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PR EFACE

I

Theology during the first half of t his century
cont inued to be characterized by the subj ectiv ism and
sc ept i c i sm of t he l atter nineteenth cent ur y. Thr oug hout t he
r eign of Dialectical and Exi s tential Theo l ogy , the qu estion
of the historicity of the r esurr ection of J esus was vi ewed
l ar ge l y wi th ap at hy or an tipa t hy . But i n the s econd hal f of
t his centu r y , a remarkabl e transformation appears to hav e
t aken pl a ce i n r es urrect i on studies . The Marburg co nf erenc e
i n 1953 marked a tu rning point agai nst Bul t mann' s view of
t he irrelevancy of history for f aith, and s ev eral of his
pupi l s , notably Erns t Kase mann, began t o s ee k new ways of
r e - t y i ng t he Christ of faith to the J esus of hi s t ory . l The
so-c a l l ed new quest for the historica l Jesus spawned a fresh
i nter e s t in the historicity of the event s of Ea s t er and the
or i gi ns of the disciples' Easter f aith . Hans vo n
Campenhaus en ' s Der Ablaut der Osterereignisse und das leere

Grab (1952) and Hans Grass's Os t er ges chehen und
Ost er ber i ch t e (1956) were landmarks in t he renewed attempt
t o i nvesti gate a nd defend the historici ty of t he
resu r r ec t i on of Jes us . Von Campe nhau s en defe nded the
essent i a l his t oricity of t he Markan na r r a t i ve of t he women ' s
discove r y of t he empty t omb , while Gra s s , though re jecting
t he empty t omb , argued that t he post-resurrection
appea r ances of Jesus can not be explained as subjective
Vis i ons , but ought to be u?de r s t ood as ob j ec tive (ve r i di ca l )
vi s i ons of t he risen Lord . Together these wor ks set the

Theologi e

Kircb e

systematische

Theologi e und

Wissenschaftliche Monographien zum Alten und
Neuen Testament

Zeitschrift fUr Kirchengeschichte
Zeitschrift fUr Katholi sche Theologie

Zeitschrift f Ur die ne utestamen tliche

Wi s sens cbaft und di e Kunde der alteren
Kircbe

Zeitschrift f lir

Zeieschrite fli r

WMANT

ZKG

ZKT

ZNW

ZST

ZTK

lErnst K~semann, "Das Problem des historischen
J esus , " ZTK 51 (1954 ) :1 25-53.
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ba s i s fo r su bs equ en t discussion of t he historici t y of
~es us ' s resurrection .

Scept i ca l treatments o f t he res urre ction continued , o f
course, to be publ i s hed. But by the late 1960 's the
Ba r t h/ Bul t manni a n app r oach to t he resurrection wa s a spent
force , moving f owa r d on l y by i t s own i nert ia . Scepticism
r eac hed its faltering apogee i n Willi Har~sen's popular book
Die Auferstebung J es u von Nazareth (1968) a nd then began
qui ckl y to recede. On t he self- reversal o f scholarship in
t bi s area, Gutwenger comments :

It appears that a few years ago the attack on Jesus'sr es urrect i on . . • reached i t s climax . This situationwas creat ed through modern r at i ona l i s m, whi ch wan t s toexp l a i n ever yt hi ng through i mma ne nt caus es, th rough awea r i nes s with t he divine, a nd a massive , hedonisticmaterialism. Bul t ma nn ' s poorly under s tood t eaching ofdemythologi zation and t he open confession of somet heo l ogi a ns that t hey can no t be lieve in theresurrect ion of a corpse helped to bring about a c r isisof faith in Easter • • • • Reaction came , a nd f r om theCatholic as we l l as the Pr ot e s t a nt side the theme ofthe resurrection of Christ was take n up a ne w. 2

Thr oughout t he 1970 's a cont i nui ng str eam of works in
Germa n, French, and English sought to re-examine t he
quest i on of t he historicity of t he resurrection. Per haps
t he most s trik ing indication of the new appreciation of t he
historical credibility of the r e sur r ect i on of Jesus wa s the
declaration of one of t he leadi ng J ewish theologians of
t oday , Pi nchas Lapide , that he i s himself convinced on the
ba sis of t he evidence that the God of Israel did raise Jesus
f r om the d ead.' Theo logi cal l y speaking , equally s i gni f ican t
has been wolfhart pa nne nberg 's attempt to construc t his
enti re Chri s t ology -f rom below, - t ha t i s, ba s ed on t he
hi s t or i ca l evidence f or Jesus and his r e s ur r ec t i on , a move
that has been ha i l ed as us hering in a new era i n Eur opean

2£ . Gut wenger, -Auf e rst e hung and AuferstehungsleibJ es u,· ZKT 9 (1969 ) :32.

3Pi nchas Lapi d e , Aulerstebung ( Stuttgart: Calwe rve r l ag , 1977; Hunche n : Kosel verlag , 1977 ) .

protesta nt t heology .· After t he predominance of the
s a r t h/ Bul t mannl a n appr oach t o t he r esur r ecti on , Pa nnenberg 's
pr og r am i s a s urpri s ing development that on e would s carcel~
have he ld fo r po ssib l e i n German t heo logy . Not tha t t hi s 1&
a l l be i ng taken i n quietly : if I read the lay of t he
t heo l og i ca l land co r r ect l y , i t appears that t he 1980' s ar~
now wi t ne s s ing a r e-as sert i on by s ceptica l c r i t i c s of the1r
vi ewpoi nt . Still i t is not unfai r to s peak of a veritable
resur r ect i on of historical interest in an d appre ci at ion of
t he r e sur r ect ion of Jesus.

Despite t he va stne s s and qua lity o f t he liter ature on
t he r esurrection, the r e has not ye t appeared i n Eng lish a
compr ehe ns i ve treatme nt of the que s t i o n of t he histo r icity
of J e sus' s re s urrection comparable i n scope to, s ay, Grass's

i ' D ' 1'4os t er gescbeben und Os t e r ber icb t e or Beda R gaux s ~eu
ress u sci t ~ (1973 ), both of which r emain untrans l a t ed. I n
vi ew of t he seve ral cont rove r s i a l a nd impo rtant i s s ues yet
unr es o l ved , such a treatmen t i s desi rab l e, a nd i t i s with
t hi s i nt e nt tha t I o f f e r the present vo lume .

I I

Accord i ng to Norman Pe r rin i n a recent bOo k, the
mean i ng which the evangelis ts g ive t o t he resurrection is ,
mor e i mporta nt than t he ques t i on of what actual l y ha ppe ned.
Thi s r a i s e s the knot ty ques t i on of the re l a t ions hip between

4w01fhar t Pa nne nberg , Jes us : God and Man , trans . L.L. Wi l kins and D. A. Priebe (LOndon: SCM Pre ss , 1968 ) .Pannenber g a rgues that t he reports of J e sus ' S appea r a ncesa nd empty tomb are most plausibly accounted f or by theexp l ana t i on t hat he r eally did r i se from the dead . an~ thatt his s uppl ies the f oundation fo r fa ith . On the s1gn~ficanceof t his development, s ee B. A. Wi l lems , -W. Pan nenberg ,Gr und zuge der Cb r i s t olog i e, - TvT 7 (~967):)22i Rene Mar le ,· Comi nc i a un 'era nuova nella t eo log1a pr ot e s t a nte -At edes ca ' ? - CivCatb 119 (1 969) :2 14-2 5; Dani el P . Ful ler,New German Theological Movement , - SJ T 19 ( 1966 ) : 160-75 .

SNorman Perrin , The Resurrection according toMatthew, Har k and Luke (Philadelphia: Fo r t r e s s Press , 1977 ) ,
p. 84 .



x iv

hi s t ory a nd t heology in the New Tes tam ent documents . Perrin
mai nt ains t hat be ca us e the gospels a r e primar ily pieces of
theology , t he question, ~ What ac t ual ly happened on that
f i rs t Easter morning? ~ is a l i en t o t he se ancien t r eligious
texts; none of .the gospel wri ters is concerned t o give
hi stori cal inf or mation .6 Ouest i ons of historicity and
a ut horsh ip are ma t t ers of "the most complete indifference~

Compared to t he cohe r ence a nd integrity of the theological
viewpo i nt of the works themselves . '

Now I simpl y cannot bring myself to s ubscr i be to s uch a
viewpoint . However fine a theolog ical synthesis an
evangelist may present us , I cannot commi t mys e l f
exis ten t ial l y to i t unl ess I am al so convinced t ha t it i s
true. This is not t o take the s t a ndpoi nt of t heological
rational i sm with regard to the resurrection, for certainly
God' s Spirit may move in the hear ts of men to persuade them
of t he truth apart from co nsiderations of evidence . But i t

is t o deny t hat a dead man can be of decisive significance
f or my l i fe t oday and that this situation is somehow
reversed becaus e the proclamation of this dead man's
resurrect ion has theological meaning, though t he

proclamat i on is i n f act hi s t or i ca l ly false. I think this
perspect ive is nearer the attitude of the New Test ament

writers than is Perri n's . I ndeed , they seem ve r y concerned,
with t hei r repeat ed emphas is on the wi t nesses to t he event s
surrounding the r esurrection, to as s ure us tha t the
resurrection of Jes us is a historical fac t and the re fo r e is
of life-cha nging signi ficance .

I n this work, therefore, I am pr i mari ly i nte r ested i n
the ques t i on of the histor ical credibility of the

resur r ect i on accounts, not their theology, except insofa r as
the latter impinges upon the former . Hence, I am
unashamedl y pre - occupi ed wi t h the quest ion of what actual l y

6I bi d . , p , 78 .

7 Ibi d . , pp . x , 6 .

happened . Thi s ha s i t s dr awback s, of cour se , but one must
l ace limi ts somewhe r e , and t he refore I must r efer the

Peader int er es t ed primari l y i n the t heol ogy of t he
; esur r ec t i on narrat i ve s to one of t he many f ine books on
t hat su bj ect. 8

I II

A f i na l point oug ht t o be disc us s ed at t he outset , and
t hat is t he que sti on of presuppos i t i ons.' It is
i ncr eas i ng l y recognized that presuppos itions play an
i mpor t ant r ole in s haping one ' s conc lus i ons apart from
cons i der a t i ons of evidence. Whe n i t comes t o a

. itt heo l og i ca l l y- cha r ged SUbjec t l ike t he resurrect~on ,

wou l d be naive to think that any investigator comes to the
subj ect without a point of vi ew. But this fact alone need
not vi tiate profitable discus s ion of the issues so long as
one does not reason c i r cu l ar l y from the presuppositions to
t he t rut h of t he hypot hes i s based on those presuppositions .
For exampl e , Bultma nn ' s approach t o the New Testament was
guided by two under lyi ng presuppos itions: (1) the ex istence
of a full-bl own pre- Chr i stian Gnosticism and (2) the
impos s i bi l i t y of mir ac l es . While he sought t o provide
evi dence for ( I) , he s i mp l y assumed (2 ) . Although these two
point s of view guided most of Bultmann 's work , it would not
be enough f or a c r itic of the Marburger to di smiss his work
by s i mpl y sta ting t hat his conc l us i ons a r e determined by his
pr es uppos i t i ons . Ra t her a critic must re fu t e the s pecific
argument s us ed by Bul tma nn to $upport a ny given pO$i t i on,
eve n t houg h Bultman n' s view may hav e been dete rmined i n

8The be st be i ng perhaps the rece ntly pUbl i shed wor~
Of Grant Osborne , Th e Resurrection Narr ati ves: A
Redac t i onal Study (Grand Rap i ds , Mi c h .: Baker , 198 ~); cf.
his earl ier · History and Theology in the Resu~rect ~on i
Nar r at i ves : A Redac t i ona l Study· (Ph . D. thes~s, Un i ver s ty
of Aberdeen , 1974) .

91 have profi ted in t hi s rega r d from discussion wi t h
O. A. Car son.



advance by one of hi s pres upp os i tions. It is not why or how
t he hypo thes is i n que s tion came to be fo~ulated, but the
evidence adduced in f avor of the hypothesis that is

cruci al . lo Consider specifically Grass's Ostergeschehen und
Osterberichte. I t seems evident t hat Grass 's scepticism
co nce rning the empty tomb and bodi l y appearances of J esus is
l a r ge l y determined in advance by a presupposit ional
r e j ect ion of the "mas s i ven Realismus " of the gospe l

resurrection narratives; but woe to t he critic who thinks
t hat , having pointed this out, he has thereby re f uted
Gr as s ' s lengthy cata l og of argum ents against the empt y tomb I
By the s ame token, it woul d be i nvalid fo r a Bultmannian to
dismiss t he conclusions of a wr i ter who defends the
r esurrection, s ay, Gerald O'Co llins in his The Eas ter Jes us
(1 973 ), on the grounds that his conclus ions a r e de termi ned
i n advance because O'Collins is , after all, a J esui t .

The point i s that there is a diffe rence between
innocuous and vi ci ous presuppositions . A presupposition
rema i ns innocuous so l ong as it does not ent er into the
verifica tion of the hypot hesis. Like a chemical cat a lys t ,
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 t o nature mi r acles almos t
as great as Bu ltmann's , us ua l l y r efra i ns from allowi ng this
to be the grounds upon which he re jects an account as
unhistorica l; fo r this he is t o be commended . His usua l
procedure i s t o addu ce factua l a rguments i n support of his

'°0 th O h · .n 1S 1st or10graphica l pr i nciple, see Maurice
Mande l ba um, The Probl em of Historical Knowledge (New York:
Ha7per ~ Row , . Ha rper Torc~boo~s, 1967), p. 184; Morton
W~1te , Can H1story Be ObJ ect1ve?M in The Philosophy of
H~ story i n Our Ti me, ed . Hans Meyerhoff (New York:
Doubleday, An chor Books, 1959 ), pp . 199-201 ' Raymond Aaron
M Re l a t i v ~ s m i n His t ory, " i n ibid . , p . 160 . 'For a critique '
of .the . v~ ew t ha t one ' s Wel t ans chauung obviat es scient i f i c
ob)ect1v1ty, s ee Frederi ck Suppe, "I nt r oduction " i n The
Structur e of Sc i entific Theori es , 2d ed . , ed . F: Suppe
~ ~~bana , I l l.: Un i ve r si ty of I llinoi s Pr ess, 1977) , pp . 208-

xuii

hypot hes i s , a lthough t hese hypot hes es are no doubt largely
shaped by his presupposit i on . A presupposit ion becomes
vici ous , however, when i t actually enters into the
argument at i on and purports t o be a ground fo r the acceptance
of t he hypothesis. For example, when Bul t ma nn or Gra ss

rej ect s an account as legendary because it is miracu lous,
t hen t he presupposition has ceased to be innocuous . For i t
has become the ground for accept i ng t he hypothesis it helped
for formulate, which closes a vi c i ous ci rc l e. Similar l y

we r e a conservative to accept the historicity of a
resur r ect i on account , say, on the authorit y of the Church 's
t eac hi ng , this pr esupposition would r emain innocuous onl y so
long as he, i n contending for t he his toricity of tha t
account , a rgues solely on t he ba s i s of t he evidence wit hout
appea l i ng to Church au thority .

Now in t his work, I have presuppos i t i ons of both
Bu l t ma nn ' S f irst and s econd kinds . With r ega rd to t he f irs t

t ype I presuppose (1 ) Markan priority , (2) the independe nce
of John f r om the synoptics , and ( 3) that Mk. 16 :8 r epr esent s
the or i gi na l conclusion to tha t gospe l . Were these
assumpt i ons sho wn to be fals e, that woul d subs t a nt ial l y

alter many of my co nclusions. But in eac h case , the
pr es uppos i t i on r epr es e nt s the co ns ensus of the majo rity of
sc hol ar s today . with r ega r d t o the s econd t ype, I am
commi t t ed theologi cally to t he doctr ine of inspiration a nd ,
henc e , t o the hi stor ical re liabi l i ty of s cripture . This
presuppos i t i on remains , however , innocu ous , since i n no
place i n t his wor k do I a r gue for t he cr ed i bilit y of an
account on the ba sis t hat it is i ns pi r ed and t he r e f or e
aut hor i t a t i ve .

