain the empty tomb one will have to conjoin another
hypothesis with the subjective vision theory. But the
simpler explanation is that Jesus rose from the dead; this
one hypothesis accounts for all the evidence.

On the basis of these six considerations, then, it
seems clear that the evidence for Jesus'’'s resurrection
appearances cannot be plausibly explained on the model of
hallucinations.

Veridical Visions

A second possible explanation for the resurrection
appearances comes from the casebooks of parapsychology: the
appearances were veridical visions of the departed Jesus.
This theory, which is probably the most provocative and
stimulating alternative to the resurrection, is masterfully
expounded by Michael Perry.® Perry, an archdeacon in the
Church of England, avows that it is his intent to render the
resurrection more credible; but a discerning reader will
perceive that Perry is the heir of H. E. G. Paulus and the

153 chael Perry, The Easter Enigma, with an
Introduction by Austin Farrer (London: Faber & Faber, 1959),
pp. 141-95; Robinson has adopted Perry’s view (Robinson,
Face, p. 130; idem, Can We Trust the New Testament? [London
and Oxford: Mowbrays, 1977], p. 126).
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natural explanation school of nineteenth century theological
rationalism. The real significance to Perry’s theory is
that it provides a fashionably modern, naturalistic '
alternative to God’'s raising Jesus from the dead. After
arguing convincingly against the subjective vision theory,
Perry maintains that the appearances could have been
veridical visions of the dead. A veridical vision is a
hallucination generated by an individual’s mind when he
receives an external extra-sensory stimulus (a telepathic
message). Perry relates intriguing accounts of persons who
have seen other individuals, who in reality were dead, or
dying, miles away. Such appearances are experienced only by
loved ones or close friends of the person seen. Unlike
subjective visions, no special emotional mood is required to
experience a veridical vision. Also unlike subjective
visions, they are vivid in detail, and the hallucination may
even be seen to move physical objects. Perry's theory is
that Jesus died and rose in a “"spiritual bedy," but because
the disciples were Jewish and could only conceive of a
physical resurrection, Jesus telepathically caused them to
project an image of his body so that they could grasp the
truth, as a mere apparition would not have convinced them.
Thus, belief in a physical resurrection arose.

Ironically, the most unconvincing aspects of Perry’s
hypothesis are his appeals to supernaturalism. For example,
to explain the empty tomb, he has God annihilate the body, a
somewhat pointless exercise, since it has no connection with
Jesus’'s new "spiritual body." His notion of Jesus’'s
“spiritual body" seems to be predicated on what we have seen
to be a misunderstanding of Paul’s o@pa Tvevpatixdy . And as
A.B. Bruce long ago protested against Keim’s "telegram
theory" of objective visions,!® Perry’s view makes God and

165.B. Bruce, Apologetics; or, Christianity
Defensively Stated, ITL 3 (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1892), pp.
392-93; so also James Orr, The Resurrection of Jesus
(London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1909), pp. 229-30.
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Jesus himself responsible for the disastrous misunder-
standing of the physical resurrection on the part of the
Christian church. One can only shudder when Perry intones:
God deceived the disciples so that from evil, good might

come.

Hence, as a supernatural explanation, the
hypothesis seems singularly unconvincing; the supernatural
aspect is an artificial deus ex machina. Better is the
purely naturalistic explanation that the disciples saw
veridical visions of a dead person; extraordinary, but
nothing unique or momentous. The disciples, however,
interpreted these as a resurrection of Jesus.

But as a purely naturalistic explanationm, the
hypothesis seems in the end to be untenable:

1. There is no comparable case to Jesus’s resurrection
appearances. As Perry admits, in order to find parallels to
the appearance stories one must ransack the literature of
parapsychology and build up a composite picture of striking
aspects from many different cases. The fact is, no single
parapsychological case is fully analogous to a resurrection
appearance. Perry asserts that the appearances must have
been veridical visions because such visions square with the
character and result of the appearances. But this overlooks
the fact that real resurrection appearances explain the data
even better.

2. The number of occasions on which Jesus was seen
over so lengthy a duration of time is unparalleled in the
casebooks. Usually veridical visions are singular,
occurring at a person’s death to a loved one far away. But
Jesus'’s appearances were repeated over an extended period of
time. Perry is unable to explain the repetition and
temporal duration of the appearances.

3. Veridical visions are non-physical and leave no
physical effects. The resurrection appearances seem to have
been unmistakeably physical, as we have seen. But a

17Perry, Enigma, p. 214.
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veridical vision only appears to be physical. As a mental
projection, it cannot be grasped by the feet or handled or
eat food or prepare a meal. Hence, Mt. 28:9-10, in which
the women are said to touch Jesus, is the only appearance
Perry rejects as unhistorical. But this conclusion seems to
be forced by his theory, not historical-critical consider-
ations. It is implausible to think the disciples could have
taken a vision for reality when it left no effect omn
reality. We have seen, in fact, that Judaism of that day
distinguished precisely on this basis between an angelic
vision and an actual angelic appearance: if the food seen
to be eaten by the angel was left undisturbed, then the
angel was just a vision; but if the food had been consumed,
then the angel had actually appeared. Thus, the disciples
could not have mistaken a veridical vision for an appearance
of Jesus, for the basis for distinguishing between a vision
and an appearance was their physical reality. 1In any case,
we have seen the physicalism of the gospels to be well-
grounded historically; this would preclude the appearances’
being mere veridical visions.

4., Veridical visions of dead persons only occur to
individuals who are unaware of the death of the person in
guestion. The casebooks show that persons experiencing
veridical visions are unaware of the death of the person
seen. By contrast, the disciples not only knew that Jesus
was dead, but they were shattered by his death. Therefore,
naturalistic veridical visions would not seem to have been
possible. This consideration seems decisive against
paranormal explanations of the appearances.

5. The hypothesis fails to account for all the
evidence. Multiple hypotheses are necessary to explain the
New Testament data: the empty tomb must be explained by
some unrelated theory, since one cannot appeal to God's
annihilating the body; the appearance to the 500 brethren
must be regarded as a subjective vision, according to Perry,
because too many people were involved for this to have been
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a veridical vision; and Paul's hallucination must also be a
subjective vision brought on by a guilt complex, in Perry’s
view (presumably because he lacked intimate contact with
Jesus). Thus, multiple hypotheses, against each of which
weighty objections may be lodged, are necessary to explain

. the data which the one over-arching hypothesis that Jesus
rose from the dead can account for simply. We can only
concur with Grass’s conclusion: ". . . one will have to say
that none of the psychological and historical attempts at
explanation of the belief in the resurrection on the part of
the disciples has up to now led to a convincing result."®

18Grass, Ostergeschehen, p. 234.

CHAPTER 11
THE ORIGIN OF THE CHRISTIAN WAY

The Fact of Belief in the Resurrection

Whatever they may think of the historical resurrection,
even the most sceptical scholars admit that at least the
belief that Jesus rose from the dead lay at the very heart
of the earliest Christian faith. Bultmann acknowledges that
historical criticism can establish that the first disciples
believed in the resurrection.! According to Bornkamm,

The last datum within history’s reach is the Easter

faith of the first disciples. The New Testament does

not keep back how important the message and experience
are which ground it. This faith is not the peculiar
experience of a few enthusiasts or a peculiar
theological opinion of a few apostles, who in the
course of time had the luck to prevail and mark an
epoch. No, wherever there were primitive Christian
witnesses and fellowships and however much their

message and theology varied, they are all one in the
belief and confession to the Risen One.?

Gerhard Koch concurs, "It is everywhere clear that the event
of Easter is the central point of the New Testament message.
Resurrection by God and appearing before his disciples
constitute the basis of the New Testament proclamation of

‘Rudolf Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology," in
Rerygma and Myth, 2 vols., ed. H.W. Bartsch, trans. R.H.
Fuller (London: SPCK, 1953), 1:42. Similarly, Marxsen
declares, "Historically one can only establish (but that
with certainty!) that after Jesus’s death people claimed to
have had an experience which they characterized as seeing
Jesus--and reflection upon this experience led these people
to the interpretation: Jesus has been raised" (Willi
Marxsen, Die Auferstehung Jesu als historisches und
tgeologisches Problem, 2d ed. [Giitersloh: G. Mohn, 1965], p.
19).

2Giinther Bornkamm, Jesus von Nazareth, 10th rev.
ed., UT 19 (Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1975), p. 159.
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Christ, without which there would be virtually no witness to
Christ."? When Paul wrote to the Corinthian fellowship, “If
Christ has not been raised, then our preaching is in vain
and your faith is in wvain" (I Cor. 15:14), he spoke not for
himself alone. The entire New Testament testifies to the
fact that the resurrection of Jesus stood at the center of
the church’s faith and preaching.

In fact, they pinned nearly everything on it. The
resurrection was the sine qua non for their belief in Jesus
as Messiah and in his death as the basis for forgiveness of
sins. It is difficult to exaggerate what a devastating
effect the crucifixion must have had on the disciples. They
had left everything for him, and now he was dead. They had
no conception of a dying, much less a rising, Messiah, for
Messiah would reign forever (cf. Jn. 12:34). Without prior
belief in the resurrection, belief in Jesus as Messiah would
have been impossible in view of his death. But the
resurrection turned catastrophe into victory. Because God
raised Jesus from the dead, he could be proclaimed as
Messiah after all (Acts 2:32, 36). The resurrection was
God’s decisive vindication of the person of Christ. This is
not to say that belief in Jesus’s resurrection generated
belief in his Messiahship, but merely to point out that it
was a necessary condition without which that belief could
not have been possible. Similarly for the significance of
the cross--it was his resurrection that enabled Jesus's
shameful death to be interpreted in salvific terms. An
early formula asserted that Jesus "was put to death for our
trespasses and raised for our justification" (Rom. 4:25).
Without the resurrection, Jesus’s death could only have
meant humiliation and accursedness, but in view of the
resurrection it could be seen to be the event by which
forgiveness of sins was obtained. Hence, belief in Jesus's