IV
Thi s boo k ha s been a l ong- te rm pro j ect, many years in

t he mak ing . I wis h t o expres s my heartfe l t t han ks to the
Alexa nder von Humbo ldt Stif t ung, not only f or t heir ge ne r ous
f e l l ows hi p wh ich f und ed my i ni tial wor k s ever a l years ago a t
t he Un ivers it~ t Munch en and Cambridge Uni versit y, but a lso



f or t he i r warmth and persona l concern f or the comfort of my
f amily du ring our t wo years in Germany . Over t he course of
t i me, cer tain por tions of t hi s work have appea red i n
pre l i minary art ic l e f orm, inc luding ~ The Bodi ly Resurrection
of Jesus , · in Gos pel Perspec t ives 1 ( 1980) , - The Empty
Tomb, " in Gospel Perspec t i ve s 11 ( 1981 ) , ~ Tb e Guard at the

Tomb, · NTS 31 (1984 ) :273-81 ; "The Hi storicity of the Empty
Tomb of Jes us , - NTS 31 ( 1985): 39-67: · Paul ' s Dilemma i n 2
Cori nthians 5.1-10: A ' Cat ch- 22 ' ? NTS 34 (1988 ) : 145-47: and
· Pa nnenber gs 8ewei s der Auferstehuog Jesu,· Kerygma un d

Dogma 34 (1988 ) : 78-1 04 . I am grateful for profitable
discussion a nd crit i cism of va r i ous parts of t his wor k from
John Alsup, Craig Blomberg, E. L. Bode, Bruce Cbilton , Craig
Evans , Robert Gundry, Ferd i nand Hahn, I . H. Marsha l l, C. r.
D. Maul e , Wolf hart Pannenberg, M. E. Thrall, and David
Wenham. Specia l t hanks a re du e to my former s ec r et a r y Bev
Faugers trom and to my wife Jan for t he i r lengthy hours spent
in produc i ng the typescript and to Jan once mote f or
enteri ng the entire t ome a l l ove r agai n i nto t he comput er
and helpi ng t o prepare the came r a - r eady copy .
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CHAPTER I

r HE PRE-PAULl~ FORMULA or X COR . 15

The Existence of a Formul a

Undoubt edl y one of t he most impor t a nt respects in wbich

cont empor a ry research on the bistoricity of the r e s urrec t i on

di f f er s from that of t he previous two centuries is with
r egar d to the pr i macy of Paul . The discovery during this

cent ury t ha t I Cor . 15 :3-7 contains an old , pre-pauline
fo rmul a of the pri mitive chu rch l has made Paul 's tes t imony

XThe point was f irst e laborated by Alfred Seeberg ,
Der Katecbismus des urcb r istentums, wi t h aD I nt r oduct i on by
r . Hahn, T9 26 (Leipzig: A. Deichert, 19D3; rep . ed.:
Munchen : Christian Kaiser, 1966 ) , pp . 50 -84. For
dis cus s i on, see Kar l Hall, ~ Der Kirchenbegriff des Paulus in
selnem Ver hAl t nl . zu dem der Ur gemeinde ,· i n idem,
Gesammel t e Aufsatze z ur Kircbengeschichte , 3 vo l s .
(Tub i ngen : ~ . C .B. Mohr, 19281, 2: 44-67; Fe r d i nand
Kat t enbus c h , -Di e vor zugstell ung de s Petrus und der
Cha r a kt e r der Urgeme ind e zu ~erusalem, - in Fest gabe von
Fachgenos sen und Fr e und en Karl HU ller (Tubi ngen: J. C. B.
Moh r , 1922), pp . 322- 51; Ado lf vo n Harnack , Die
ver k l ar ungs geschi chte Jesu: Der Bericht des Paulu s ( 1 Cor .
15, 3f f . ) und di e beiden Christusvisionen des Petrus SBA
(Ber l i n : Wa lte r de Gruyter , 192 2 ), pp . 61-80; Eric Fa ac her ,
"Di e Auferatehung ~es u and ihr Verh~1tni s zur u rchris t 1ichen
Ver kUndi gung , " ZNW 26 (1927 ) :1-26. More recent studies
inc l ude Ernst Lichtenstein , "De r ~lteste chri stliche
Gl aubens f or me l ," ZKG 63 (1950-51) : 1-7 4; Ernst Bamme l ,
"Her kunf t und Funktion der Trad itionse l ement e in I Kor.
15. 1- 11,' TZ 11 ( 1955 ) : 401 -1 9; P . Wi nter, " 1 Corinth ians XV .
3b- 7 ,· NT 2 ( 1958) :142-50; Ka r l Hei nr i ch Rengstorf, Die
Auf er s t ehung Jesu, 4th rev. ed . (Wit ten : Luther - Ve r l a g,
1960 1, pp. 128 -35 ; Hans Gr a s s , oster geschehen und
Os t erber i cht e , 4t h rev. ed . (G6tt ingen : Va nde nhoec k &
Rupr e cht , 1970) , pp . 94-112; Ul r ich Wi 1ckens , ·Oer Urs prunq
der Uber lieferung der Erscheinungen de s Auferstandenen , " i n
Dogma und Denkstruk turen, ed. W. Joa s t a nd W. Pannenberg
(Got t i ngen : Va nd enhoeck , Ruprech t , 1963 ) , pp . 56- 95; Ha ns ­
Werne r Bartsch, - Di e Argumentation des Paulus in I Cor. 15 ,
3- 11, " ZNW 55 (1964 ):261-74; Fe r dina nd Hahn , Chr i s tol ogi s che
Hohei t s t i t el , 3d ed ., rRLANT 83 (G6t t i ngen: Vand anhoe ck ,
Rupr echt , 1966 ) , pp . 197-2 12 ; Hans Fre i herr von
Campenha us e n , Der Abl aut der Os ter ereignisse und das l eere
Gra b, 3d rev . ed ., SHA (Heidelberg : Car l wint er, 1966 ), pp .
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to the fact and nature of the resurrection the l ogi ca l
Aus gaogspunkt of virtua l ly e ve ry mode rn di s cussion .

The classic s t atemen t of t he argument fo r t he exis t ence
of a f ormula in these verses belongs to J eremias . J He
observ e s : (1) The words lapa),O\l &ivC:"\1 and l apa6 ...6d'\lol,. u s ed
by Paul to int roduce VB . 3- 1 co rrespond t o tbe t echnica l
rabbi ni cal terms 10 'r.Ji' a nd i' -ee I whi ch are u s ed f o r t he
trans mi ss i on of tradition (cf . I Cor . 11 :23). ( 2 ) Besides
t his clear stat ement by Paul, t he subsequent ve r ses cont a i n
many non-Pauline traits : (a) ud " tw" G\lClPT!.WV r.lliiill The
word ci\.lo.PTCO i s used 64 time s by Pau l ; but three of t hes e
are in t he Pastorals and f ive more are in quotations f rom
t he Old Testament. Of the r emaining 56 t imes , in 50
insta nces ci \lQPT~a i s s ingular and wi thout the genitive case .
In t hose s ix cases wher e i t i s plural or with t he genitive,
t he i nflue nc e of tradition i s t o be seen (I Cor . 15 :3:
kerygmat ic inf luen ce ; I Cor . 15:17 : consequ ence of t he
kerygma ; Ga l . 1 :4 : Chr i sto l ogical f ormula ; Rom. 7 :5; Eph.

8-10; Pbil ipp Seidensticker, -Das Antioc he nische Glaubens­bekenntnis I . Kor . 15, 3-7 i m Lichte seiner Traditions­geschi c hte, - TGL 57 (1967 ) : 286 -323 ; Jos e f Blank, Paul us undJesus, SANT 18 (Hunchen : KBsei ve rlag, 1968) , pp . 133. 43;Karl Le hmann, Auferweckt am drltten Tag nach der Scbrift, QD38 (Fr eiburg : Her der , 1968 ), pp . 68-157; J . Charlot , -TheCons t r uct ion of t he Formula i n I Corinthi ans IS , 3· 15­(D.Theol . d i ssertation, Universitit HUnchen, 1968); JacobKremer , Das i l teste Zeugni s von der Aufe r stehung Chr l s t i , 3ded . , SSS 17 (Stuttgart : Katho lisches Sibelwerk, 1970);Leonhard Goppelt, -Die Auf e r s t ehung Jesu: Ihre Wi rkl i c hke i tund .ihre Wi r kung nach I . Kor . 15 , - in Der auferstandene
Chr~stus uod da s Heil der Wel t (Witten: Luther -Verlag,1972) , pp . 98 -111; Klaus Wengs t, Cbristologische Formeln undLieder de s urchristentums, SNT 7 (GU tersloh: Gerd Hohn,1972) , pp. 92-101; TR (1 979),s .v. -Auferstehung JesuChr i s t i . II/I. Neues Testament , · by Paul Hof f mann, pp . 478­97; Jerome Murphy-O ' Connor, -Tr adi t i on a nd Redaction in ICor. 15 :3-7, - CSQ 43 (1981 ) : 582- 89 .

2Deve loped tbrough the s uccessive editions , theargument summarized here is from Joachim Jeremias , DieAbendmabl swor t e Jesu , 4th ed. (GBttingen: Va ndenhoeck ,Ruprecht , 1967) , pp . 95-98. For a discussion of thedevelopment of the argument , see Lehma nn, Auf erweck t , pp .87-113.

,
, . f 1 t 1on. ) ,b) .l;lT& Ta~2: 1; Col. 1:14: un- pau ~ne ormu a •

h else in pa ul; heyoa.&~ : The expression appears now ere
• ) • j The perfectalwayS wri t e s . o. ~lol ~ ytypa1ltal. · [c c:yrlyt OTa "

as s i ve of thi s verb i s a l s o f ound only in vs. 12- 14 , 16 ,
~ nd 20 as a result of its a ppeara nce here i n v . 4 lind I n I I
Tim. 2: 8 , which is a pre-pauline con fessional f ormul a. (d )
T9 ~ l.I l oq T~ TpCf l) : The nachgestell te ordina l numbe r i s
uni que for Paul i n t hi s verse . (e) ~111 ~" : The word is f ound
onl y in I Cor . 15:5-8 and i n the confessiona l f o rmula of I
Tim. 3: 16 . ( f ) o~ 6w6ua : Paul always writes o~ ~UOoTO ~ OI.
(Gal . 1: 19; I Cor . 9:5 : II Cor . I1 : S; 12 : 11). To these
cons i de r at i ons Conze lmann adds the followi ng: ' ( 3) Similar
fo rmul as are found e lsewher e in tbe New Testament (Hk. 8: 13;
9: 31; 10 :32- 34; Act s 10 :4 2; I I Tim. 2 : 8; 1 Pet . 2 :21-25;
3: 18- 20) . ( 4) The content s of t hese ve r ses are appropriate
t o a formul a. (5) What i s cited i n tbese verses exceeds
t ha t wbich nee ds t o be proved, namely the res urrect i on .
Take n together these c o nside~ations have pers uaded virtua l l y
all New Tes t ament scholars that vs. 3-7 do contain a pre ­
Pau l i ne f ormula .

Tbe Length of tbe Formula
More disputed has bee n t he exact lenqth of t he

form ul a . ' Everyone agrees that v . a , in whi c h Paul r eports

3Ha ns Conzelma nn, Der erste Sri ef an di e Korintber,kE~T 5 (G6t t i nge n: Vande nhoeck , Ruprecht, 1969) , p. 296.
4I n addition to t he entr i es in note 1, co nsult .Eduar d Norde n Agnos t os Tbeo s ( Da r ms t adt : wi s sens chaf t11c heBucbge se l l s cb~ft 1956), p . 270 ; Hartin Albert z , - ZurFormges chicht e d~r Auf er st ebungs be r i c bt e, - ZHW 21(1922) : 259; Ethe l bert Stauffer , Die Theolo gie des NeuenTes t aments (Stuttgart and Berl in : Kohlhammer , 1941 ) , p. 223 ;Herma nn Strathmann, -Die St e l 1ung de s Petrus i n der .Ur ki r che , - ZST 20 ( 1943) : 240- 41; Wilhelm Hi~ha~lis , ~~ eEr sche i nangen des Auf er s t andenen (Basel: He1nr1c~ HlI) e r ,1944) , p . 10; Oscar Cul l mann, Die ersten cbristl~cbenGlaubensbe kennt ni s se (Zur ich : Evangel i scher verlag, 1949) ,p . 18; Walt er Schmithals, Da s k i rcbli che ApOstela~t, FRLANT81 (G6t tingen : Vandenhoec k , Ruprecht, 1 9~1 ), p. 65; R lau~Wegenas t , Das Verstandis der Tradi t ion be~ Pal.llus und in en
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hi s own vis ion of Chri st . is an addit i on from the hand of
t he apos t le himself. Sammel ' s suggesti on , on the ot he r
hand , tbat th e f o rmu la ends a t ~'~n with no naming of

witnes s es ha s a lso bee n re jected by vi r tually a l l crit ics. '
Although t his would c r eate a pleasant symmetry betwe e n t Td, n­
=' 6n , i t woul d leave t he f ormula i ncompl et e , since the
i ndirect Ob j ect Is impl ied i n the verb itsel f, a nd would
contradict t he evidence of Acts t ha t t he ment i on of
witnesses was part of t he early kerygma .

Mos t critics bold that t he f ormula ends at v . 6, since
t here is a definite br eak i n t he sentence structure a nd
r hyt hm . Mi chaelis doe s c aut i on that I Cor . 11:25 s hows that
Paul will break a t r adi tion s t yl i stical l y;' bu t i t is
d i f f i cu l t to s ee t he a nalogy. Dodd assert s t hat t he e nt i r e
list of witnesses must hav e be en a unity , fo r Paul s ays it
was common to all missionaries , whi ch was an impo r t ant point
f or Paul , since James 's f ol lowers were his gr eates t
oppo nent s. ' But this seems t o confuse t he cond i t ions f or
Paul ' s citation of the f ormula with the conditions for the
origi n of the fo rmula itself . Eve n i f Paul wanted to prove
that James's f o l l owers prea ch t hi s gos pel , tha t does not
seem to impl y t hat an y such motive i ns pired the author s of
the f ormula itself . And it i s doubtfu l that Paul has

~eut eropa u l lnen, WKANT 8 (Neu kir c hen -Vluyn : Neuk irchner
Eer l agi l 1962), pp . 54-56 ; Peter Stuhlmacher , Das paul ini sche
l ~::g) e um'2:RLAN. _., : 95 (G~tt i ngen : Vand en~oeck , Rupr echt,

, pp . , C.F . Evans , Resurrect~ on and the He~
Tes t ament , SBT 12 (London: SCM Pres s 1970 ) pp 43 47 '
:egina ~d H. FU l l e r, The For mati on of' t he Re~urr;ct l ~n '
arra t~ ves (London: SPCK, 1972) , p . 11 .

5Bamme l , -Her kunf t,- pp . 402-03. For a cri t i ue ,
;:~ Schmi thal s , Apostelamt , p . 65; cf . GUnt er Kle i n, rile
196~f,A~~S:~~ , FRLANT 59 (Got t ingen : Vandenhoe ck , Ruprecht ,

6Hichaelis , Ersche inu ngen , p . 10 .

7C•H• Dodd, "The Appearances of the Ri sen Chris t: A
study in form-c r it icism of t he Gospel s - in idem Hor e New
i;:~~~e~: ~; ~~i es (Manchester: Manc hes ~ er univer~ity Press,

,
Ju da i z i ng opponent s in mind he re when he inc l ud es J ames in
the l ist , for t hese wer e not t he source of the he r e sy at
cor i nt h . ' Besides , in sa ying al l missionaries preac h t hi s
gospe l , Pa ul undoubted l y did not mean that the same specific
names were always me ntioned , but just tha t witnesses wer e
adduced , as in Acts .

Hare compe l ling are tbe a rquments of Stublmache r f or
the t r ad i t i on ' s ext ending through v. 7.' He main t a i ns t ha t
whi l e v . 6b is t yp i cally Paul i ne , v . 6a is un-Pauline: il&~

is hapa 'Jr l egomenon for Paul; iIP&t l:l t i s here unPauli ne ,
mea ni ng - a t onc e,- not -once f or all - (as in Rom. 6:10; c f .
Heb . 7:27; 9: 12; 10 :10 ). In addition to this, -all the
apo s t l e s - was a pre-Pauline group . Therefor e , vs. 3-7 i s a
t r adi t i on i nterrupt ed by v. 6b a nd appended wi th v. 8 . In
f avor of Stuhl ma cher' s argument, i t can be sa i d that Paul' s
own under standing of tbe term -a pos t l e - was qu i t e broad a nd
incl uded himself, so t ha t he woul d not wr i t e i n his own
t e rms that Christ appeared to -all the a pos tles ,- for t hi s
would exc l ude not onl y himself, but probably ot he rs as well
from be ing apostles .10 His own formulation would perhaps
have qual i f i ed the t erm in some way : Christ appea r ed to the
"f i r s t - apostles , or with some other modi fication . That v.

BIt is true t ha t Schweizer contended t hat Paul ' s
Opponent s a t Cor int h were ultra-conservative , Phari saic
t ypes who be l ieved that only those al ive at t he pa rousia
woul d be ushered into the Mes s i a ni c age (Albert schweizer,
Di e Hystil des Apos tels Paulus rTubingen: Mohr, 1930 ]. pp.
92- 94) . But as Davies observes, Cor i nth was Genti le in
char a ct er , a nd it woul d be strange t o fInd ult ra­
cons e r vat i ve Jews there; certain l y t his is l ess plaus i ble
tha n alternative explanations of the so ur ce of t he
Cor i nt hi a n e rror (w.o . Davies , Paul and Rabbinic Judaism, 2d
ed , (London : SPCK , 1965 ) , p , 292).

9Stuhlmacher, Evangellum, pp . 268-69 .

. 10 I ronically, t hi s i s , I think , the correct
1rnp l i ca t i on of Kummel 's argument in Wer ner Georg Kummel,
Ki r chenbegr i f f und Gesch ichtsbewu ss t sein in der Urgemeinde
und be i Jes us , 2d ed . (G6tt ingen : Vande nhoec k , Rupr echt ,
1968 ) , p. 6.



,
7 s tates -al l the apostles· seems t o i ndic ate a pre-pau l i ne

f or mul a t i on t ha t prob ab l y de s i gnated a r es t r icted ci r cle

somewha t wi der than t he Twel ve (as in Acts 1 :21-23) . I t is

t hi s f ormulat ion t ha t Paul quotes , not t hink i ng t o exc l ude
himse l f f r om being an apos t l e , but merely from being a
member of that early group which a l l Chr i stian hea rers of
t his fami l i ar f ormula woul d recogn ize and not co nfu s e with
Paul ' s own wi der gr oup of l at t e r day apos t l e -missiona r i es .
I t must be ke pt in mi nd t hat al though t he group s men tioned
i n this fo r mula a re vague to us , t o the pr imi t i ve church
t hey were probably quite pe r spi cuous a nd needed no
identificat i on . 11 Thus t he re would be no t hough t at a ll
t hat by c i t i ng an appear an ce t o an ea r ly , wel l-known group
of - a l l the apostles , · Paul was t he reby i mpl yi ng that be and
others we r e not also apostles. And i t mi ght be added that
i f t he f ormul a i s very ol d , reaching back t o the years
be f or e Paul 's co nversion , t he n i t woul d be true t ha t whe n
t he f ormula was draf t ed , Christ had appe a r ed to - a l l the
apos t les , · f or t her e was as ye t no wide r circle of Christ i an
missionar i es . That was a l l t he apost l es t he r e we r e , and i n
quot i ng t he f ormula , Paul doe s not mean that s ince that time
more have not been add ed t o their r an kS, as a po st l es i n t he
wi der s ense of · ones s ent out. " Bu t had Pau l f ormu lat ed
thi s s ent en ce himself , he would pe r haps not have s a i d t ha t

Chr i st appeared t o all the apostl es , f or t ha t woul d be
mani fes tly untrue at t he t i me of Paul ' s wr i t i ng .

So it co uld be argued t hat vs . 6-7 are als o part of the
t rad i t i ona l f ormula. But t here r emai ns the br eak between
vs. 5 and 6 . I t i s pos sible t hat t he f ormul a proper ext e nds

t o v. 6, but that vs . 6- 7 a l s o cont a in t r ad i t iona l materia l
not formul a t ed by Paul , bu t a ppended t o the formula i t se l f .
It seems best to l eave the que st i on open an d t o r egard the
formula as extending at leas t t hrough v. 5 .

I l SO Stuhlmacher, Evangelium , p. 275 .

7

The Geogr aphi cal Or i gi n of t he Formul a
Eve n more di s puted is the pl ace of orig i n of the

fo~ula . Trad i t iona lly, under t he i nf l ue nce of Heitmu ller,
BouSSet, a nd Di bel i us , the materia l in vs . 3- 7 was t hought
to stem, not out of the Pa les t in i a n urgemeinde (Jerusa l em) ,
but f rom a He l l e ni s t i c commun i t y of bel iever s (l i ke DamaSCuS

or Antioc h) .11
But J er emias almost single- ha nded ly ove r t urned t he

opinion of New Tes t ament sc holarship with his argument f or a
palest i ni a n origin of t he f ormula. \) He argues that the
highl y s emitized Gr eek of the fo r mula points t o a Semit i c
Urte xt behind the Gr eek . I n su ppo r t of t his cont e nt i on, he
argues : (1 ) The struct ure of t he f ormula is a par al l e l i s mus
membror um . The first a nd t hi r d l ines a r e l onger , ha ve t he
s ame const ruct ion (ve r b , closer modifica t i on , script ure
proof ), have the phras e "according t o t he s cr i ptur es " at . t he
end a nd are fol lowed by a s hor t s entence i ntr oduced by O f ~ ,. .
whos e f unct i on i s to s ecur e t he r ea l ity of the preced1ng
stat ement . ( 2) The f our-fold on. is Semitic. (3 ) The
abse nce of all part ic les except liCit i s Semitic . ( 4) The
avoida nce of God's name by t he pa ssive lylfY ~ Pto~ is Semit i c .
(5 ) The Aramaic Kl'I, ii s is emp l oyed i ns tead of alJ~\I~ ( Lk.

24: 34 ) . The f ace t hat Paul of ten uses Kl'I'llM (Gal. 1 :18 ;
2: 9 , 11 , 14; I Cor . 1 :1 2; 3 : 22; 9 : 5 ) does not count agains t
this , f or t he formu la has a l r eady been pr oved t o be pre ­
Pau l i ne . (6) It is unu sual I n Greek t o have t he ordinal
number nachgestel lt , but in Semi t i c language this i s t he
on l y possibility. (7) Semitic i s the use of .:;,-&" i nstead of

£' &:\11'\ , f or this ha rks back to t he Hebrew ~~ (Aramaic

12wi l helm HeitmUller , · Zum Pr oblem Pau l~ s und .
Jesus ,· ZNW 13 (1912) : 331; Wilhelm Bous s et, Kyr~os Chr~stos,
5th ed r RLANT 4 (G6ttingen : Vandenboeck , Ruprecht, 19 6 ~ ),
p . 76; . Kar t i n Dibelius , Die Formges chi cht e des Evangel i ums ,
2d ed , (Tiibingen: Mohr , 1933 ) , p , 17 .

13J er emi a s , Abendmah l sworte, pp. 96-97 . For
discuss i on of J e r emi as ' s argume nt, s ee Lehmann, Auferweckt,
pp . 102-13 .
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'OJ'Vl'l'I ), whicb has the double meaning - ne was seen- or "he

appeared . - (8) KfI~ II t a nd s 4S the logical subject in the

dat ive case after t he pas s ive i nstead o f the expected

c onstru c t ion utd' + g e n i t ive . (9) The wording i s i ndependent

of the LXX of IS a i a h 53 , wh i c h lacks ':'lip Till" o.",o. pn.~ ~1Jw" ,

Fi na l l y, Jeremias add s , the refer en ce in I Cor. 15 : 11 to the
other apostles points to a Palestinian origin of the

formula . Moreover , Paul did not himsel f f ormul a t e the
kerygma, but i t came from Jewi llh-Cbristian origins.

Whe n J er emia s broke with the preva il i ng opinion of a
Hellenistic origin f or the tradition in VS . 3-1 , otber

c rit i cs followed him i n d r c ve s ; " Not unti l 30 years later,

in an essay by Conzelmann tha t threatened to tu rn the tables
once again, was ~eremia. 's ca s e seriously cha l lenged . u

Coozelmann first attempts t o show that all t he factors
adduced by Jeremias ca n be explained on the basis of a

semit i zed Gr ee k text from a Greek-speaking , ~ewish-Christian

church , wi t hout resort to a Semitic Urtext. (1) The

parallel i sm only shows the ~ewish style of tradition , whi c h

characterizes all p r i mi tive Christian formula s. (2) The

adversative .o~ at the begi nni ng of t he third l ine would be
good Greek and ~ay not necessar ily be adversative . (3) The
avoidance of God's name by the passive s ays noth ing for the

ursprache (d . Mt. 16 :21 as a change of Mk . 8 :31). (4)

Cepha s is a translation variant of Lk. 24 :34 . To say it

proves a n Aramaic Urtex t pres upposes the exac t word i ng of

the fo rmul a , which is nev er give n i n New Te s t amen t formula s ;

14Among ot hers , W. G. Kummel, E. Lichtenstei n , J .
Gewi e ss, E. Bammel , F . Hahn , E. Lohs e , J . Dupont, O.
Cullmann , J . Schmit t , K. H. Schelkle, A. Vogtle , L. Cerfaux,
K. H. Rengstorf, H. Gr ass, P. Winter, H. v. Campenhausen , J .
R. Geise l mann , J. Kremer , W. ThQsing , F. Hus sner , B.
Gerhar d s son , J. Rol off , B. Kl appert, R. Deichgrl be r .

I SHaos co nze lmann , ~ Zur Ana lyse der Bek e nnt ni sforme l
I Kor. 15 ,3-5 ," EvT 2S ( 196 5):1-11 . Conze lma nn's s ta tement
of hi s argument a lso d eve l oped , and I s umma r i ze t he f i na l
f or m in Conze l mann, Kor in ther, pp . 298-99.
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r at he r they are variants of the same t r adi t i on . (S) The use

of ';. Iln rather t han h civ:J cou ld c ome f rom the LXX. It i s so

used i n Greek as we l l. And it is a kerygmatic wor d , and

thuS says not hing about t he ursprache . (6 ) The
nachges t e l l t e ordinal number could come from the LXX (HaS.

6 :2) . It i s also part of Chr i s t i a n t radition (ct . Hk.

10: 34- Lk . 18 :32; In . 2 :1 ; ACts 13 : 33) . (7) In the LXX of
I sa iah 53 there is no VI 'tp , but there is ItP": , whi c h is
clos er than the Hebr ew 'Ie. The terms t it" and u ,,":

int er c hange i n kerygma~ic formulas : H~ . 26 : 28-Mk. 14 : 24;

cf • I Pet. 3 :18 ( I t " ": next to VI~p ) ; Reb. 10 :26 (up": ) ; 1
I n . 2:2 ( I t P": , but in 3: 16 v.~p ) ; Tit. 2:14; 3: 18 ( v_ip)·

Conzelmann then presents t wo positive arguments agai ns t a
Semi t i c Ur text: (1) ·Christ " as the subject at the
beginni ng of a s entence is, i f not i mpossible, at least

unu sua l in Ar amai c . On the ot her ha nd , i t s o occurs i n
Chr i s t i a n formulas (Gal . 3:13; Heb , 9 :11; I Pet. 3:18). It

a l so heads up relative clauses (Rom. 5:6; 6:9; 8:10 ; 14 : 15;

I Cor . 8 : 11; 15: 12, 14, 17 ; I Pe t . 2 :2 1; c f. Rom. 6:4; 14: 9;

Gal. 5:1). (2) There is no Aramaic equiva lent to tbe
expr e s s i on -acco rding to the scriptures . ~ Immediately

s cbo l a r s began t o de sert from the f old and join

Conze l ma nn . 16

Jeremias replied to his c ritics a year l ater in an
i mpor t a nt essay ." Vie1hauer, who had asserted that the
anar t hr ous use at -Mess i a h - was not customary in Pa lestinian
Juda i sm, is buri ed in refere nces from St r a ck - Bi ller be ck 1.6,

16phi l i pp Viel hauer , -Ei n Weg zur neutestamentl ichen
Chr i s t ol ogi e 1- Evr 25 ( 1965 ) : 24- 72 ; Ernst KAsemann,
-Kons eq uent e Tradit ionsgeschichte 1 ~ ZrK 62 (1 965) : 137-S2 .

17Joachim Je remias , -Ar t i ke llos e s Xpl.at6~ , aur
Or spr ac he von I Cor .1 5, 3b- 5 ,~ ZHW 57 (1966 ) : 211-1 5; ct .
idem, Abendmablsworte, p . 98 . Two i mpor t a nt earl i e r
discus s i ons include Rengs t or f , Aufe r stehung, pp . 129-31 ;
Hahn , Hoheitstitel, pp . 208- 09 .
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Tarqum , Hidrash, Talmud , and Qumran; 1t J eremi as pu t s

part i cular emphas i s on I n . 4 : 25 : ol6a 15n MtO Cl l.:'a~ £PXtTlll.

Aga inst Conze lman n, J er emias not es t hat an a r throus n~~ i s
us ed as t he s ubject at the beginning of a main sent ence i n b
Sanhedri n 98a , of a nachges tel lt en mai n s entenc e i n b
'Erubin 43b (t wice) , of a r e l a t i ve c l aus e (l ike I Cor .
15:3b ) i n Pes iqtba 1494 , a nd of a conjunct ive clau s e i n b

Sukka 524 Bar; b San hedrin 96b . In response t o Conzelmann ' s
other object i on t o a Semi ti c Ur t ex t , he maintains tha t HOTO

tCa S: 'l'OOqlo s: cou l d be a rendering o f :P l'O"1=' . ::' n:":1 ( Yoma 6 :2 );

a i rce ree (Mld r ash Quo beleth 2 :8); ::,n::a a:o (Genes i s R 5 3

t o 21 : 16) . At any r ate , the ~accordin9 t o t he scriptures ~

probably does not belong t o t he earliest f ormu l a .J'
Jeremias then reiter ates his argument tha t because t he
f ormula was preached by a ll the apostles , i t must go bac k to
the Aramaic or Hebrew languages. On t he independence of the
formula f r om t he LXX, J er emi as contends t he ~tp~ in I s . 53 : 4
cha nges nothing . Paul 's f ormula is close st t o the Targum
text (cf . Mk. 14 : 12 ' s citing I s. 6:9 - 10 in paraphrase ) .

Jeremias po i nts out that ROlli . 4:25 ~apt66&1l 6~o TO t Cl l)QtT~llaT CI

n~wv cor r espo nds exact ly t o Tg Is . 53: 5b KJil..,:O "tltlI"tI •

This could also s t and be hind t he renderi ng in I Cor . 15 :3 .
Jeremias co nc l udes t ha t there are indicati ons of a Semitic
Urtext or at leas t of a Semi t i c urges t alt (a more modest
conclusion t ha n tha t of Abendmahl swor t e ) .

ISTg Song 4 .5 ; 7 . 4; Tg Hos . 3 . 5; Midrash Psalms
43: 1; b Sukka 52a Bar ; CD 12: 23-1 3:1; 14.19; 19 .1 0; 20 .1.
Accordi ng to Je r emias both the s pan and age of t hes e
pas s ages i ndi cates a common Pa l es tinian usa ge of New
Tes t ament t imes .

19See also Jer emias, Abendma bl swor t e, p . 98 . He
s ugges t s this t o be a Hel leni s t i c - Chr i st i an addi t i on (Rom.
5 :8 ; cf . I Thess . 5: 9-1 0; II Cor . 5: 15; Rom. 5:6 ; 14 :1 5; I
Pet . 3:18; I n . 11 :51 ; I Cor . 15: 4 - Lk. 24:34 ) .

II

Berthold Klappe r t a l so sought t o suppor t Jeremias's
case . M He argues that Rom. 4:25 ca nnot s t em from LXX Is.

53: 12 becaus e t he word or de r is r eversed ( 6~a TC.~ li IlQPT ':a~

QVTWV ~aPt6&~1l ) a nd t he LXX ha s o.UT<;iv not ~ ll"'V , whil e
u .pa u wJ,lQTQ i s a ltogethe r l ac ki ng . I Cor. 15 : 3 a nd Rom.
4: 25 a r e proba bl y t rans lation va riants of the same passage :
Tg Is . 53: 5ab . I f Gal . 1: 4 i s a lso a t r a ns lat i on of this
passage , then t hi s woul d support this conclusion . The wor ds
Vl ~ P a nd 6..0. a r e alternate trans lations of ::l. In r esponse

to Co n2e l mann ' s argument on t he i nterchangeabi lit y of u.£P

and .tP ~ , Klapper t notes t ha t Mt. 26:28 has t o do wi t h a
pecu liar i t y of Matthew who has UltP + genitive on ly one time
(5: H ) , but ltP~ 20 t i mes . While up' is often s ubst ituted
fo r Ol ~ P the r everse i s not the case . on l y i n l a te writings
does tt p ~ &IlClP t ..av occur ( I Pe t . 3: 18; Heb . 10 :26; I
I n . 2 :2 ) . Turning to the a r gume nt co ncerning the placement

of the ordi nal number , Kl appert re joins t ha t it i s
i llegi t ima t e to appeal t o New Testament texts for T ~ !;Jul pq; to
TPCT? because t hes e have been i nf l uenced by the ke rygma. I n
clas s i ca l Greek the con s truction does sound harsh.

In a meticulously r esearched study t wo years lat er
Ehr ha r dt Gut t gemanns at tempted t o turn ba ck the force of
Jer emi as ' s citations for anarthrous MHes s i ah . "ll The
r e f e r ences given in Strack -Bi l le rbeck s pan the second t o t he
twelf t h cent ur i e s and thus do not clearly testify to firs t
centur y use in Palestine . The refere nces from Tarqum, t he
rabb i ni ca l wr itings . and Qumran a r e not to the point beca us e
eithe r t he grammar r equi r es t hat ther e be no a r t i c l e or t he
word -Mes s i a h- do es not stand alone as a name , but appears
as - rrt '"0 n"m or :I"-mK '"0 n-ee The reference t o I n .
4: 25 is i nval i d beca us e i t i s Greek, and t he or igina l .

20Be r t hold Klappert, · Zu r Fr age des s emi tischen oder
griechi s che n Urtext es von I . Kor. XV. 3- 5 , - NTS 13 ( 1966­
67) : 16 8- 73 .

21Ehrhardt GUttgema nns , • XP,,(ITo', i n 1. xce . 15, 3b- ­
Tite l oder Ei genname1· EvT 28 (1968) :5]3- 54.
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language may have been much di f f ere nt . I n 3n. 1: 41
-Hessiab- appe a r s with an article ; for John it made no
di f f ere nce , since Mes s i a h is a prope r name. Siphre
Deute ronomium 1:37 is also inva lid because i t ia citing a

f i xed formu l a of the wor d -Messiah- wi t h the wor d . come .-

Gutt gemanns co ncludes tha t : ( 1) over half of

J eremi as ' s exampl es are a nar th rou s due t o l ingu i sti c

necessities , while others ere non-Pa l estini an or t oo late;
(2 ) there is no ge nuine use of n ' CD as a proper narne ; ( 3 )
there i s no cont empora ry paralle l to I Cor . 15:3 ; (4) t he
s ter eotyp ed use of :"taD wi th Nilt'! is no parallel to I Cor.

15 : 3; and ( 5 ) since Paul und ers t a nds xp~ct6, a. a personal
name (1 Cor . 15 :12 ) , it is que s tionable t ha t t he f ormula i s
a t r a ns l a t i on of a Semit i c original.

GUtt gemanns's conclus i ons were , however , ques t i oned by
In a Ple i n, who argued that the "bar Ephra i mMis de te rmin ed
by MMes s i a h ,M and so one would expe ct MMes s i ahMt o be

det ermined as wel l by an articl e .~ J eremias agrees with

her t hat expres sions like Ms on of DavidMought to be

understood as appos i t i ons and t he pas sages ar e thus valid
i nstances of ana rthrous M Mes s iah. M ~ He a lso points out
t hat Number R 13-17:13 is a Pa l es t i ni a n use, and he then
furnishes t hr ee additional texts (b Saba Bat hra 75b; b
Sa nhedr i n 97a ; b Sanhedrin 93b ) . He concludes t hat ilt~

wi t hout the article was wi des pread us e in Palestine a nd tha t
it is therefore no Burprise t hat t he pre-Pauline, Gr ee k
speaking ch ur ch should use the anarthrous XPI.O'tos.

The result of thi s debate appears to be t hat t he
opponents hav e ea ch effectively criticized their

opposition 's viewpoint without being able to es tablish t heir
own. Thus , Jeremias wa s forced to hed ge on so many of hi s

in I

origi na l points t bat the case f or a Semitic Ur text no longer
appear s co~pelling . For example, in asserting that .aT&T&S
yptI,o s may be a loose render ing of tbe Ar amai c or i ginal , he
gives up any li teral translation of a Semitic Vet exe . But
tben the di s tinct i on between a Semitized Gr ee k t ext as
posi t ed by Conze l man n and a loos e Gr eek render i ng of a

Semit i c Vrte xt or even urgestal t become s fuzzy indeed. It
would seem t o make i t virtually i mposs ible to weigh the
signi f i ca nce of the va rious Semi tisms l i s t ed by Jeremias.
The appea l to Tg I s . 53:5 is a lso not ver y compell ing whe n

one reads the context of t he two wor ds which a re su pposed t o
have bee n ext rac ted : i t concerns t he t emp le whos e
de st r uct i on was t he result of I s r ael' s s i ns-- i t ha s nothing
to do with death for s i ns or atonement wha t s oeve r . U I t i s
not i mpossible that this t ext afforded the words used i n the

fo rmul a , but one doubts whether the LXX I s . 53 :12 is not
equa l l y as l ikely. Wh i l e Klappe r t is certainly co rrect in
rej ect i ng Conzelmann' s parallels f or T~ QIIlp(I tl) TPCt') wi t hi n
the New Testament, this does not null i f y t he point that t he
expr es s i on is a common Septuagintism a nd in con junction with
Maccor di ng to the scriptur es M cou ld ve ry well r ef lect the
LXX render i ng of such a text.