3Gerhardt Koch, Die Auferstehung Jesu Christi, BHT
(Tibingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1959), p. 25.
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resurrection was an essential condition of salvation; an
early confession affirms: "If you confess with your lips
that Jesus is Lord and believe in your heart that God raised
him from the dead, you will be saved" (Rom. 10:9). Apart
from belief in the resurrection, there could be no salvation
or forgiveness of sins, for without the resurrection the
cross would have no meaning. Hence, Paul could write, "If
Christ has not been raised, then your faith is futile and
you are still in your sins®" (I Cor. 15:17).

It seems clear that without a prior belief in the
resurrection of Jesus, the Christian Way could never have
come into being. The disciples would no doubt have remained
defeated men. Even had they continued to remember Jesus as
their beloved teacher, it would have remained impossible in
view of his execution for belief in his Messiahship, much
less deity, or in his salvific work on the cross to develop
so quickly as it did. According to Grass, the life and
impact of Jesus was in itself not enough to account for the
disciples’ faith, since the crucifixion put this into
question. If Jesus’'s death had been the last word, it would
have meant the end of any impact created by his person
during his life. Perhaps his words would have been
remembered, like Socrates’s, but they would not have
possessed the meaning which the Urgemeinde attributed to
them.® The origin of the Christian Way therefore hinges on
the belief of the early disciples that God had raised Jesus
from the dead.

Explaining the Belief in the Resurrection
But the question now becomes: What was the cause of
that belief? Though Bultmann protests against any further
historical probing behind the faith of the first disciples,
yet, as R. H. Fuller points out, even the most sceptical

4Hans Grass, Christliche Glaubenslehre, 2 vols.
(Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1973), 1:99, 105.
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critic must posit some mysterious X to get the movement
going.5 But the question is, what was that X?

If one denies that the historical event of the
resurrection was that mysterious X, then one must, it seems,
have recourse to antecedent Judaism in order to discover the
facts which led to the disciples’ belief and proclamation
that Jesus was risen from the dead.® The Jewish doctrine of
resurrection is attested three times in the 0ld Testament
(Ez. 37; Is. 26:19; Dan. 12:2) and flowered during the
intertestamental period (II Macc. 7:9-42; 12:43-45; I Enoch
5:7; 22:1-14; 51:1; 61:5; 90:33; 91:9-10; 100:4-5; Testament
of the Twelve Patriarchs [Judah] 25:1, 4; [Zebulun] 10:2;
[Benjamin] 10:16-18; II Baruch 30:2-5; 50:1; IV Ezra 7:26-
44). It was probably not the result of Iranian influences,
but rather the logical outworking of Yahweh’s power over

5Reginald H. Fuller, The Formation of the
Resurrection Narratives (London: SPCK, 1972), p. 2.
Similarly, Pheme Perkins, noting the "anomalous character"
of resurrection language in application to a single
individual, concludes, "Consequently, even the historian is
pressed to ask what sort of events may have led to the use
of such language" (Pheme Perkins, Resurrection: New
Testament Witness and Contemporary Reflection [Garden City,
N.Y.: Doubleday & Co., 1984], p. 138).

SThe only other alternatives would seem to be Greek
or Christian influences. But it is now widely recognized
that belief in Jesus’s resurrection cannot be traced to
pagan factors (see Walther Kiinneth, The Theology of the
Resurrection, trans. J.W. Leitch [London: SCM, 1965], pp.
50-63), nor can it be ascribed to the influence of the
Church since it is itself the cause of the Church’s coming
into being.

On the Jewish doctrine of resurrection, see S.H.
Hooke, The Resurrection of Christ as History and Experience
(London: Darton, Longman, & Todd, 1967), pp. 2-18; Franz
Mussner, Die Auferstehung Jesu, BH7 (Miinchen: K&sel Verlag,
1969), pp. 39-49; Ulrich Wilckens, Auferstehung, TT4
(Stuttgart and Berlin: Kreuz Verlag, 1970), pp. 109-44; C.F.
Evans, Resurrection and the New Testament, SBT 12 (London:
SCM Press, 1970, pp. 14-17, 27-40; G.W.E. Nickelsburg, Jr.,
Resurrection, Immortality, and Eternal Life in
Intertestamental Judaism, HTS 26 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1972); H.C.C. Cavallin, Life After Death
(Lund: Gleerup, 1974).
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death and the future (Ps. 16:10; 49:16; Is. 25:8; 49:16).
The deaths of the Jewish martyrs provided a powerful
stimulus to the development of this doctrine. During
Jesus's day the belief in bodily resurrection had become a
widespread hope, being championed by the Pharisees, with
whom Jesus sided on this score against the Sadducees (Mt.
22:23-33; cf. Acts 23:8). Thus, the concept of bodily
resurrection from the dead was part of Jewish religious
mentality.

But the Jewish conception of resurrection differed from
the belief in Jesus’s resurrection in at least two
fundamental respects: (1) Jewish belief always concerned an
eschatological resurrection, not a resurrection within
history. The content of the Jewish conception always
concerned a resurrection of the dead after the end of human
history. There were, to be sure, instances in the 01d
Testament of resuscitations of the dead; but these dealt
with a return to the earthly life, and those so resuscitated
would eventually die again. The resurrection to glory and
immortality did not occur until after God had terminated
world history. According to Jeremias,

Ancient Judaism did not know of an anticipated

resurrection as an event of history. Nowhere does one

find in the literature anything comparable to the
resurrection of Jesus. Certainly resurrections of the
dead were known, but these always concerned
resuscitations, the return to the earthly life. 1In no

place in the late Judaic literature does it concern a
resurrection to §dex as an event of history.’

It seems quite probable that the traditional Jewish
conception was the prepossession of Jesus’s own disciples
(Mk. 9:9-13; Jn. 11:24). The notion that a genuine
resurrection could occur prior to God’s eschatological
action would have been foreign to them. Confronted
therefore with Jesus’s crucifixion and death, the disciples

7Joachim Jeremias, "Die dlteste Schicht der
Osteriiberlieferungen," in Resurrexit, ed. Edouard Dhanis
(Rome: Libreria Editrice Vaticana, 1974), p. 194.
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would most probably have looked forward to the resurrection
at the final day and carefully honored their Master’s tomb
as a shrine, where his bones might rest until the
resurrection. But it seems improbable that they would have
conceived the idea that he was already raised.

(2) Jewish belief always concerned a general
resurrection of the people, not the resurrection of an
isolated individual. Whether it was the righteous, or all
of Israel, or all mankind righteous and wicked alike, the
resurrection in Jewish thinking always had reference to the
general resurrection of the dead. Moreover, the thought was
simply unknown that the people’s resurrection in some way
hinged on Messiah’s resurrection. In this respect, the
Jewish conception stands opposed to the disciples’ belief in
Jesus’s resurrection, as Wilckens explains:

For nowhere do the Jewish texts speak of the

resurrection of an individual which already occurs

before the resurrection of the righteous in the end
time and is differentiated and separate from it;
nowhere does the participation of the righteous in the
salvation at the end time depend on their belonging to

the Messiah, who was raised in advance as the 'First of
those raised by God’(I Cor. 15:20].%

8Wwilckens, Auferstehung, p. 131. Wilckens concludes
that there was in the Jewish tradition no widespread
preparation for the Christian proclamation of the
resurrection--only the ’‘narrow bridge’ of the expectation
that Elijah would come before the end, be killed, and rise
from the dead. Hence, the Christian proclamation cannot be
feasibly explained as an extension of Jewish tradition
(Ibid., pp. 143-44).

Even Wilckens’s suggestion--shared by Berger and Pesch
--that there was an expectation of the resurrection of an
eschatological prophet is dubious; see the remarks by
Stuhlmacher in note 10 of chapter 9. It is most instructive
that Pesch, under the weight of the critique received by
Berger's work, has now admitted that this position is no
longer tenable and has proposed "ein neuer Versuch" to
explain the origin of the disciples’ faith in Jesus's
resurrection (Rudolph Pesch, “Zur Entstehung des Glaubens an
die Auferstehung Jesu: Ein neuer Versuch," FZPT 30
[1983):84; for a list of literature criticizing his earlier
Versuch, see page 80). But this new try is even more
superficially supported than the old; see my comments below.
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Once again, it seems probable that in light of Jewish
religious mentality, the disciples after the death and
burial of Jesus could only have waited with eager longing
for that day when Jesus and all the righteous of Israel
would be raised by God to glory.