On the other hand , t he arguments aga inst a Semitic
Urte~t appear to be no more compelling. Jeremias bas suc­
ce eded in s howi ng t hat Pa l es tinian anarthrous use of n~co

cannot be r ul ed out; th i s is all he must do to neutral i ze
the objection . Gijt toemanns's t r eatment of In . 4 : 25 seems
a l so inad equate : the very fact that the Greek cou l d be
di f f e r ent from the orioina l language is surel y precisely the
poi nt . If John could t r a ns l ate the Arama i c i nto Greek with
or without the art icle, t hen the absenc e of the article i n I

Cor . 15:3 ought to be no problem . In t his sense , I t hink
t he hunt fo r an anarthrous ,~~ s eems to be rather be side

22I oa Plein, "Hinweis e ," EvT 29
also the reply by Ehr har dt GUttgemanns
(1 969) : 675_76. '

23Joachim J eremi as , MNoc hma l s :
Cor . 15, 3, MZNW 60 (1969 ) : 214-19 .

(1960) :222-23 . See
MHinweise, MEv T 2 9

Art ikelloses Xlll.O'TOS

Wengs t ,
24A point made by Conzelmann ,
Formeln, p. 10 0; Stuhl mac he r .

Korin tber, p . 299;
Evanoelium, p . 272.



the point. The rea l ques~ion woul d appear to be whether the
~ ~CO with the art i cle could be trans lated into anartbrous
Xll I.0 1b ~ . Giittgelllanns di sllli sses John 's anarthrous XPI.01 Sl;

be caus e i t i s f or John a pers ona l name; Con2e lmann s i milar l y
s t at es t hat i n I Cor. 15 - Chr i st- is more a persona l name,
not the title -Mes s i a h.- But now the objection l os es a l l

force . For if John and Paul use ana r t hrous XPI.OH:~ as a
personal name, t hen t he r eason t ha t Jewish pa rallels are s o
hard to find i s that the J ews pr obabl y did not us e i'I -ee as
a per s ona l name. Now if the f ormul a in I Cor. 15 has a
Semi t i c Urtext , tben eithe r those who drafted the f ormul a
understood II~a:l as a personal name or not . If t he y did,
then the ana r t hr ous XQl.aT~' r e f l ect s such usage . But if
t hey did not, then ex hy pot hes i at least t he trans l at ors of
the formula did so, a nd t hey have t ranslated i1 ~ ltr.I with t he
art i cle by xP "a16~ wi t hout the article . So whether t he
original formula understood n ~ t:lC as a name or as a title,
t hose who translated i t into Greek, s ince t hey under s t ood
xPI.I:n6, as a name, r end ered i t without t he article. It
cann ot be urged that t he tra nslators were too ear ly t o know
xp,,016, a s a name, f or if the f ormul a does not have a
Semiti c Urtext, then t he pers ons I have cal led translators
wer e properly authors a nd on this view did know XPI.Ot &', as a
name . Hence , whether t he or i gi na l Ar amai c formulators t ook

i'I '~ as a name or a t it l e , wr i t i ng i t wi t hout or without
the article , the point i s t hat the He l leni st i c translators
of t he f ormula understood Xp,,0 16'l; a s a name and s o
translated i t wi t hout t he Gr eek art i c le . I f one wishes t o

deny th at )(PI 01 0l: in I Cor . 15: 3 is a pe r s ona l name, but
r at her a t it le , t hen agai n the object ion is lost, since a8 a

tit le it would properly translate i'I ~wo wi t h the art icle .
Thus i t seems to me that whol ly apa r t from Jewis h references
t o au r t hrous n-ee --indeed, on the above account, we ought
not to expect t hem- - , the pres e nce of X" I.O'TolO without the
art i cle in the f ormul a 8ays not hing against a Semitic
uru exe.

Aa fo r Con2elmann 's s econd ob j ection, t ba t - accor ding

to t he script ures· bas no Semitic parallel , all this would
s eem to prove is t hat the Greek translators ha ve not given a
liter a l , wor d f or word t r a nslat i on, but have r endered one of
the Semit ic expressions not ed by ~eremias by a Greek
equiva l e nt . In say ing this, however , one cannot avoid th~

probl em t ha t a f ree Greek r e nderi ng of a Semi t i c f ormul a ~s

vir t ua l l y indistinguishable from one formulated in Semitized

Greek . Hengst con c l udes that - • •• f rom linguist i c
cons i der at i ons at ha nd no decis i on over the origina l
language of the f ormul a in I Cor . 15 :3 b- 5 can be reached , -~

and t his judgment seems quite r easonabl e . It ought to be
not ed , too, that the presupposit ion of t hi s entire debate on
bot h sides is that t he pr imi t i ve ~erusalem church could not
its e l f hav e drafted a f ormul a i n Gr eek- - a presupposition
which according to Stuhlmache r needs to be revi sed . ~ ThU S,
lingui s t i c considerations alone ca nnot , i t seems, determine

t he pl ace of origin of t he formula .
But now the ques t ion mus t a r ise whethe r t her e are oon­

lingui s t i c con s iderations whi c h might prompt one t o incline
towa r d a speci f ic pl ace of origin f or t he f ormula. The
ques t i on he re is not the Urspracbe, but rather t he urge s talt
of t he formula . What was almost an afterthought in
J er emi as ' s case ough t now to be mor e serious l y consider ed:
t he fact that in I Cor . 15 :1 1 Paul states t hat all the
apos t l es pr eac h t his kerygma s eems to point to Jerusalem as
the place of o~ i9in of the f ormul• .n For when Paul speaks
he r e of the apost l es he undoubt ed l y i ncludes Peter and t he
Tve l ve (and perhaps impl i cit ly Jesus 's brothers ; cf . I Cor .

25wengst , Formeln , pp . 99-100.

26St uhlmacher, evangel i ulIl , p . 212 .

21Interestingly, i t i s t he age of t he formula and
t hi s cons i de r a t i on that swings Lehmann in f a vor of a
Je r us a l em origin of t he f ormula (Le hmann, Auf erweck t, pp .
112, 131) . So also Fuller, Formation, pp. 10-11.
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9 :5), and for t hem to preach this kerygma , it seems that i t
must have stemmed originally out of Jerusalem.

This appears to be confirmed by more r ecent research
es t abl ishing the J Udae o-ChristiaD traditions behind the

sermOns in Acts . 3 The primitive Scbema t hat lies beh ind
t he mi ssionary speeches is the same 48 the Ur ge s t al t ot I
Cor . 15 : 3-5 . Writes Wilckens : -The formula of I Cor . 15 : 3£
on the one band and t he kerygma of the speeches of Act s on
the other ha nd presuppose a simi lar pattern ( ein

glei cbact i ge s Schema) thet stems out of the t radition of t he

passion aod Easter reports.·~ Such a Scbema co uld only
bave arisen in Palestine , not in a Hellenistic communit y,
and t hus points to J er usa l em as the place of origin ot the
f o rmul a .

Accordi ng to Grass, Paul probably r ece i ved t he f ormul a
i n Damascus i mmedi ate l y after his conversion . ~ For we know
that t hree years after hi s convers ion, Pau l visited

Jerusal em, where he met personally Peter and James (Gal.
1:18-1 9). It is unth inkable , says Grass, t hat the
r esurrect i on of the Lord would not have been a SUbject of
discussion. Paul would t hus ha ve r eceived at that t i me the
information i n vs . 6-7 which he appends t o t he f ormula at v.
5. Because he ment i ons both Cephas and J ames, we may assume
personal con tact behind these r efer e nces. Paul pr obabl y

r ece i ved the formula mentioning the appearances to Peter an d
t he Twelve in Damascus sh ortly after his con vers i on be f ore
he got t o know Peter pe rsonally , a nd be dOUbt l e s s ly serv~d

in mis s i ona ry work both in Arabia and Damascus . I n his

17

l a t e r work he held on to the formu la which he had r eceived
and did not replace it with a self-formulated expression , as
he could have after his visit with Peter. The opposi t e is
mor e i mprobable , that he would replace personal i nf ormat ion

f rom Peter duri ng t he visit t o Jerusa lem wi t h a formul a that

fi r st came to bim l at er (in Antioch) .
Grass 's reasoning makes good sens e . It does seem

l ikely that during his Jerusa lem visit Paul would have
spoke n wit h Peter about J e s us's resurrection . On e th inks of
Dodd's f amous quip , · We may presume that they di d not spend
ell their t ime talking about the weather .-:U As a matter of
fac t , the very word used by Pa ul to descri be t hi s visit
conf i rms t hi s assumption: tOtOpf\(HI 1,. , used only he re in the
New Tes t ament , is. generally used elsewhere t o designat e
f a ct - f i ndi ng miss ions to well -known cities and other points
of i nter est wi t h a vi ew towa r d acqui ring f irs t -ha nd
info r mation about them. Accordingly , i t impl i e s that Paul's
vi s i t t o Cepbas and Jerusalem va s for the pu rpose of ga ining
i nfo rma t i on about the fai th from first-hand wi tnesses . n

But he may we l l have received the fo rmula i n Damascus prior
to this visit . Si nce Paul says t hat he was in Damascus f or
t hr ee years after hi s convers ion , he most l ike l y r ece i ved as
a young Chr i s t i a n i nstruction i n t he f aith dur i ng t ha t t ime ,
and such a formula would be suitabl e for that purpose as
we l l as for preaching the gospel . » It mi ght be thought

31C. H. Dodd, The Apos t olic Preach i ng and Its
Deve l opment s , 3d ed. (London : Hodder ' Stoughton, 1967) , p .
26.

33The f a ct t ha t t he f ormul a may be catechetica l
(St uhl ma che r , Evangel i um, p . 274; Wil ck ens, Mi ssi onsredeo,
pp. 195-200) is not mutuall y exclusive with i ts be ing a
ker ygmat i c summary as wel l (C. K. Barrett, A Commentary on
t he Fi rst Epis t l e to t he Corinthians , BNTC [London : Adam ,
Charl es Black, 1968 ), p , 337) .

28
See notes 67 and 75. This unde rmines t he pos i t i on

of Hoffmann, who relies on Haenchen and the ea r l y Wi l cke ns
t o hold t ~at the Acts s ermons are essentially Lukan
construct10ns (TRE, s . v . -Auf e r s t e bung ,· p . 479 ) .

2gUIrich Wi l ckens, Die Hissi onsreden der
Apostelgescbicbte , 3d ed . , WKANT 5 (Neuki rchen-Vluyn :
Neukirc bne r Ver l a g , 1974 ) , p . 199 .,.

Grass , Ostergeschehen , p . 95 .

in New
ed , A.
Press ,

32G• D. Kilpat r i ck , -Galatians 1 :18 L<J top1'l<Ja~ Mrl'llll.... , ­
Testament Es says in Memory of Thomas Walter Hans on ,
J . B. Higgi ns (Man ches t er : Manchester uni ver s i t y
1959 ), pp . 144 -49 .
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t hat this co nt r adict s Paul ' s statement co ncerni ng t he gos pe l
whi ch he prea ched: -For I did not rece ive i t f r om man, nor
waS I t aught i t, but i t came t hrough a r evelati on of Jes us
Chr i st - (Ga l . 1 :1 2 ) . But t he con t ex t o f t he verse make s it

clear t hat · Pa ul ' s gospe l - was the gospel of grace a part
from t he law (Gal . 1 : 6- 9; 2 : 2-10, 14, 16) a nd does not
excl ude hi s l ear ning the hi s tori ca l facts conta i ned in t he
formul a from pers ons olde r in Chris t than him . I n f act it

i s diffi cul t t o imagine Paul 's not rece i ving at least t he
co ntents of this f ormUl a s oon af ter " s i• co nver s on, a nd, as
Gras s Observes , had he not rece i ved t he f ormula itSelf
be f ore or at l ea s t dur ing the Jerusalem vI sit, it i s
diff icult to imagi ne his adopt ing it l ater as a veteran
preaCher . This woul d s e em t o point to a Pa les t i nia n origin
of the basic fo rmula .

Finally , I t hink one other con s i der a tion weighs in
favor of a n or igin of the Ur ge s t a l t of t he formul a i n

J erusa l em. According t o Acts, Paul with Barnabas was

la rgel y res ponsibl e f or grounding and t eachi ng the ch urch i n
Ant i och (Acts 11: 25- 26), a nd Pau l ' s activity t here with
Bar nabas is conf i rmed by Paul ' s own test i mony (Ga l . 2: 11 ,
13 ). But i f t hi s i s so , t hen Paul co uld not have r ecei ved
( la"lAca6ov , a wor d whi c h denotes the r ecept i on of a pr ior
tradi t i on; c f . I Cor. 11 : 23; II Thess. 3:6 ) the formul a from
t he church at Ant i oc h, f or he himself was the pers on
respons i bl e fo r the catech esis there . Given hi s r o l e in t he
church, he woul d have been t he on e to have drafted t he
f ormul a. But we ha ve a lready s een t hat the fo rmula is

replet e wi t h un- Pauline cha rac teristics . The r e fore , i t mus t
have been drawn up before hand e lsewher e than Antioch .~

Once agai n , we are drawn ba ck t o J er usa lem.

34Th " .
1S cons1derat i on mili t ates against t he view of

Hoffaann t ha t the f ormula refl ects t he Ant i oe hi a n- s yr i an
missiona:y prea~hing which allegedly combined the simple
f OnN la God r a1s ed Jesus from t he dead- with t he confession
t o Cbr i s t and the appearance of the Son o~ Man (TRE s v
-Auferstehung,- pp" 485-89). ~ , "

J9

The so l ution that may best account f or t he data would
be that t he Ur ges t al t of the fo rmul a s t ems out of the mother
chu rch in Jer usa lem a nd t ha t Paul , af t er hi s co nve rsion ,
r eceived the form ul a itsel f a s it was used i n Damas cus .
Thi s would satisfy t he l i ngu i s tic demands of both J er emias
and Conze l mann as we l l as t he non- linguistic probabilities
discus s ed . This con clus i on is, of course , f ar f rom certain,
but seems nevertheless the mos t pl a us i b l e a ccou nt of the
mat t e r.

Paul 's Pur pos e i n Ci t i ng th e Formula
Why does Paul c i te this f ormula i n I Cor . 15? He

s t a t e s that he wants t o r emind the Corinthians of t he
content o f the gospel which he preached to them (v . 1). The
reason f or th i s reminde r is t ha t s ome of t he Cor i nt hia ns
we r e maint a i ning - . • • the re i s no resu r r ect ion of t he
de ad - (v . 12 ). Paul saw t hat the l ogic of su cb a s tatem ent

woul d impl y that Chr i st hims e l f d i d not ri s e f rom t he dead,

which woul d ma ke t he Christ i a n faith a s ham. I f , however ,
Chr i s t rose from t he dead, t hen the ge nera l s t a t ement is
f alse. The crux of Pa ul ' s a r gument , therefore, i s to show
t hat Christ d i d r i s e from th~ dead (v . 20 ) . For t hi s
pur pos e , he cites the f ormula , whi ch culmi na t e s in J es us 's
re su r r ec t i on a nd appea r a nces , and adds his own comment in v .
6b, t he appearance to hims e l f i n v . 8, and perhaps t he
appea r ances i n vs. 6-7 . Pa nne nberg draws atten t ion to t he
fac t t ha t the method empl oyed by Greek hi s t or i a ns , s uch as
Herodotus , in proving a histo r ica l event was the naming of
wit nes s es , a met hod whi ch Paul f ollows her e .» wi t h r egard
to Pau l's commen t i n v . 6a , Dodd obs e rves , -The r e ca n hardly
be a ny purpos e i n ment ioning the f act that most of t he 500

are stil l alive, unl ess Paul is saying, in eff ect, ' t he

3sWolfha r t Pann enbe rg, - 1s t Jesu s wirkl i c h
au fe r st a nde n?- i n 1st J esus wi r k l i ch a ufer stan denl
Geis t l i che Woche fu r Sudwes t deutschland der Eva ng. Akademi e
Hannhei m von 16. bis 23. Februar 1964 (Karl sruhe:
Evan ge l i s c he Akademi e Mannhe i m, 1964 1, p. 24.
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co nt r ad i ct i on is imaginary . The - i f ••• then "
argument a t i on spe lls out the disastrous conseq ue nces o f t he
Cor i nt hi a n e rror; but the evidence of VB . 5- 7 secu res the
f act of v . 20. Therefore , the disast rous results wil l not
f ol l ow. The naming o f extra witnesses is thus important t o
s ecur e v . 20; bu t it woul d not be necessary to prove we live
in t he Zwischenzeit - -Paul cou ld have stopped the list at the
500 brethren in order to make t ha t point .

39Johannes wei s s, Der erste Korintherbrief, 9th ed . ,
KE KNT 5 (Got tingen: Vandenhoeck , Ruprecht, 1910), p . 355 .

40Chiefly t hree i n number : (1 ) Chr is t ian fai th would
be in vain and we s hould stil l be in our sins, (2 ) the
apos t l e s wou l d be l iars , and ( 3) Chr is t i an loved ones who
have d ied would be no more (cf. I The s s . 4 :13 -18) .