The disciples’ belief in Jesus’s resurrection cannot
therefore, it seems, be plausibly explained in terms of the
beliefs of antecedent Judaism. The mysterious X is still
missing. According to Moule, we have here a belief which
nothing in terms of previous historical factors can account
for.?
a large number of people all shared tenaciously a conviction
organically connected with their way of life, (ii) this

He points out that we have a situation in which (1)

conviction cannot be derived from the 0ld Testament or
Pharisaism, and (iii) this conviction persisted until they
were squeezed out of the synagogue for this belief. The
origin of this belief is therefore most plausibly accounted
for in terms of Jesus’s historical resurrection:
If the coming into existence of the Nazarenes, a
ppenomenon undeniably attested by the New Testament,
rips a great hole in history, a hole the size and shape
of the Resurrection, what does the secular historican
propose to stop it up with? . . . the birth and rapid
rise of the Christian Church . . . remain an unsolved

enigma for any historian who refuses to take seriously
the only explanation offered by the Church itself.™

The resurrection of Jesus would therefore seem to be the
most plausible explanation of the origin of the Christian
Way. Left to themselves in the aftermath of their Master'’s
crucifixion, the disciples would probably not have conceived
the queer notion that he had been raised from the dead.

But, it might be argued, perhaps the disciples were led
to that conclusion by certain events following Jesus’s

. 9c.F.D. Moule and Don Cupitt, “The Resurrection: A
Disagreement," Theol 75 (1972):507-19.

10¢c.r.p. Moule, The Phenomenon of the New Testament,
SBT 2/1 (London: SCM, 1967), pp. 3, 13.
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crucifixion and burial.!! For example, it has recently been
suggested that the disciples experienced visions of the
eschatological Son of Man, which they interpreted in terms

llyjchael Grant, Jesus: an Historian’s Review of the
Gospels (New York: Charles Scribmner’s Sons, 1977), pp. 176-
76; M.E. Thrall, "Resurrection Traditions and Christian
Apologetics," Thomist 43 (1979):197-216. Thrall argues that
after the women went to the wrong tomb, the disciples,
unconsciously stimulated by belief that the tomb was empty,
projected visions of Jesus risen from the dead. Though the
disciples were not consciously prepared emotionally to
hallucinate, she admits, nevertheless different forces were
at work in their unconscious which were much more favorable
to the production of visions. Appealing to Jung’s theory of
archetypal ideas of man‘s collective unconscious, Thrall
suggests the death of Jesus activated the archetypal ideas
of death and immortality and caused the resultant images to
be projected and externalized as visions. As the source of
myth and religion, these archetypes have a numinous gquality
that would set them apart from typical visions. The
disciples’ seeing Jesus's death as one archetype could cause
its correlate to be projected as a hallucination, leading to
belief in Jesus’s resurrection. Thrall’s theory is,
however, so incredible that it nearly takes one’s breath
away. Fundamentally, it needs to be said that Jung’s theory
of the collective unconscious and archetypal ideas is the
one aspect of his thought which is empirically unverifiable
and so has not commended itself to modern psychology. Yet
Thrall treats this essentially non-scientific theory as
true., Moreover, one must have serious doubts as to whether
she is not misusing Jung’s theory when she talks vaguely of
"activating" the archetypes and "external projection” of
archetypes as visions. More specifically, however, her
attempt to portray the resurrection appearances as
projections of the disciples’ unconscious cannot be
sustained, since, as we have seen, it was precisely in this
sphere that their religio-cultural beliefs which precluded
such events were ingrained. It is of no help to appeal to
archetypal ideas in a collective unconscious, for, as Thrall
admits, Jung did not posit an archetype which distinguished
resurrection from immortality in general. But, she insists,
the activated archetypal idea of immortality had to attach
itself to some conscious idea to become perceptible, and the
Jewish belief in resurrection was the ready candidate.
Here, I think, we see the decisive failure of Thrall’s
hypothesis. For, as I explain in the text, the Jewish
category of translation would be the most appropriate
candidate, not resurrection, since the latter would run
contrary to the disciples’ Jewish mentality. Hence, such
visions, even if they could occur, would not have led to
belief in the resurrection of Jesus.
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of the Jewish anticipation of the resurrection of the dead;
the story of the empty tomb is a late legend which arose as
a consequence of their belief that Jesus had been raised.?
Now I have argued that such a scenario contradicts the
evidence; but putting that aside, could such experiences
have been the cause of the disciples’ belief in the
resurrection?

In order to answer this question, we need to return to
our discussion of hallucinations in the previous chapter.
As projections of the mind, hallucinations can contain
nothing new, nothing that is not already in the mind. But
we have seen that Jesus's resurrection involved at least two
aspects not part of the Jewish frame of thought: it was a
resurrection within history, and it was the resurrection of
an isolated individual. What this seems to imply,
therefore, is that even if the disciples, for whatever
reason, projected hallucinatory visions of Jesus, they would
not have projected him as literally risen from the grave.
Rather, given first century Judaism’s beliefs concerning
immortality, they would have projected visions of him in
glory, in Paradise or Abraham’s bosom. There the souls of

. 12gce Pesch, "Neuer Versuch,” pp. 87-98; TRE, s.v.
Auferstehung II. Auferstehung Jesu Christi II/l. Neues
Testament," by Paul Hoffmann, pp. 496-97. I am amazed at
how superficially supported Pesch's "new try" is. He
presupposes that the appearances were purely visionary
experiences perceptible only to the eye of faith and assumes
the correctness of his analysis of the empty tomb story as a
leggn@ary fusion of three Gattungen from the history of
religions. He makes no attempt to explain what would have
induced such visions. His attempt to show that the
appearances were visions of the Son of Man is astounding:
eg. Paul’s vision was revelatory and the tradition of the
Son of Man in apocalyptic is revelatory, so Paul probably
saw Jesus as the Son of Man (a clear non seguitur!); the
Gospel of the Hebrews states that Jesus appeared to James as
the Son of Man; the use of "Lord" in the appearances to Mary
and the Emmaus disciples refers to the Son of Man; the
Transfiguration is the most impressive proof that the
disciples saw visions of the Son of Man. Despite Pesch, I
can find no evidence whatsoever that the appearances were
Son of Man visions like that in Dan. 7.
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the righteous dead went to await the final resurrection. So
if the disciples were to experience visions, they would have
projected them on the Jewish model of the after-life.

But in that case, it needs to be seriously questioned
whether the disciples would have arrived at the doctrine of
Jesus's resurrection.' Even given the prior discovery of
the empty tomb, they would probably have inferred that Jesus
had been translated directly into heaven on the model of
Enoch and Elijah (Gen. 5:24; II Kings 2:11-18). The
Testament of Job 40 shows that translation was a category
applicable to recently deceased persons as well as living.
It should be emphasized that for Jewish mentality a
translation and a resurrection are entirely diverse. A
translation is the direct assumption of an individual into
heaven, while a resurrection is the physical and bodily
raising up of the dead man in the tomb to eschatological
life. Therefore, even if the disciples did see
hallucinatory visions of Jesus in glory after finding his
tomb empty, it seems unlikely that they would have concluded
that he had been raised from the dead, a notion that ran
contrary to Jewish concepts of the resurrection; rather they
would most likely have concluded that God had translated him
into heaven, whence he appeared to them, and that therefore
his tomb was empty. This objection presses particularly
hard against those who want to construe the appearances as

14

visions of the apocalyptic Son of Man. As Dunn explains,

1325 Brown insists, the contention that the Jewish
mind had to express Jesus’s victory over death by
resurrection language is simply inaccurate, for we know of
several other models current in Judaism which might have
been employed. On the contrary, since there was no
expectation of an isolated resurrection within history, the
choice of the category of resurrection must be explained
(Raymond E. Brown, The Virginal Conception and Bodily
Resurrection of Jesus [London: Geoffrey Chapman, 1973], p.
76).

l4pesch tries neatly to avoid this by claiming that
Jesus did prophesy his resurrection and that the disciples
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Quite apart from such other matters as the empty tomb,
the degree of independence of several at least of the
appearance experiences (Peter, James and Paul), and the
divine significance so quickly attributed HX )
monotheistic Jews to one of their fellows,® it remains
an indisputable fact that the earliest believers
(including the initial doubters), no less than Paul,
were absolutely convinced that they had seen Jesus
risen from the dead. And yet why should they assume
that what they saw was Jesus?--why not an angel? And
why did they conclude that it was Jesus risen from the
dead?--why not simply a vision of the dead man?--why
not visions "fleshed out" with the apparatus of
apocalyptic expectation, coming on coulds of glory and
the like . . . ? Why draw the astonishing conclusion
that the eschatological resurrection had already taken
place in the case of a single individual quite separate
from and prior to the general resurrection?'¥ There
must have been something very compelling about the
appearances for such an extravagent, not to say
ridiculous and outrageous conclusion to be drawn.

™See C.F.D. Moule, The Phenomenon of the New
Testament, SCM Press 1967, especially ch. 2.

4Note the lack of satisfactory parallels in the
history of religions which would explain the rise of
Easter faith . . . .Y

It is intriguing to observe that some scholars, perhaps
feeling the weight of these considerations, have actually

took these visions to be the fulfillment of his prediction.
Hence, the origin of their belief in his resurrection. But
the difficulty with this move is that the acceptance of
Jesus’'s predictions as authentic is wholly arbitrary and
hence rejected even by those who agree with the remainder of
Pesch’'s hypothesis (Werner Georg Kiimmel, "Das Urchristen-
tum," TRu 50 [1985):156). For if one takes the resurrection
predictions to be an authentic part of the historical Jesus,
what reason remains for rejection other egqually attested
aspects of the gospel tradition, e.g. the gospel appearance
stories or the empty tomb?