41For an an alysis , s ee Manfred Kwiran , The
Res ur r ec t ion of the Dead, TO 8 (Bas e l : Friedric h Reinhardt

the fi rs t t i me to convince the Corinthia ns of ~eSU8 '5

res ur r ect i on , but he is reviewing t he evidence which
under l i e s the crucial assertion of v. 20. we i s s also
ap pea r s to misunders tand Paul 's argument , declaring i t to be
pur e l y ad hominem : if Christ is not raised , then our f aith

i s i n vain; but this ca nnot be affirmed because our

ex per i e nce is t oo r ea l. w Though Pa u l doe s dr aw out t he

disast r ous consequences of denyi ng Chri st' s
re s u rrect ion , ~perhaps to bri ng home the gravit y of jus t

wha t t he Corint hia ns were a s ser t i ng , he does not t hen argu e ,

-But ou r ex pe r ience i s t oo r ea l • • Rather he s t ate s ,

-But i n f act Chr i st ha s be en ra ised f r om the dead • • • - (v .
20 ) . He appeals, not t o s ub jective exper ience , bu t to

hi s t or i ca l fact. On We i s s ' s v i ew the r e would s eem to be no

reason to c ite the formula a t al l ; the chapter cou l d hav e
be gun at v . 12 . The logic of Paul's argument and his

i ns e r t i ons a nd add i tions to the f ormula make i t likely t hat

he is r ecounting the historical testimony fo r t he
r esu r r ect i on of Jesus in order "to undergi r d his s t atement

t hat Chr ist has been raised .

witnesses are there t o be questioned. · ·~ In shor t, Paul

s eems to be a r gui ng historically for the r esurrection of
~esus. ~ The intention of thi s e numera tion is clear l y to

gi ve pr oof by meaDs of wi t ne s s es t o t he facticity of J es us '
r es urrect i on, · conc ludes Pan nenbe r g; " 0 • • on e will ha rdly
be ab le to ca l l into question Pa ul ' s i ntention of gi ving a

convincing his torica l proof by the standar ds of t hat time .
."
conze!mann's object ion t ha t Pau l cannot be t rying to

prove the resurrection s i nc e the Corinthians already
accepted t he authority and cont ent of t he formul a ( va . 1- 2 ,

13 ) ~ misses the poi nt . Of course , he i s not now trying fo r

36 0odd, - App ea r a nc e s ,· p . 128. Cf . Berthold
Klappert, "Ei nl ei t ung, · in Diskussion urn Kr euz und
Aufer s t ehung , ed . idem (Wupperta l : Aus saat Verlag , 1971) , p .
le i Murphy- O'Co nnor, - t r ad i t i on and Redaction,- p. 586 .

37Wolfha rt Pa nne nberg , J esus: God and Man , t r ans L.
L. Wilki ns ~nd .D . , A• .Priebe (LOndon: SCM Pr e s s , 1968) , p:
89 . C~ . Tr~ll~ng s Judgment: -Thi s entire testimony a i ms to
estab11~h the caus e of Eas ter f a i th : J e sus ha s proven and
shown h1ms~l f t~ be a l i ve " (Wolfgang Trilling, Fragen z ur
Ges chi ch t l ~ chk e~ t Jesu [Dlisse ldorf: Patmos Verl ag 1966 J p.
153). ' ,

38c onze l mann , Korin therbri ef , pp . 294-95, 313.
Con~e lmann asserts that because the cr edo is accepted i n
Cor 1nt h, Paul does not want t o pr ove Chr is t is risen , but t o
draw out the meaning of - f r om the de ad " ( Ibid . , p . 295) . But
~aul never does draw out t he meaning of th is phrase, which
1S not !ven f oun? i n t he f ormula: the - f r om the dead - p l a ys
no ~pec~al : ole 1n Paul 's argument . It is the fact that
Chr1st 1S r 1sen t hat makes the differe nce ~ nd provides t he
key to ~h e argument (I Cor. 15:20 ), for i f he is risen, we
shall r1se also . The fact that Chr i st is r isen is supported
by t he testimonial evidence of vs . 5-7. If Pau l does not
want to prove the r esurrect ion, then why does he cont i nue to
pile up witnesses in vs . 6, 7 after the formula ends in v .
51 Conzelmann thinks the extra names are not listed as
evidence for the resurrection because that would contradict
vs. 12f~. ~here Paul argues - I f •• . , t hen • •• " becaus e
the Cor1 nth~ans accept the resurrect ion of Christ . This is
no f ormall ogi sche Konseguenzmacherei. The point is to show
that the r!surrection i s tempora lly removed f rom us , as is
t he Par oUs la, and t ha t we live i n t he Zwischenzeit (Ibid. ,
pp . 304 , 314 ). But it s eems t o me t hat t he feared

That this understanding of

co r r ect 1s r e info r ced , I think,

debat e over I Corinthians 15.~1

the "pa s s age is probably

by the f amous Barth -Bul t mann

Barth a s serted , ". • i t



must be empha s ized that neither fo r Pa ul nor for the

t r adi t i on, to whi ch we s ee him appealing here, was it a
que s t i on of giving • • • a ' h i s t or i ca l pr oof of t he

resurrection. ' ·o The expression -according to t he

scriptures · t wice r epeated woul d have no meaning in a
~istorica l proof. The - he was seen- i s connect ed to the -b e
r ose 4ga in- by -and, · not - t hen , - as would be the case if

t h e passage a i med at historical d emonst ration. The mos t

serious objection t o the histor ica l interpretation is t ha t

the historica l f act of Jesus's r esu r r ec tion, it it occu r r ed ,
is according to verse 13 depende nt upo n the general
resurrection of the dead. Barth a sks incredul ous ly, . What

kind of hi s t ori c a l f ac t ia tha t real i ty of whi c h ( si c ) ,

• • • is bound up in t he most express manner with the
pe rception of a general truth , which by i t s nature can not
emerge · h· 'l1n 1s t or y •• • 1- The point of the passage is
actual ly to demonstrate the cont inuity of Paul's preaching
witb tbat of the pr imitive church .~ Pa ul adduces the
wi t nes s es -no t to conf i rm the f act of the resurr ection of

Jesus, not f or that purpose at all, but to confirm that t he
foundation of the Church, so far as t he eye can see , can be

traced back t o nothing else than appearances of the ri s en
Christ. a~ Barth mea ns by -appearances , a not optical
phenomena, but the incompr e he ns i bl e r evelat i on of Chr ist .-

kommissionsverlag, 1972 ) , pp . 235-325; Adri aa n Geense ,
Aut er s t ehung und Ottenbarung, FSOT 27 (Gijttinqen:
Vandenhoeck , Ruprecht , 1971 ) , pp. 13-33 .

42
K~rl Barth , The Resurrection at the Dead, trans .

~. J. Stenn1ng (London : Hodder ' St oughton , 1933) , p. 138 .
Verses 5-7 have noth i ng whatever t o do with su ppl yi ng a

historical proof . • . • ( Ibid., p. 150 l •

43 Ibi d ., p , 140 .

44I bi d., p . 147.

45Ibi d ., pp. 150 -51 .

46I bi d ., pp. 146- 47 . -Of what t hese ey es s ee it can
really be equally s aid t hat i t was, is , a nd will be, neve r

2J

pau l ' s mention of the 500, most of whom were still a l i ve
though s ome had di ed, wa. intended t o show that though some
of t hes e men who had s ee n the Lord nevertheless died, the
ul t i mat e victory ov er death would be won through Chr i st' s
r es ur r ect i on .

Bultmann responded that Bart h ' s interpretation of 1
Cor . 15:1 -1 1 was simply f a l s e exeges i s . n In the mind of
Pau l a nd the whole Christian community, a his torical account
wou l d be the more meaningfu l if it we r e - i n accordance with
the scriptu r es.- And since Pa ul also accepted t he f i na l
r es ur r ect i on of t he dead as a historical event , t he t r ut h of
Chr i s t ' s r esurrect i on coul d be said to depe nd on t he fact of
t he resu rrection of the dead . That Chris t ' s appearances
wer e l ocalized is ev ident f rom t he express ions -mos t of whom
a r e sti l l al i ve a and - l ast of all - (1 Cor . 15:6, 7 ) . Says
Bu l t ma nn, - I can understand the text onl y as a n attempt to
ma ke the r esur r ec t i on of Chris t c redibl e as an obj ective

hi s t or i ca l f act. -· Although Bul tma nn characterizes su cb
hi s t or i ca l argumentat i on as - f a t a l - becaus e i t tries t o
adduce proof for the kerygma,~ he acknowledges that Paul
does atbink he can guarantee the r es ur rect i on of Christ as
an objective fact by l i sti ng the witnesses who had s een him
ris en . -so

and nowher e, as that it was, is , and wiil be, always and
eve r ywhe r e possible a (Ibid . , p . 143) .

47RUdoif Bultmann, Faith and Unders tanding I , 6t h
. d . , trans. L. P. S~ith, ed. with an I ntroduction by Robert
W. Funk, Library of Philosophy and Theology (LOndon : SCM
Pr ess , 1969) , pp. 83-84 .

48Ibi d. , p . 83.

49Rudol f Bul t man n, - Repl y to t he Theses of J .
Schni ewi nd , - in Kerygma and Myth, 2 vols . , ed. H. W.
Bar t sc h, trans . R. H. Fuller (London: SPCK , 1953 ) , 1 :1 12 .

50Rudolf Bultman n, Theologle des Neuen Testaments,
7th ed . , ed. Ott o Herk (TQbi ngen : JCB Mohr, 1961), p . 295;
cf . p. 305 . Referring spec ifically t o Act s 17 :31 a nd 1 Cor .
15: 3- B, he admits, - Yet i t cannot be de ni ed that t he
r es ur r ect i on of J esus i s often used i n t he New Tes t ament as



"

a miraculous proof- (Rudolf Bultmann, -New Testament andMyt hol ogy , · in Kerygma and Hyth, 1:39). The post-BultmannianJames M. Robinson disagrees: - • • • Pau l explicitlyr ecognized the r e j ect i on of such Si gDs as i nherent i n t heexis tential meani ng of the kerygma (1 Cor. 1: 17-25 ) - (JamesH. Robinson, A New Ouest of tbe Historical Jesus, BT 25(London: SCM Press, 19591, p . 51 ) . Whe n Paul doe s discussthe sigos legitimizing bimself in II Cor. 10-1 3 , he beginsby l i s t i ng the f acts whi ch demons trate hi s s uper iority- - "bu ta ll under the admi s s i on ' I am speaking as a f ool,' i . e. such• method is cont rary to the kerygma- ; but then he shifts t ospeaking of his humi l iation, the only Chr is t i a n way ofspeaking of one 's self (Ibid ). But Paul in no way rejectsl egitimizing signs f or the ker ygma and i n fact appeals tothem as its f act ua l founda t ion. I n I Cor. 1: 17- 2 :1 3 , Pa ulis Dot de nying that his prea chi ng ha s either mi r acu lousattestation or wi sdom; rather he is rejecting the ability oft he na tural man to reach God by hi s own r e l igi ous orintellect ual efforts (cf . I Cor . 3 :1 8- 21 ). To the ey e ofunrege ner ate man the simple gospe l of f a i t h appears t o bef ool i s hness , a nd t he not i on of a c ruci f ied Messiah is as tumbling block. Nevertheless i t i s true , a nd Paul do es not-dress it up" i n any way to make it appear mor e r e s pe ct abl e.But t hi s does not mean Paul will not argue f or i t s t ruth(cf. Act s 17:1 6-34) nor adduce signs on i ts beha l f (I Cor.15:3- 8 ) . Indeed in the very passage in quest ion , Pa ul s ay sthat hi s pr ea chi ng was "i o demonstration of t he Spirit andpower · (I Cor . 2:4 ), which were t he apostolic miracles :"The s i gns of a true apostle we re performed among you i n allpatience, with signs and wonders and mighty wor ks - (II Cor .12 :1 2; notice he says this after spea king of hishumil iation) . Robinson's assertion that Paul's interjection-I am s pea king as a f ool · means that the method oflegit imizing s igns is contrary t o the kerygma seemsgroundless; Paul s i mply recognizes that self-centeredboasting of one ' s own worth is contrary to the "mee knes s andgent lenes s of Chr ist- ( II Cor . 10 : 1-2 ) and therefore toChr htian cha r a ct er ( II Cor . 10:12 , 18; 12:11 ) . Butf ur ni s hi ng signs to legit imate t he tru th of the coo tent ofpreachi ng has nothing to do with s e l f i s h boast ing Cas I Cor .1:3 1- 2:5 s hows ) and is not at all oppos ed to humility. Lookat Paul's j uxtaposition of the two: "Las t of all, as to oneunt ime l y bo r n, he appeared also to me . For I am the leastof t he apost l es, unfi t to be ca l l ed an apostle, because Ipersecuted t he c hurch of God - (I Cor . 15 :8, 9 ) . Indeed t helegitimati o n of the kerygma by J esus' s resurrect ion f ocu sesthe attent ion on God ' s act: ". , . we testified of God thathe r aised Christ ••• - ( I Cor . l5 :l5b) . Rob inso n seems tobe guilty of reading his e~istential i st ke rygma into , rat he rt han out of , Paul.

"
More recently , however , R. H. Fuller has r e supported

8arth ' s position.SI He ack.nowledges that Pa ul uses t he lis t
of witness es as evidence. But t hey a re cited as proof, not
of the r esurrection , but of the appearances . Paul pr oves
the appear a nces to show that his gospel i s identical with
t he orig i na l d i s ci p l es', who the Corintbians ins ist ed
prea ched a gospel with no fu t ure resurrection ( I Cor. 1:12;
3: 4) ,

But Ful ler 'S distinc tion between appearances and
resu r r e ct i on seems to be art ificial . The witnesses are
cit ed as proof f or the appearaoces--and thereby for the
r esur r ec t i on . Once it is known that a man -di ed - and -was
bur i ed , - what better way to pr ove that he -was raised- t ha n
by adduc ing reliable testimony tbat be - appea r ed- a live t o
people after his death (c f . Act s 1 : 3) 7 Thus, in Acts to be
a witness of the appea rances is bluntly said t o be a witnes s
of the r esu rrection itself (Acts 2:32 ; 3: 15; 5: 30- 32) .
Mor eove r , Paul's primary a i m does not s e em t o be to show
cont i nui t y with t he d i s ci ples' doctr i ne, a t a nge ntial t r uth
whic h appe ars only incidenta lly i n v . 11 . Paul' s f oremost
aim appear s to be a refutation of the Corinthian heresy by a
st ep- by- s t ep argume nt . His f i r s t po int is to remind the
Cor i nt hi a ns of t he co nt en t o f t he gospel pre ached t o t hem by
Paul. Then from v . 12 he proceeds to show that t he con tent
of this preaching would be false if the dead were not
r aised . If the cont ent of the preaching i s fal se, t he n a ll
sor t s of rueful con sequences follow , with the final result
t hat we are of a l l men most t o be pitied . But the con tent
of the preaching is t r ue: -But i n fact Chri st has been
raised from t he dead , , " (I Cor . 15 : 20 ) ; therefore, the
dead are rai sed : • the f irs t fru its of t bose who have
f a l l en asle ep . For as by a ma n came dea th , by a man has
come also the re surre ction f r om t he dead - (I Cor. 15: 20b ­
21). Therefore, the r ueful consequences do not f ollow

5lFu l ler, Forma tion , pp . 28-30 .
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either (I Cor. l5 : 22-28 ). u It i s in establ ishing that the
content of the preaching is not fa l se (_ Christ bas be en

rai sed ) that har ks ba ck to verses 5-8; i t is t be hi s t or i ca l
evi de nce f or t bi s fact upo n which the entire argument
depe nds. Hence, Paul i s probably citing these witnesses 4S

evidence for t he res urrect i on . n Finally, there seems to be
no evi dence that the Cor i nt hians be l ieved t hat the other
apo st les pr eached no f ut ure resurrection. The bickering
c hurch described i n the f i rst chapter i s so f actiona l (with
even Paul and ~esus pa r ties) that t he problems a r e probably
not r educ i ble to the rat her black-and-white issue of whether

t he dead are r a ised. The s our ce of the corint hia n heresy
mos t l ikely l i es in Greek s ecu l ari sm, not apos tol i c
proclamat i on. The evi dence, the r e fo r e , does not seem to
s uppor t Ful l e r '. exegesis , which appears to bave bee n

affec t ed by the s ame t he ol ogica l ass umpt ion that i nspired

52I t mi ght be said t hat Paul comdita 4 logical
fallacy in co ncludi ng t hat the rueful co nsequences do not
follow, but th is would be to treat his argument
unsympathe tical ly. His argument is l ogically equiva lent to
saying: i f the ca r has an eng i ne, i t -wil l run ; the car does
not have a n eng ine; t he r efo r e , it wi ll not r un--t echnica l l y
fal lacious, but ha r d l y of f ens ive in ordinary discourse.
Conzelma nn emphasizes t bat for Pau l, Christ 's resurrect i on
was not an isola t ed f act, but is causa l ly connect ed with our
persona l resu r r ection. Hence, the Corint hians could not
even hav e objected that Christ was an except i on to the
gen e r a l rul e t ha t t he dead do not r ise (conze l mann,
Kori ntherbr i e f , pp . 313-14) . Thus, i mplicit in Paul 's
r eas oni ng is the assumption that if Chri st i s r a i s ed , t hen
hi s redemptive work on ou r be ha l f i s eff i caci ous,

530n the logic of Paul' s argument , see Arc hiba ld
Robe r t son and Al fred Plummer, Firs t Epis t l e of Sain t Paul to
the Corinthians , 2d ed. , ICC (Edi nbur gh: T&T Clark, 1967 ),
p. 346i Ernst~Bernard AlIa, Premiere tpltre aUK Corinthiens
(Paris: Li brairie Lecoffre , 1934 l, p, 401; Ha ns Li etzmann,
An di e Kor ln ther I, II , 4t h ed. , rev . Werner Geor ge KUmmel,
HNT 9 (TUbinge n : J . C. B. Mohr, 1949) , p. 19 , Contrast
Marxs en ' s misunder s t a nding of the argument (Willi Marxsen,
The Res ur r ecti on of J esus of Nazaret h, t r ans . Ma rgaret Kohl
[London : SCM Pres s , 1970 ), pp . 108- 09 ) . I cannot recommend
the var i ous wr i t i ngs of T.G, Buche r on Paul' s l ogic , though
be agrees t ha t Paul i s arguing syllogist ically here .