157ames W.D.G. Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit (London:
SCM, 1975), p. 132. What Dunn does not see is that these
considerations press with equal force against not only
subjective visions, but also so-called objective visions,
for the latter would only have led the disciples to infer
that Jesus had been translated into glory, in accordance
with Jewish models. Only real, bodily appearances could
have led the disciples to proclaim, contrary to Jewish modes
of thinking, the resurrection of Jesus from the dead.



{16

taken to arguing that in fact a death-exaltation model was
primitive and that the death-resurrection model was
subsequently deduced or developed therefrom. The empty tomb
story is interpreted as an Entriickungsgeschichte
(translation story) and the appearances are understood as
visions of Christ in heavenly glory, exalted to eternal life
in the Entzogenheit bei Gott (removed-ness with God).!® But
this hypothesis of last resort simply cannot be sustained.
Had what amounts to a death-translation scheme been
primitive, then the development of the disciples’ belief in
and proclamation of Jesus'’'s resurrection becomes
unintelligible. Besides that, there seems to be no evidence
that a death-exaltation model which did not include the
literal resurrection was primitive--on the contrary, as
0’Collins explains:

Was the more inclusive concept (exaltation) the primary
one from which the claim about Christ’s resurrection
evolved? The New Testament fails to support amn
affirmative answer . . . . The resurrection claim was
not derived from the less specific assertion that God
had exalted Jesus in his death . . . . we fail to find
that death-exaltation texts occur early in the New
Testament, while the pattern of death-resurrection (or
death-resurrection-exaltation) surfaces only later. 1In
fact, if a pattern does exist, it is rather the
opposite. The theme of ‘exaltation’ emerges as a
comment on and subsequent interpretation of the
resurrection. The death-resurrection model . . .
appears in such earlier works as 1 Corinthians and
Romans, and that in passages where Paul draws on
traditional credal formulations. The earliest ex@mples
of the death-exaltation pattern come in Mark and in
what is probably one of Paul’s last letters,

iPsee the original piece by E. Bickermann, "Das
leere Grab," ZNW 23 (1924):281-92, which is being cited anew
in recent discussion; see also Lloyd Geering, Resurrection:
A Symbol of Hope (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1971), pp.
146-48; and, more recently, TRE, s.v. "Auferstehung," p.
499; Rarl Martin Fischer, Das Ostergeschehen, 2d ed.
(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1980), pp. 80, 97-105;
Pesch, "Neuer Versuch," pp. 88-89.
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Philippians (when in 2:8ff. he quotes a hymn to
Christ.?”

The fact that the disciples proclaimed, not the
translation of Jesus, in accord with a common Jewish
category perfectly suited to explain their experience, but--
contrary to fundamental Jewish modes of thought--the
resurrection of Jesus, strongly suggests that the origin of
the disciples’ belief in Jesus's resurrection cannot be
accounted for as their inference from an experience of
visions of Christ. It therefore seems unavailing to to try
to rescue the vision hypothesis by positing a primitive
death-exaltation model to account for the disciples’
interpretation of their visionary experiences of Jesus. Had
the disciples projected visions of Jesus, these would have
been in accord with typical Jewish thought forms and would
probably not have led to the infrence of his resurrection,
but rather of his translation. The fact that the disciples
proclaimed, not the translation of Jesus, in accord with a
common Jewish category perfectly suited to explain their
experience, but--contrary to fundamental Jewish modes of
thought--the resurrection of Jesus, strongly suggests that
the origin of the disciples’ belief in Jesus’s resurrection
cannot be accounted for as their inference from an
experience of visions of Christ.

Thus, according to the strictest use of the
dissimilarity criterion, we ought to conclude to the basis
in historical fact for the origin of the disciples’ belief
in the resurrection of Jesus, for it cannot be adequately
explained from the side of Judaism nor from the side of the
church, since it is itself the foundation of the church.

17Gerald 0’'Collins, The Easter Jesus, 2d ed.
(London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1980), pp. 50-51. Even the
hymn cannot be regarded as more primitive than I Cor. 15:3-5
and may even reflect Gnostic influence. Cf. the late texts
adduced by Fischer to support the primitiveness of the
translation model: Hebrews, John’s Christology, and a very
dubious reference to Lk. 23:39-43.



418

The origin of the belief in Jesus’s resurrection and, hence,
of the Christian Way itself cannot therefore, it seems, be
plausibly accounted for apart from the historical fact of
the bodily resurrection and appearances of Jesus.

Conclusion

The most reasonable historical explanation for the
facts of the empty tomb, the resurrection appearances, and
the origin of the Christian Way would therefore seem to be
that Jesus rose from the dead. Now it has become part of
conventional theological wisdom that such is a conclusion
that must not be drawn. But why not? If it is the case
that the evidence can only be plausibly explained by the
historical fact of the resurrection of Jesus, why are we
debarred from that conclusion?