' 7

Bar t h ' s , namely, that the r esu r r ection ~ i s not an event
within history. ~ ~

So whether we regard it a8 fa ta l or not, it seems tha t
paul , as Bultmann admitted, is argu i ng f or the historicity
of the r esur r ect ion in I Cor. 15 . Dodd has drawn an
i nt er es t i ng comparison betwee n the gospels and Paul on this
count : both wish t o provide hist orica l ev idence t o the
resur r ect i on , the gospels by appeal ing t o corporate
apos t o l i c test i mony , Paul by fo cus i ng on t he avail abilit y of
indi vi dua l s to be qu est i oned.n

The Unity and Tradit i on History of t he Formula
So f ar we have assumed that t he fo rmula i s a unit y.

Paul presents i t as s uch as a trans mitted s ummary of the
centra l points of the apostol ic kerygma (vs. 1, 11, 12, 14,
151. The issue i s impor t an t becaus e if the formula is a
unit y , it is t herefore probable that the adduction of
wit nes s es f or the resurrect ion was part a nd parcel of the
ea r l i e s t proclamation of t he gospel. Ful ler , however, has

di sput ed t ha t t he kerygma enta iled t he namin g of
wit ne s s e s . ~ Drawing a t t ent i on to the repetition of
befor e each of t he f our main statements in I Cor. 15 :3-7,
he , in dependence on Wilckens, ~ be l ieves that Ol~ serves
t he f unction of mode r n quotati on ma r ks . usually Ol ~ is
r egar ded simply as typical of credal f ormul as , but,
ac cor d i ng to Fuller , i n t he onl y mult iple example of this (I
Thes s . 4: 13-171 the three occurrences of 5t ~ combine quite
s epar a t e elements (a creda l f ormula i n 4: 13, a dominical
l ogi on i n 4:15, and a n ap oca lypt i c e laboration i n 4:16) a nd
t her e f or e are used as quota t i on ma r ks t o combine different

54Fuller, Format i on , p . 23.

5S00dd, ~ Appearances , ~ pp , 127-2 8.

56Fuller, For ma t i on , pp . 13- 14.

57wi l c ken s , ~ursprung , ~ pp . 56-95 ; idem ,
Hiss ions reden , pp. 14- 80 .
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tradit i ons. From this FUl 1 e~ be l ieves i t f ollows t ha t in I

Cor . 15 we also ha ve four d i f fe r ent t r adit ions combi ned by
Ot ~ The f i rst t hree s t a tement s summari ze basi c i nc i d e nt s

i n t he act of s a lvation, whereas the f our th va lidat es the
thir d. The Semi t i zed Gr eek 8ugge s t s Dama scus a s tbe or i gin
of t he f irst three ; t he men tion of Ceph as and J ame s suggests
t hat Pau l rece ived the f ourth while visit i ng Jerusal em.
Thus t he f irst three f ormulas are ker ygmatic and
catecheticel, while the four th cons i s ts of i nf ormation
ga t hered by Pa ul . The ups hot o f t his i s that the
appear ances formed no par t of the primitive ke rygm a o r

ca t echesis. The ear l iest church d id not p rove t he rea l i ty

of t he re sur r ecti on f r om appearances ; i t simply affirmed i t
ke r ygmat i cally ( I Thess . 1 :9 ) . Pa ul be gan the us e of
wit nes s es as evi dence.

Now a deduct i ve cha i n of reasoning i a onl y as strong as
i t s weakest link, a nd Fuller's a rgume nt seems t o me strained
i n many point s : (1 ) Wilc kens ha s s hown only t he
pos s i bility, by no mea ns t he neces si ty, of t a ki ng ~T ~ as
serving the f unction of quotat i on marks in I Thess . 4: 13 ~ 1' .

As Lehmann has obs er ved, iT ~ serves s o many different
f unctions t ha t i t i s ext~emely ques tionable whether one

i nf er very much from its mul t iple occu rrence .~ He s uggests
that i t would be bett e r t o leave t he que stion open t ha n to
embr ace inter pr et ations whi ch are ve r y di ff i cul t to prov e ,
but whi c h carry with t hem dec i s i ve cons equences . Cer t a i n l y
Wi l ckens and Fuller s eem to be guilty in t hi s sens e of
t ryi ng to rest e pyramid un its point . (2) Nei t her wi l ckens
nor Fuller has justif ied the s ubs eq ue nt appl i cati on, much
les s t he pr obabi li t y, of the fu nction of (h~ i n question to I

Cor . 15 : 3- 8 " If "the combi nat ion of quite separa t e e l eme nt s

is the criterion f or d i s cern ing t his f unc t i on of lh~ , then I
Cor . 15:3-8 ought , it s eems, to be r uled out , since we hav e
here a smooth chronological and histor ical sequence of

58Lehmann, AUf erveckt , pp . 73-17 .
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related event s of & common s ub j ect , xo~Oto, (I Cor. 15 : 3) .
TO suppo r t the wei ght of t he co nclusions he dr aws from the
f unc t i on of Ot ~ i n t hes e verses , Ful l er would need t o
demons t r at e a str ong probabi l i ty that the ~t ~ here combines
or i gi na l l y disjointed e lements, whi ch has not been do ne . "
The four -fold ~t ~ in I Cor . 15:3-8 may well be i nt ended , as
Kramer and Mus s ner have su ggested , simpl y to emphas i 2e the
equa l impo r tance of each successive even t. Embarrassing f or

Ful l er is t hat i n hi s third edit i on of Hissions r eden ,
wilcke ns declared himsel f convi nc ed that this inter pr et a t ion
i s correct .~ ( 3 ) The f irs t thr ee formulas ca nnot be
convinc i ng l y placed ove r aga i ns t t he fourth as s a l vi f i c , fo r
i n no sens e can t he bur ial of Chris t be called a bas i c
incide nt in the event of salvation (cf . Rom 4:24-25) .
Un l i ke t he cruc i f ix i on a nd res urrection, it ha s no
redempt i ve significance , cer tainly no mor e than the
appea r a nces so as to exc lude the l a t t er . ( 4 ) The names
James a nd Cephas do not suff i ce to prove t ha t t he f ourth
s t at eme nt was not a l s o used i n Damascus. They only show
tha t the f ormul a co ul d be no l ater t han Paul' s Jerusalem
vi s i t , since t hen be would have heard from Cephas a nd James
themselves wha t t ook pl ace . I t seems naive t o t hink t hat

59we can agree wi t h Hoffmann t hat t he expr ess i on
"God r a i s ed Jesus from t he dead- (Acts 13: 30; Rom . 4 :24;
8: 11; 10:9; I Cor. 15:1 5; Ga l. 1: 1; Col. 2:12; I Pet. 1: 21,
etc. ) was an independent f ormul a wi des pread i n t he ea r l y
c hurch , but t here ia no hard evidence that t he fo~ula of I
Cor. 15:3- 5 represent s a signif i ca nt evolut ion of such a
f ormul a or of baptismal fo rmul as s uc h as are f ou nd i n Rom.
6 . (TRE, s . v. -Au f e r stehung, " pp. 479-89 ) . There i s j ust no
reason t o believe t ha t a multiplic i t y of such f ormulated
ways of s peaki ng co ul d not have been us ed s i mul t a neous l y,
jus t as t hey a re so us ed by the New Testament wr i t er s .
Hof fma nn' s evolut i onary t hesi s entai l s givi ng t he f ormula i n
I Cor. 15:3-5 a l ate date and a non-Pales t i ni an origi n a nd
holding the abbr evi ated kerygma in I Thess . 1:9- 10 to have
been a di ffere nt kerygma from the Jew i sh -Christian
pr oc l ama t i on, all of whi c h a r e implaus ible , as I a rgue i n
t he t ex t .

60Wilckens , Mi ssionsreden , p. 228 .



the fac t that i t ov erreaches hi s purpose, i s a str ong
indic at i on t hat the formala was received by Paul as a unity.
Toget he r these co nsiderations make it likely , I th ink, that
t he f ormula is a unity and that t he apostolic preaching did
inc l ude tbe naming of witnes ses . It i s important to
remembe r that what Paul says i n I Cor . 15: 3- 8 is a reminder
of what he preached to the Cor i nt hi a ns on hi s mis sionary
tour wbich t ook him t brough Thessolonica, Athens, and
Cor i nt h . Tbere is no r e as on to doubt his wor d that the
gos pe l that he , as well the ot he r apost l es, preac hed in all
thes e cities included the f ac t that · he app eared t o cephas,
then to the twelve •. • • •

Wil ckens himself pursued a somewhat dif ferent line of
reasoni ng t han Fuller . ~ As we have s e en, he took the
fou r f ol d ~lL as an indication of s epa rate t r aditions. But
be fu rtber argues that t he appearance f ormula i tself i s not
a uni t y , but a f us ion of principally t wo legitimation
formulas sanctioning the author ity of the leaders of t he
chu r ch . The appeara nce to t he 500 did not belong t o the
origi na l f ormul a because it alone conta i ns the words i.&~
and i.&_a( , is less exact in content, and cannot be
co nf i rmed t hrough comparison wi th other mater ia l . That
l eaves two parallel sets of app earances , eacb co ntaini ng a n
appear a nce t o an individual and tben to a group . Since this
obvi ous pa t tern is not likely t o be chronological , Wil ckens
t hi nks that we have he re two independent t raditions, which
probabl y arose consecutively as a his torical de scription of
t he leadership of tbe Jerusalem chur c h. Paul bas brought
thes e originally i ndepe ndent f ormulas t oget her. The upshot
of t his i s that the naming of wi tnesses was not, therefor e,
pa r t of the early ker ygma : "Thus the appearances were
ba nded down, not real ly as witnes ses to t he resurrection,
but muc h mor e as legi t imations of t he men who, becaus e of

'0

t he co ntent of the first t hree formul as could be de livered
to the believers in Damascus without mentioning the names of
Jesus's disciples or that , given the free f low of
i nformation among t he primitive Christian chu rches (Acts
9:13 ; Gal. 1:22-23 ). t he se two l e ader s of the Jerusalem
church could remain unknown in Damascus. (5) It s eems
high ly unlikely t ha t the f ormulas ever existed sepa rat ely ,
f or no conceiva ble function could be served by the bald
s tatement -He was buried- in isolation f rom t he other
statements . While one could imagine the firs t a nd third ,
and even t he fo urth , f ormul a existing a l one , Ful le r ' s
hypothes is seems to f ounder on what Barth called the
· unambiguous banal h istorical fact - - t ha t he was buried .- ' ·
It s eems more plausible t ha t the early church f ormul a t ed a
tradition t ha t related i n smooth su ccession t he pr inc i pa l
event s of Jesus's de ath and resurrection, just a s Pa ul
de livers it , wi t h all t he events int e r connect ed and
compleme nt ary . (6) The r ema i nde r of the New Testament
evi de nce indicates t hat t he primitive churc h did not simply
pr each t he resurrect ion withou t adduci ng the testimony of
wit nesses . I Thess . 1:9 doe s cont ain kerygmatic traces (as
is evident from comparing it wi th Act s 14:15- 17; 17: 22­
31) , ° but does not pretend to be a compl ete ke rygmatic
summa ry , since t hen the death of Christ would also have to
be exc luded from t he kerygma. (7 ) A severe difficulty for
Ful ler 's argument seems to be the f act t ha t t he formula f a r
overreaches what Paul wants t o prove in I Cor. 15, name l y ,
t he resurrect i on. If the formu l a co nta ins f our separate
elements , then it is di f fi cult to explain why Pa ul bothers
to cite the f irst t wo at all , since they are extraneous to
his argume nt. That Paul r eci t e s the whole formula, despite

61Barth, Resur rection, p . 142. So a l s o Conze l mann,Korintherbrief , p. 301; Wengst , Formel n , p. 93 .

62Thi s is developed by Wilcke ns , Hissionsreden, pp .86-88; i dem , ·Ur spr ung ,· pp. 58- 59 . 6Jwi lckens, Hi s s i onsreden, pp . 73- 81; i d:
6
m,•ur s pr ung , · pp . 70-81 ; i dem, Au! ers t ehu Dg. pp. • , g.



I a . I Cor. 15:3

b . 15 : 4a

c. 15 : 4b

rra . 15 : 5

e , 15: 6

f. 15:1

patt e rn
conc lude with

"
th eir div ine commi s sion , ha d sta nding authority in the
eburch.-w Wil cke ns a na lyzes I Cor . 15 : 3-7 into s ix

sepa r ate levels of ( I ) ke r ygma tie tradi t i on a nd (I I)

cat ecbet i ca l t r adit i on:

formula on Christ's subs titutionary

death for our s ins pl us pr oof -text
mention of the burial
missiona r y preaching formula

const ituting t he central point

oldes t legitimat ion formula fo r
Pete r a s the leader

Pau l' s own summary of the l egend of
the f ound i ng of the firs t chur c h

l egitima tion f ormula from a s omewha t

l a t er t ime when J ames was t be
l eade r

6~ilcken s, Auferstehung , p . 147 . Pesch, i n
dependence on Wilcke ns, t ak es a s i mi lar l ine {Rudol f Pesch ,
·Zu r Ents tehung de s Glaube ns a n die Aufe r stebung J esu, - TO
153 ( 1973] : 211- 15). He objects t bat t o a l low mul tiple
appearances r uns contrary to t he princ iple of economy of
r evelation (of t enba rungs6konomi scb e -Sp4rsamkeitsprinzip · ).
Rather I Cor. 15 :3-5 i s a l egi t i ma t ion formula and the early
kerygma did not e nt ai l naming of witnesses . Even the "he
appear ed t o Pet e r- cannot be t a ken as a vision , since t hi s
is merely a legitimation f ormul a. It is bard t o be l i eve
that Pesch t hinks a priori principles on the economy of
rev. l ation can actually dictate whdt did a nd did not happen.
The only value whi c h such pri nc iples coul d have would be as
generalizations based on, not imposed on , empirica l fact s.
Pesch a l s o as sumes that legit i mation and witne ss are
mutua lly excl usive cat egor i e s ; t he t r uth would s e em t o be
that legi timation pr es upposes witness, as Hengel observe s:
-Onl y because Cepha s or ' t he Twelve ' real ly expe r i e nced
something extraordina r y, because Jesus 'encounter ed ' them as
the risen one, could they the reby derive a legitimation
• • • - (Hartin Hengel , - 1s t der Qsterglaube noch zu r et t e n? ­
TO 153 (1973 ) : 264) . Eve n Hoffmann , who stands very much
under the influence of Wilckens and Pesc h, is very sceptical
a bout analyzing the form and us e of t he formul a in terms of
legitimation (TRE, s .v. "Auf er st e hung ," p . 491-93 ) .

•

JJ

But Wi l ckens ' s argument , i t seems to me , fares no
bett e r t ha n Fuller 's. ( 1) For i t, t oo, appears to stand on
the pe bbl e of t he fourfold · ot ~, and once thi s i s removed t he

1 h • -1 k s 's a fore-mentionedwhol e st ructur e t opples . W t 1 C en
r epudiat i on of his earlier interpreta t ion, points a-d in t he

ana lysis must a l l belong to t he same formu l a, so t hat at
l ea s t the appearances to Peter and t he Twelve belonged to

the kerygmatic tradit ion. The truth seems to be t ha t i n
this cont ext, t he appe arances were regarded primari ly as
aut hent i cat i ons of the r e sur r ect i on and onl y secondarily as
l egiti mations of t he men who saw them. Aft er a l l, why wer e
t hese men - l egit i ma t ed?- Was it not precisely becaus e t hey
we r e witnesses? As Stuhlmacher points out , i f one wi s hes to

spea k of legi timat i on, t hen one must say t hat the: were
l eg i timated and established &s witnesses to the r~sen

Lor d .M (2) Wil ckens may well be correct that the 500 •
brethren did not belong to the original formula , but h1s
ar gument s fo r this are not conv i ncing: (a ) the mention of
-mor e than - a nd - at one t i me- provides no clue of the
appea r a nce ' s not belong ing t o the formula , especially when
one con side r s that tbe appearance t o t he apostles includes
l 1i(f ~,, ; (b ) to s ay t h i s appea rance i s less exact t ha n the
other s , e spec i a l ly t he vague l y cha racterized group me nt i oned

l ast , seems unwa r r a nted ; (c) neither can the appearance to
James or all t he apostles be defini t ely conf i rmed through
compari son . ( 3) Pa ul s e ems to go t o gr eat l e ngths t o spell
out the ch ronological s equence of appedraDce. . Tbe
appe arances fol low the c hronol ogica l pa tte r n of t he death ,
buria l , and r e surre ct i on of Christ and are gu i ded by the

1 • 1 'I andIt Ta • • • CU;l.Ta • • • 1I:ltl. Ta • • • It Ta

C(fXat o" ~i: lei",,,,,, . paul appa rently holds

65peter Stuhlmacher , - ' Xr i t i sc he r mUssten .mir die
Historisch-Kritischen Sein l' - TO 153 (197 3): 250 , 1n r eply to
Pesch , ' Entstehung' , p. 215.



these appearances to be strictly chronolog ical ." Now when
we keep firmly in mind the astounding fact , at which we
cease to wonder because of its familiarity, tha t we have
bere t he t estimony of a man who actua lly talked with Jesus 's
brot her and one of bis princ i pa l discip les , both of whom
claimed t o have personally seen Jesus risen aga in f r om t he
dead , during a two-week pe r i od in Jerusalem about six years

after t he event, t be n it must become clear that Pau l ma kes
no mista ke he r e with regard to t he Success ion of eve nts.
The or der i s intended t o be chronological , and a theoretical
d '
~scernment of patterns seems insufficient t o overtbrow this

conc l us i on . But thi s undermines the legitimation theor y :
(a ) For the only rationale f or such a theory seems t o be the
per cept i on of the individual /group pattern in the

appea r ances . But it is possible that t he ment ion of James

and t he apostles could stem, l i ke that of t he 500 brethren,
from s i ngle bits of information which Paul arranged
Chronologically . Any pattern co uld well be either l i mply

fortuitous or t he re sul t of i nt e nt i onal l y leaving out other
single bits of information , such as t he appeara nce to the
women . (b) But what i s espec i a l l y trOublesome f or
Wi l c kens ' s theory i s that Paul says, last of all t o me. For
t h O

1S mean s tbat the appearances to James and the apostles
occurred be f or e Paul ' s conversion, t hat i s, before James
became prominent (c f . Acts 8:14; 12 :17b;Gal 1: 19; 2:1, 9)

a~d before any later body not comprised pri ncipally of t be
f1r st apost l es could arise and ass ume t heir name . (4' The
age of the formula milit ates agains t its being a his torical
descri pt i on of th 1 d h 'p e ea era 1p of the Jerusalem cbu rc h. When

a u1 vis ited J e r usalem and spo ke wi t h Cepha s , J ames was
there . Fourteen years later he had become with Peter a nd
John one of three pillars of the church (Go l . 2 : 1, 9) . Even
t he n he does not appea r to be t he sole leader of the church.
But this takes us practically right up t o t he t ime of

••So vo n Campenhausen, "Abl 0 f " 11u, p . .

"
wri t ing of I Cor inthians. Since Paul' s f ormula i s probably
very ol d , the notion of a legitimation formula f or James is
dif f i cul t since the f ormul a threatens to ante-date James ' s
asce ns i on to power . Indeed, if Gra s s i s correct tbat the
f ormul a can be no l a t er t han Paul' s f irst visit , tben a
hi s t o r i ca l description of the church' s leadersh ip i s simply
excluded . To this ma y be added that i f t he formula is a
late leg i timation formula, it seems to become i mpos sibl e t o
i dent i f y any group associated with J ames that co uld be
ca l l ed -a l l the apostles . - That thi s i s a later body of
mi s s i ona r i es look i ng to James for authority is purely
specul a t i ve ; against i t co unts the consider ation that the
chu rch would not be likely t o l end mucb credibility t o a
supposed appearance so many years distant f r om the
or i g i na l s. (5) It needs to be asked whether the notion of a
legitimat ion form ula has sufficient basis in historical
realit y , but i s not rat her a modern notion. In the early
church not everyo ne who saw a resurrect ion appearance was
inves t ed with authority (the 500 brethren) and not eve ryone
who was cal l ed a n apos t l e had s een an appearance (Andronicus
and Junias [ Rom. 16:7], Barnabas [I Cor. 9: 5, 6J ) . John and
Luke are strikingly i n accord in stating that a d i s ci ple
belonged to the apostles , not so much becaus e he had s een
the r isen J esus , but because he had been wi th Jes us from the
begi nni ng (I n . 15:27; Acts 1 : 21, 22). Paul did not
expl i c i t l y ground bis apos tleshi p i n t he fact that J esus had
appear @d to hi m, but rathe r tha t Jesus had commissi oned him
t hrough this appeara nce (Rom. 1 :1-5 ; 15 : 15 , 16; I Cor. 1: 1;
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 Then . 2: 4-6 ; cf. Eph . 3: 7­
8 ) . For Paul, apo st l e s hi p was a spir i t ua l gif t (I Cor.
12: 28; cf . Eph . 4: 11 ) , which was confi rmed by s i gns a nd
wonder s (Rom . 15:19 ; II Cor. 12:12 ) . In j us ti fyi ng his
apo s t l es hi p he us ua l l y appe a ls t o his l abors and s uf f e rings ,
not jus t t o the fac t that he had s een an appea rance of
Chris t II Cor . 15:8-1 0; II Cor . 11:1-12: 13). All t hi s seems



"
t o make it at l eas t quest ionable whe t he r so-ca l l ed

legi t imation formulas based on who had s een a n appearance of
Christ ever exi st ed . The concept of legi timation and

authority in the ear ly chur ch s eems t o have been much more
compl ex t han that .

I n view of thes e considerations, the i nt e r pr et a t i on of
the f ormula as a f us i on o f separate kerygmat i c f ormulas p lus
legi t i mat i on fo rmulas s eems ve ry dubious . Tha t t he f ormula
i s both a uni t y a nd a f a ithful summar y of apostol i c
prea ching, incl udi ng the adduction of wi t nesses, is

confirmed by its conc ordance with Luke ' s r econstruct i ons of
t he apos t ol i c s ermons in Act s . ~ I t i s extremely

67The pr obl em of the a ccuracy of Luke 's
r econs t r uct i on of the ker ygma is s t i l l very hot ly debated .
(For his t ories of t he pr oblem co ns ul t A. J . Matill , Jr . ,
"Luke as a Hi s t or i a n i n Criticism since 1840 " [Ph . D.
Di s ser t at i on, Vander bi lt Universit y, 1959)i W. Ward Gasque,
A History of the Cri ti cism of the Acts of t he Apostles , BGBE
17 [Tubi ngen: Mohr 1975 ). ) Martin Kahler was one of the
fi r st res earcher s who sought to demonstrate t ha t the wor ds
of Peter 's speeches were not LUka n, but went back t o a
Palestini a n origin (Martin Kahler , "Di e Reden des Petrus in
der Aposte l geschicht e ," TSK 46 [1 873J pp . 492-536) . C. C.
Torrey champi oned t he thesis t ha t t he fir st f ifteen chapters
of Acts are so fil l ed with Aramaisms that it is probable
that Luke has simply translat ed a n early doc ument in t o Greek
a nd t he n added the fina l chapte rs hims e l f (C. C. Torrey,
Composi t i on and Date of Ac ts , HTS 1 (Cambr idge, Mass. :
Harva rd Universi t y Pr es s , 1916 ] ) . J . de Zwaan crit i cally
r evi ewed Torrey' s t hesis and, a l t hough f i nding it
exag erra ted , did conc lude that Torrey had a s t r ong cas e f or
Act s 1- 5: 16 and 9:31 -1 1:18 (J . de Zwaan , "The Use of the
Greek La nguage in Acts, " i n The Begi nnings of Chr i sti an i ty ,
Par t I : The Acts o f t he Apos tles, ed . F. J. Foakes J ackson &
Ki r sopp Lake {London : Macmi l lan & Co. , 1922] , I I: 44-65) . C.
H. Dodd concluded t hat the Petrine speeches are based on
material f r om the Aramaic-spea ki ng chur c h at J e r us a l em. He
obser ves that i n Ac t s 10 the Gr eek is "notori ous l y rough and
ungrammat ical , ' "s car ce l y t r ans l a t abl e , " but when tran s l a t ed
bac k i nt o Ar ama i c be comes "gr amma t i ca l aod perspi cuo us ; "
t here f ore the speec h to Cor ne l ius i s probabl y a t r a ns lation
of a n Ar amai c original and r epr esent s t he "f orm of the
kerygma used by the pr imiti ve churc h in its ea r l i est
approac hes to a wi der pUblic" (Dodd, Apos t ol i c Preachi ng , p .
26) . Mea nwhil e Ha r t i n Dib elius had drawn atten t ion t o t he
pr i mit i ve Chr i s t ology of the speeches and to t he i r harmony

"
with Paul ' s summary of the kerygma as eviden ce o~ t~e~rd
reat a e . He argued t hat t he earliest ke r ygma ~n~ u e a n

~ccountgof Jes us ' s l i f e , su f fe rings, and res urrect ~on,
mos t l y under t he emphas i s of the dis c iples ' role a s
witness es (mei s t unter Be t onung der zeugen~~haftbd~reven
J unger ) . He be lieved that not only t he °i ut I ~e , ~5 were at
cor e s ent en ces of the kerygma , s uch as n . or. ,
Luke ' s dispos a l (M. Dibe l ius , Di e Formgesch~chte de s
Evan ge l iums 3d ed . (TUbi nge n : Mohr, 1959 ], pp. 12-18 ; H.
Dibe l i us A~ fsStze zur Apos t elges chichte, ed. H. Greeven ,
FRLANT 60 [GBt t ingen : va nden hoeck., R~prech~, 1953), .p .
142) . The a rguments of Dodd and O~be l ~us s t~ l ~ ~onst~t~~:
the pr i nci pal case f or t he histori ca l aU~he nt~c~ty ~

speeches of Act s : (1 ) the abundan t Semit~sms, (2 ) t; 1 .
primit i ve Chr i s t ol ogy , a nd ( 3

i
) the . harmo~ys~;~~ ~~; C~~tt~ :

kerygma . Eac h of these ques t 005 ~s con e ' . . f
of t he Aramaic s our ce theory conte nd that the . s em~tb~ sms 0d

i ti i e express~ons or roweAct s are r ea lly Sept uag n sms, • • , . t t . ona l l y
by Luke from t he LXX t o gi ve the speec hes a n ~n en ~ i

authent i c coloring (8 . F. O. sparks, -The Semitisms n
Acts " JTS ns 1 [1 950 ) : 16-2 5; Ernst ~aenchen ,

" S c h~i f tz itate und Texttiberlief erung 1n der h
Apos t e l ges chi c ht e , " ZTK 51 [195 4 ) : 153-67; Ernst Ha enc eo ,
The Act s of the Apos t l es, 14th ed .; t ra ns . 8 . Nob le, G.
Shi nn, and R. Hc L. Wi l s on [Oxf or d : Basi l Bl ackwel l , 1 97 ~ ] ~

pp . 73-7 7) . The question ca nnot be pronou?ced s et~ l edth 0
scho l a r s remain di vi ded on the pr~blem : Grasser m:se~n A~ts
i nt er es t i ng obs ervation that the 1ss~ e of Aramai s timism
i s handled i n Angl o-S axon r esearch w~th as grea t :nGo~

as it i s i n German researc h wi t h scepticism (Er i c r s ~er,

"Act a - For s chung s e i t 1960," TRu 41 [ 1976): i~ 1~1 ~~fc~xe
mos t outstanding wor k on t he problem, consu ax ~ ' 2
The Semi t i s ms of Ac t s (Oxf or d : Cla rendon Pr es s , 1 96 5 1 ' . t ~ )
Wllckens has ar gued vi gorously t hat the s o- ca l l ed pr ~1 1~e

Chr i s t ol ogy of the speeches i s r ea l l y Luke ' s own, ~lt oug
Luke may occas ional l y use a tradi tional titl e to b1S OW~37 _

purpos es (Wi l cken s , Miss l ons rede n , "3d ed . , PP['1~;:-J: 8i5 _ 4 l ) .
40; cf . c . F. Evans , "The Kerygma , JTS ns. 7 . es
The major ity of s chola r s , however, do s e~ 7" t he spce~h
evi dence of a n early ch r istological trad1t~on . (F?r
cr i t i que of Wi lckens a nd Evans, s ee Joh ~ A. T. Rob~nson,.

"The Most Pr i mitive Christology of Al l ? J~S n~ 7 [19 :61~te 8
177-8 9 ' J acque s Dupont , MLes discours m~ S S10na 1re s de
des ApOt res d ' apres un ouv r age recent , " RB 69 [ 1962] : 37­
60 ) Thi s woul d t end t o support the an t i quity of the d
t r~d it ion i n t he speeches . ( 3 ) wi l cke ns has also a t t ernpte
t o sharpl y d i f f erent i ate the Pauline ke r ygma f:o~ltha~ . ~i
Act s (Wilckens, Mi ssionsrede n, pp . 72- 81). So ~n . t u:n 1
ha s Wil cken s ' s argument been tha t Haench en t oo ~ . or
gr a nt ed that "Ulrich wi l ck ens • . . ha s proved a9a l nst of
Oi be l i us and Dodd that Pet e r ' s spe ech es in . t~ec~ ~:s~.~~rt
Acts do not co ntain any ol d pattern of Jew~s - ~~s ~ ut in
missionary pr each i ngM (Haenche n, Acts, pp . 129 -3 ) .



ss

ins t ructive to s urvey the de ve l opment of Wi lcke ns' s
a ssessment of thi s quest i on . He first a ttempted to drive a

wedge be tween t he kerygma of I Cor. 15 and that of Acts :
(1) Pa ul's kerygma stresses that Chri s t d ied - f or our sins .

while Acts sees Jes us' s death merely as the Jews' evil '

mishandling of Jesus; (2) Paul has · Chr i s t , " not "J esus · as
the s ubject of the kerygma; (3) Paul makes no mention of the
sufferings of Christi (4 ) Pau l recounts no life of Jesus in
the kerygma; (5 ) what is "accor d i ng to t he 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 s uch as Paul 's; aod (7) Luke knows only t he
formula of the appearance to Peter (Lk . 24 :34) in isolation
from the othe r s . Thus, it cannot be said that I Cor . 15 and
Acts mutually confirm one another as to the content of the

early preaching. In fact, in I Thess . 1 and Heb. 6 Wilckens
finds a totally different kerygma; the only common element

i s 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 duplica ted in Acts 14 and 17

and cons ists i n (1) a call t o the true God from lesser gods,
(2) God's overlooking t he past of ignorance , and ( 3) the

t he third edit i on of Missi onsreden Wil cke ns did a n about
face, and . took back all his object ions to Dibelius's thesis ,
t~us .leav~ng Haenchen wi thout a perch to roost on (Wilckens,
M~ss~9.nsreden , p. 1951) . Nor i s he a lone in this, according
t o Gra sser , ~Acta-Forsc hung seit 1960, " TRu 42 [ 19 77 ]: 50.
S ~uh lmacher, fo r exampl e, ha s argued t ha t Act s 10 is not
8~mply Luke ' s own gos pel, but follows a pattern of
pres~n~ation (Darbietungsschema ) t hat gr ows out of the same
tradlt lon as I Cor. 15 (Stuhlmache r, Evangeli um, pp . 297­
9B) . ~ov~n a l so r esearches the s peech to Cornelius and f i nds
a Chr~ s ~lan kerygmat ic t r adition f or a J ewi s h audience
(Fran: ols Bovon, ~ Tradit ion et redaction en Actes 10.1 ­
11.IB TZ 26 [1 970 ]: 42 ), as does Burch5rd (Christoph
Burchard, Der dr ei zehnte Zeug e , FRLANT 103 [Gott i ngen:
Vande nhoe c k & ~upre?ht, 1970], p. 1 39) . As a result of t hese
a nd ot~er studl es , lt seems fair t o say t hat t he weigh t of
t he eVldence Supports the Dodd/Dibel i us thesis tha t Luke has
accura~ely reproduced the s ubs t a nce of primitive Chris tian
preachlng .

"
res ur r ect i on as t he basis for J esus' s coming as Judge . If
t his repr es ents the true kerygmatic tradition, then it at

once r a ises the qu est i on whether t he type of preaching prior
to Act s 14 is not then simply Luke 's own invention.
Wilckens answers in the affirmative. He contends, in
dependence on Con2elmann 's conception of Luke's program,
tha t Luke' s theological pur pos e is to ground the church age
in the time of Jesus, and he does t hi s through the
ins t r ument a l i t y of eyewi tnesses . Thus , the schema of the
Jewi s h- Chr i st i an preaching is Lukan. M

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 generali2ing mention of the appearances,
through which the witnesses are l eg i t i mi 2ed in
salvation history, is also Lukan.

. • • The apostolic speeches of the Acts are in an
out s t a ndi ng way summaries of his theological
concept i on; they cannot be valued as witnesses of old
or especially the ol des t primitive Christian theolog~,

but of Lukan theology of the expi r i ng first century.

Now several of Wilckens's premisses in this series of
deduct i ons need to be s er i ous l y questioned. 1 . That the
differ ences he discerns between the kerygma of I Cor . 15 and
tha t of Act s are rather exaggerated and artificial seems
evi dent , For example, difference ( 2 ) seems to be trivial,

and ( 3) and (4) ca nnot be r igidly assumed because of the
summar y cha r acter of t he f ormula cit ed by Paul . Difference
(5) ha~ more substance; but it s eems doubt f ul that Paul ' s
se cond r e f e rence t o "acco rding to the scriptures " explicates
the meaning and not t he eve nt of the res urrection (cont r ast
Rom . 4 :25), and it i s not c lear that t he f irst reference
does not al so include the ev ent of t he death as wel l as its
mea ni ng. Meanwhile, i n Acts i t is sometimes t he meani ng of
a n event that i s c lari f ied by t he s c r iptu r es (Acts 2 :34-36;

6BWi l ckens , Mi s s i onsr eden, pp . 72- 100.

69 I bi d . , pp . 150, I B6.
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10:43; 13 :33 ) . Differ e nc e (6 ) appea r s t o be question­
begging , sinc e both I Cor . 15 a nd Acts 10 could reflect an
element of the primitive kerygma . Difference (7) shows on l y
t hat Luke did not hav e a s tory to go with the appearance to
Peter and, therefore , quot es only the keryqmatic
exclamation. But be did have a s t ory about the appearance
to the Twelve and so is independent of the kerygma at t hi s
poi nt. The or de r of event s and appearances in Luke and I
Cor . 15 are harmonious . This leaves difference (1 ), which
s e ems t o be really the major discrepancy between I Cor. 15
and Act s . Two things may be said here: (a) There can be no
doubt t ha t t he kerygma did include Christ 's dying - t or our
sins, " for (1) t he very age of the formula shows that this
doctrine was held i n the early church, (ii) this i s a them e
that i s widespread i n the New Tes t ament and not of Pauline
origi n (Rom. 3:25; 5:9; Eph. 1 :1; Col . 1:20; Heb. 9:12;
10 :19; I Pet. 1:19; Rev . 1: 5; 5:9 ), a nd ( i ii) othe rwise we
should have no choice bu t to say that Paul was quite simply
lying wh en he asserts t ha t this gospe l i s preached by all
the apostles and was received by him and was approved by t he
J er usa l em apostles (Gal . 2:2, 9; this included t he
substitutionary death of Christ as the basis of br eaki ng
down the wall of pa rtition between Jew and Gentile) . (b)
Luke does give hints of t he death of Chr is t "f or our s i ns,­
mos t obvi ously i n the account of the Lord' s Supper a nd in
Acts 20 :2 8 (interestingly a Paul ine speech ), whi ch even
Haench en admits ec hoes the doctr ine of vicarious
atoDement. ~ The Christological t itle · Servant- ma y ref lect
I s. 53, from whi c b t his doctrine could be inf e r r ed (Cf . Act s
8 :3 2-35). I ndeed, the Acts speec he s i nevi t abl y i nclude an
off er of f or g i ve nes s of sins t hrough J esus (Acts 2:38; 3:19;
4: 12; 5:31; 10 : 43 ; 13 :38- 39), so t hat this doctri ne may l i e
just beneath the surface. The di f fe r e nce betwee n the
kerygma of Act s and I Cor . 15 may therefore be simpl y one of

7.Haenchen , Ac t s , p . 92.

emphasis; i t alone can not ov er t ur n the conclusio~ that Luke
and paul seem to be remarkably compatible i n the~r
r epr ese nt at i on of the early kerygma .