Certain theologians have objected to such an inference
on the grounds that though the resurrection occurred in
space and time and left a historical margin accessible to
research, the resurrection itself is not verifiable because
the historian cannot consider causes outside history.!® The
objection, however, seems to confuse the event of the
resurrection with the cause of the resurrection. The event
of the resurrection occurs within human history, but the
cause of the resurrection is outside human history. Thus,
even given the historiographical presuppositions of such
theologians, the resurrection (= Jesus’s rising transformed
from the dead) would seem to be susceptible to historical
proof. The hypothesis of the resurrection is both
verifiable and falsifiable: verifiable through proving the

18gerthold Klappert, “"Einleitung," in Diskussion um
Kreuz und Auferstehung, ed. idem (Wuppertal: Aussaat Verlag,
1971), pp. 18, 50-51; Wolfgang Trilling, Fragen zur
Geschichtlichkeit Jesu (Diisseldorf: Patmos Verlag, 1966),
Pp. 141-42; Kiinneth, Theology, p. 31; Makota Yamauchi, "The
Easter Texts of the New Testament: Their Tradition,
Redaction, and Theology” (Ph.D. Thesis, University of
Edinburgh, 1972), pp. 23-30; Herbert Burhenn, "Pannenberg'’s
Argument for the Historicity of the Resurrection," JAAR 40
(1972):375-76.
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historicity of the empty tomb, the appearances, and the
origin of the Christian Way; falsifiable by either
disproving the above or providing naturalistic explanations
of them. 1In fact, I should go so far as to say that there
is not a single event in the resurrection narratives that is
not in principle historically verifiable or falsifiable.

The real problem comes when we inquire concerning the
cause of the resurrection. According to above methodology,
the historian qua historian could conclude that the best
explanation of the facts is that "Jesus rose from the dead;"
but he could not conclude, "God raised Jesus from the dead."
But what I wish to suggest for the reader’s consideration is
that the historian "in his off-hours," to paraphrase
Bertrand Russell, that is, the historian as a human being,
may indeed rightly infer from the evidence that God has
acted here in history. The situation is somewhat analogous
to the scientist and creatio ex nihilo. The astrophysicist
pushes back to an event for which there are no empirical
antecedents, the beginning of the universe; similarly the
historian discovers an event for which there is no
historically antecedent cause, the resurrection of Jesus.
Qua scientist or historian, he may halt his inquiry, lacking
data; but I submit that as human beings searching for
meaning and significance for man and the universe, we must
go farther. This is especially so for the resurrection,
given the context in which it occurred: the life,
teachings, and claims of Jesus and the effect on those who
followed him."” They saw in it the key to human life and

192 Grass explains, Jesus cannot be regarded as a
mere prophet or rabbi:

"He proclaimed and acted as one who had authority
[Vollmacht], an authority which surpasses or even
annulls the very statements of the Old Testament law
with his ’But I say to you,‘ an authority which takes
the part of sinner and outcast because that is God's
way, an authority which links the dawn of the Kingdom
of God with his person and calls men to his imitation.
Those who followed him saw him as Messiah and
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salvation (Rom. 10:9). We should be foolish to ignore their
claims.

But furthermore, the methodological principle that
prohibits any historian from adducing a supernatural cause
for an event in history seems to be either arbitrary or
based on bad science or philosophy.® For as long as the
existence of God is even possible, an event’s being caused
by God cannot be ruled out. To be sure, the historian ought
first, as a methodological principle, to seek natural
causes; but when no natural cause can be found that
plausibly accounts for the data and a supernatural
hypothesis presents itself as part of the historical context
in which the event occurred, then the rational alternative
would seem to be to choose the supernatural explanation.
Naturalism has had nearly 2,000 years to explain the
resurrection of Jesus and has failed to do so. The rational
man can hardly now be blamed if he infers that at the tomb
of Jesus on that early Easter morning a divine miracle has

occurred.

commissioned by God and believed the word: ‘Whoever
confesses me before men, him will I also confess before
my Father in heaven’ (Mt. 10:32)" (Grass,
Glaubenslehre, 1:91).
In the context of these claims, Jesus’'s resurrection takes
on a religious significance of great importance, for as
Pannenberg explains, "The resurrection can only be
understood as the divine vindication of the man whom the
Jews had rejected as a blasphemer" (Wolfhart Pannenberg,
"Jesu Geschichte und unsere Geschichte," in Glaube und
Wirklichkeit [Miinchen: Chr. Kaiser, 1975], pp. 93-94; cf.
idem, Jesus: God and Man, trans. L. L. Wilckens and D.A.
Priebe [London: SCM, 1968), p. 67).

205ee my discussion of the problem of miracles in
the companion volume to this study, viz., William Lane
Craig, The Historical Argument for the Resurrection of Jesus
during the Deist Controversy, Texts and Studies in Religion
23 (Toronto: Edwin Mellen Press, 1985), pp.477-518.
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