2 . The - tot a l l y different - kerygmatic t radition
inf e r r ed f rom I Thes s . 1 a nd Reb. 6 may well be a different
cas t of the same kerygma . Heb. 6 is so sketchy that no
ker ygmat i c reconstruction is feasible ; I Thess. 1 and Act s
14 and 11 appear t o represent a form of t he kerygma
appr opr i at e t o a Gentile pagan aud ience. It is noteworthy
that t he r esur r ect i on still plays t he central rol e.
Wi lcke ns ' s assertion that its mea ni ng has changed seems
rathe r exaggerated : i n the Gentile preaching the
resur r ect i on r ema i ns God' s decisive act of vi ndicat i on of
Jesus , and ev en in t he Jewish speeches , the magis t e rial a nd
apoca l ypt i ca l elements a re c learly presen t (Acts 3:20-21 ;
10: 42) . There is no just i fi cat ion in taking t he J ewi s h
preaching as a Lukan invention and the Gentile preaching as
the genu ine kerygmatic t r adi tion. Rather t hes e r epresent
di f f e r ent methods of approach , suited to t he audience t o be
add r es s ed . (Thus t here appears t o be no reason t o believe
t hat Paul could not have given a speech like t hat of Acts 13
as well as t hat of Ac t s 11. Indeed, the corr elation between
the former speech and I Cor. 15 is astonishing: eve r y
element of the formula i s explici t l y ment ioned except t he
- f or ou r sins ,- and thi s seems i mplicit in Acts 13:38 . That
Paul was a lso familiar with the kerygmatic approach of the
Jews ' mishand ling of J p.sus i s evident from I The s s . 2 : 14­
15 . )

3 . Because wilck e ns ' s i nt erpreta t i on of Luke 's
emp hasis on eyewitnesses is dependent upon conzelmann' s
construction of Luke 's underst anding of history, insofar as

i i · Wi lckens 'sConze l ma nn' s cons truc t i on succumbs to c r t C~6m,

i nt e r pr et a t i on is undermined . Even Haenchen , who accepts
Conzelmann's "Mi t t e der Zeit - cons t ruction, r ebuke s Wilckens
f or reading too much theory of history i nt o Luke 's work; a
mi ght y arch of God's saving pl a n s tretches from Abr ah am to



the Parous ia- - - •• • the re is no de ep caesura be tween tbe
time of ~esu s and t hat wbi ch fo 110ws . -n

4 . The decisive cons ideration against Wi 1ckens ' s
interpretat i on , however , may be that the emphasis on
wi t nes s es i s not at a l l exclusive Lukan property . n That
the Twelve apost les are not a Lukan construction er ected to
ser ve as official wi tnesses is secured by Rev. 21 :1 4, as

wel l as Hk. 6:7, 30; Ht. 10: 1, 2 , 5, 19. n We ha ve already
seen Paul' s use of conf irmatory witnesses in preaching the
r es ur r ec t i on. ~ohn also ha s an emphas is on witnesses nea r l y
as great as Luke's. Gera ld O'Collins under s co r es this point
wel l :

Luke and ~ohn • • • c l ear ly interpret the post ­
Eas te r e ncount er s of these wi t nes ses as dif f er ent in
principle from experiences of t he risen Lord whi ch
later Christians mi ght enjoy . Luke represents Christ
as ascending into heave n . • • • The events of the
forty days (in whi c h the r i s en Lord met , spoke and at e
with that privileged group) differed fundamental ly f r om
a l l later encounters . ~ohn a lso carefully
discr iminates other Chr i stia ns from t hose disciples to
whom the r isen Christ appeared . Thomas came to be lief
when he saw the Lord. His road to faith differed from
that of later Christians • • • • the official wi t nes ses
to t he resurrection did not enjoy some privi l eged form
of f a i th . But they played a unique role in tes tifying
to t he · s i gns , - so t ha t others might -be l i eve that
Jesus i s the Christ , the Son of God- (John 20:29 -31 )
. • • . John i nvites t hose -who have not seen- t o
be l i eve i n rel iance on eye-witness testimony.~

7l Ibi d ., p . 132 .

72See the out s t andi ng work on this SUb j ec t by
All i son A. Tr ites , The New Testamen t Concept of Witnes s , SNT
31 (Cambr idge : Cambr i dge unive r sit y Pr ess , 1977). Trites
part i cu lar l y emphas i ze s the accord between Luke a nd ~ohn on
the role of the apos t ol i c eyewitnesses in gr ound i ng faitb .

73Cf • Haenc hen , Acts, pp . 124- 25 .

74Gerald O' Coll i ns, The Eas ter Jesus , 2d ed .
(London: Dart on, Longman. Todd , 1980) , p . 80.

Thi s invi t ation is especia l l y clea r i n I ~ohn , which in the
Muratoria n canon f ol lows directly upon ~ohn as a pos tscript

(whi l e I I a nd III J ohn appear much later): -That . • •
which we have seen with our eyes , which we have looked upon
and touched with ou r ha nds, • • . t hat wbich we have seen
and heard we proc laim also t o you • •• - (I I n . 1:1 , 3) .
Ther e are many rema r kabl e para l l e l s between John and Luke on
the pr oblem of t he resurrection, and t his mut ua l empha s i s on

eyewi t ness testimony as evidence is one of the most
not ewor t hy . We a lso f i nd the s ame concern i n II Pet . 1 :16:
"For we did not follow cleverly devised myt hs when we made
known t o you the power and coming of ou r Lord ~esus Christ,
but we wer e eye-wit nesses of bis majesty.- Thus it seems

quite c l ea r that Luke did not--out of a ny motive ,
theologi ca l or otberw ise--invent tbe t heory of the disciples
as witnesses to the res urrect i on . Rathe r what pa ul and Luke
aff i r m s eems to be i n fac t t he case : that t he origina l
apo st o l i c preach i ng r ea l l y did i nc l ude as an important
e lement the appeal to eyewitness testimony as hi storical

evidence fo r the resurrection.
Most i nteres ting is that in his th i r d ed i t i on of

His s i ons reden wile kens s urrendered his case . Under t he
inf l uence of O. H. Steck's i nvestigation of o l d Testament
~ewish preaching,~ Wilckens conc edes t hat t he keryqmatic
out l i ne of t he Acts speeches i s not Lukan , bu t belongs to
~ew ish-Christ ian t r adit ion. u The speeches directed t o t he
Gent i l e s are cr eated f r om a broad Hellen istic-Jewi sh
t rad i t i on of apologetic-miss iona ry activity t o pagans t ha t
goes back to t he o l dest time of Hel l enist i c mis s i ona ry work ,
s i nce Paul r efers to it. n The speeches to the ~ews , whi ch

750 • H. Steck, I srael und das gewaltsame Gesch i cl
der Prophe t en, WMANT 23 (Neukirchen -Vluyn: Neukirchner
Ver lag, 1967 ) .

76wilckens , Mi s s i onsreden, p . 3 .

77 Ibi d . , pp. 190- 93 .



Wilckens formerly ascr i bed to t he cr eat i ve hand of Luke , are
now acknowledged to stem from the early traditi ons
underlying I Cor . 15 .~ The seven differences between t he

kerygma of Acts a nd I Cor . 15 now, says Wilcke ns , r ea l l y
r esolve into onl y one : Paul s ee s saving s i gnifi cance i n
Chri st' s death, whi le Luke regards it as the l ast abu se of
t he J ews ' maltreatment of J esus. But thi s tens i on , says
Wi l ckens , may be expl a ined as a result of the Sitz i m Leben:
f or Paul the catechetical viewpoint of the salvific mean i ng
of Jesus 's death; for Luke the tradi t i on, a l s o f ound i n t he
gospels, of the course of ev ents of t he pass i on a nd
res urrect i on, sh owing the co ntras t be t ween the J ews'
mi s trea t ment and God's vindication of J esus. The f i rm
conclusion is that I Cor. 15 and t he kerygma of Acts

presuppose a similar outline, whi ch stems out of the pass i on
and Easter r epor t s , whic h i s then f i l l ed out according to
the respective Sitz im Leben . But more than that: in

dependence on Steck, Wi l c kens proceeds t o argue that Luke 's
employment of t his material in the context of the Acts

speeches is not his own, but repr oduc es the Chri s t i anized
form of Jewish preaching. ~ -Luke did not himself cons truct
t he pat tern of t he apostolic preachi ng addressed to t he Jews
as such , bu t t ook it over frOm t he tradi t ion of Jewish,
Deuteronomic repentance pr eachi ng as mediated by th e
Christians . "~ This being the case , t here seems to be no

grounds left f or denying t hat t he ment ion of conf irmatory
wi t nes s es to the res urrect i on was an integr a l pa r t of t he
earl iest Chr istian preac hing . If Paul and Luke represent
twin deve lopment s of t he s ame tradi t ion , a nd despite their

differences i n emphas is concerning the meaning of the

event s , they both testify tha t the apostolic preaching

78I bi d . , pp . 193-200 .

79Ibi d., pp . 200-08 .

80Ibi d ., p. 205 .

"
c l i maxed i n the proclamation of the resurrect ion conf irmed
by eyewitnesses , then we seem to have no reason to doubt the
authent i c i t y of t hi s f eature of the primitive kerygma.

I t seems, therefore , t ha t we ought to regar d the
fo rmul a both as a unif i ed piece of t radition and as an
accur at e presentation of the apostolic pr eachi ng. -Jes us is
i n fac t risen from the dead, because ~fter hi s death he
' appear ed ' to definite wi tnesses . That i s t he pos t - Eas t er
argument of the Chri st i a n community ,- conc ludes Mus s ne r .81

The Structure of the Formula
Looking now at the formu la as a whole , we have alr eady

noted i t s st r uc ture in t erms of a parallellsmus membrorum .
But a word of caution is in order here . A gr eat numbe r of
crit i cs assert- -often without argument-- t hat the second and
fou r t h lines of the fo r mula a r e subordina ted to the f irst
and third lines and so serve to unders core them or provi de
conf i rma t i on of the fact stated therein .~ I ne vi t ably s uc h
authors have t he f ormula pr i nted with the second and fo urt h
lines indented underneath t he fi r s t and t hi r d l i nes--it is
no wonder t hat t hey appear to be z ugeor dnetl But t his
manne r of exhibi t i ng the formula biases t he issue I n

81Fr a nz Hussner, Die Auf er stehung Jesu, 8H 7
(Munc he n : Kosel Verlag, 1969 ) , p. 58 .

82Harnack, Verklar ungsgeschichte , p. 64;
Li cht e ns t ei n, -Glau bens f or me l , - pp. 7-8; Eduard Lohse,
Hartyrer und Gottesknecht (Gotti ngen : Vandenhoeck &
Ruprec ht, 1955), p. liS; Rengstorf , Aufers teh ung, pp . 51-52;
Gr as s , Os t ergeschehen , p. 146; Conzelmann, -Ana l ys e , - p . 7;
Ehrha r dt GUttgemanns , Der l eidende'Apostel und s eln Herr,
FRLANT 90 (Gottingen : va nde nhoeck & Ruprecht, 1966), pp .
262- 64; Von Campenhausen, Ablaut, p . 21 ; Hahn , Hohel t stitel,
pp . 203-04 ; Jeremias , Abendmahlsworte , p . 96; Gerh ard
De l l i ng, "The Significance of t he Resurrect ion of Jesus for
Fai t h in Jes us Christ , " i n The Signifi can ce of the Message
of the Res urrect ion for Faith i n J es us Christ , ed . C. F. D.
Mou l e, SBT 8 (LOndon : SCM , 1968 ) , p . 81; Lehmann,
Au f erweckt , pp . 69 , 81; Edward Lynn Bode , The First Easter
Mor ni ng, AS 45 ( Rome: Bibl i cal Institu te Pr es s, 1970 ) , p .
98; Klappert , "Ei nl ei t ung,· pp . 16, 48; Pesch, "Ent s t ehung ,­
p , 214 .



advance; in i t ia l l y t he formu l a ought to be printed s imply i n
a line or , i f i n f our lines, wi t h the l e f t margin even .
Whe n this i s done, it i s not so obvious that the second a nd
four t h statements are meant to be subor d i nated .

I t may be said that the first and third lines are
parallel in construction and likewise the second and third
l i nes; but thia only shows parallelism, not logi cal
subordination. It May be ur ged that the second and fourth
lines are both short; but this i s mis l eading , s ince t he
fo urth is l onger than t he second (especial ly if the f ormula
inc l udes va. 6a a nd 7) and at a ny rate only s hows
pa rallelism, not subor d i nat i on . It is sometimes asserted
that the existence of s horter , and pres umably earlier ,

formulas consis ting of only the f irst and t hi r d lines (Rom .
4 :2 5) proves the s econd and fourth lines a r e later
s ubordi nated addi t ions. At t he mos t , however , t hi s on ly
proves t hat t he second and fourth lines are l a t e r insert i ons

per haps of less i mportance that t he first and third , but not
t hat t hey a r e l ogicall y s ubordi nated to t hem. And it needs
t o be seri ously cal l ed i nt o question whether ~shorter~

i mplie s ~earlier ,~ especial ly given t he probab l y very great
age of the formula in I Cor . 15 . It could be that various
formula s were s i mul t a neous ly in circulation or eve n that a
short er formula is an abbrevi at i on of a longer . Which

f ormul a an aut hor cites cou l d be a mat t e r of a ppropr i at en es s
i n his Context . I f this i s the cas e , then i t i s i ncorrect
t o say ev en tha t t he s eco nd a nd fourth l inea a r e l at er
ins er t ions . Ther e appears to be notn ing i n the structure ot
t he formula itself tha t suggests that the s econd a nd fou rth
lines are s ubor d i na t ed to the f irs t and third .

I n f act , the s t r uct ur e of t he f ormula s eems t o co unt
posit i ve l y against i t . I have r e fe r ence here to the four­
fold repe t ition of ~T ~ befor e each event mentioned in the
form ula . Gr~~tica l l y , it would have s uff iced to place a
single ou. at t he head of the en tir e f ormula . But instead
we have it repea t ed : that Chr ist died • . • t ha t he was

' e d that he was ra i sed . • • that he appea r ed . Whybur .• .
t hi s grammatica l l y unnecessary f our -fold us e? Kramer
asse r t s t hat i t i s used by Paul to emphasize t he single
sta t ement s serially. u Wel l and good; although there seems
to be no reason t o t hi nk t hat the Ih~ is from Paul' s own

hand . But what doe s this impl y f or the notion of

subor d i nat i on? Hus s ner expl a ins,

It i s apparent t here fore t hat all fo ur s tatements about
the subject X"~(I T O S: a re s i gnificant a nd no one of t hem
may at t he expense of anot her be weakened or
suppr es s ed . The Par adosi s form ula has four important
point s to make abo ut Christ , and therefore everyone Is
i nt r oduced with the co nj unction OT ~ . This four-fold ~T ~
t hus dec l a r es the four statements about Chr i s t to be
highly significant,~

The f our-fold OT~ thus serve s the f unction of marking each
s t at ement as be i ng of equa l emphasi s with t he others i n t he
series. This means that t he s econd and f our t h s t at ement s ,
being equ ally emphas ized , are not subord inat ed t o t he first
and t hi rd . Wil ckens, who once held to the s ubordination
vi ew, writes , ~ • • • that the me nt i on of the burial is meant
mere l y to underl ine the reality of t he death, so t hat death
a nd bur i a l belong closely together • • • , is excluded
becau s e t he sentence despite i ts shortness is given the
same , indepe ndent weight in t he series of statements in t he

formula as t he other t hree sentences .~~ Hence , t he very
s t r uct ur e of t he f ormula seems to mi l i t at e aga i ns t t he view

that the sho rter l ines are subordinated to the l onger.
Can co nsiderations of content overthr ow the conclus ion

suggested by s truct ura l considerations? This s eems

83wer ner Kramer , Christos, Kyrios, Gottes s ohn, ATANT
44 (Stuttgart a nd Zur i ch : zwingl l ve r l ag, 1963), p . 15.

84Mus s ner, Aufer s t e hung , pp . 60- 61 . 5e! a~so .~oseph
Schmitt , ~ Le ' mi l i e u ' l i t t 6ra ire de la ' t r adl t 10n c1te!
dans I Cor ., XV , 3b- 5, ~ in Resurrexit, ed . !douard Dban1s
(Rome : Liberia t ditr ice Vatica na , 1974 ), p . 178 .

85wi l cke ns , Auf er s t e hung, p . 20 .



doubtful . Many aut hor s assert that the bur i a l i s mentioned
i n c l ose connect i on wi t h the death i n order t o unde r s core
i t , as if t o say Jes us was ·dead a nd buried . - But t he
evidence f or t his , I t hi nk, s eems rat her a r tif i cia l . Gr• • •
adduces Lt . 16: 22 and Act s 2:29 as parallela.M But i n the
f i rst refer e nce i t is not a ppare nt t hat t he bur ial
emphasizes the de ath; i ndeed , it =ay contrast the rich man 's
des cent t o Hades with Lazarus's as cent t o Paradise. And in
the s econd reference the burial clearly is meant to point to
David' s t omb whi c h i s s till with us t o t hi s day in cont rast
t o Jesus 's being r a i s ed; far f r om s upport i ng Gra s s ' s vi ew,
thi s cou l d su gges t t he burial i s a Hi nwel a aut t he empty
t omb. Gra s s 's f ur t her Old Testament t exts (Gen . 25: 8; 35 : 8 ;
II Chro n . 24 : 16) concerni ng persons who died and were buried
a r e r ather fa r removed f r om t he formula of I Cor. 15.
Gras s 's own statement that o n l y - f or our s i ns in accordance
wi t h t he scr iptures - s epa r at e s cntllovtv MOl. h d'iP Tl (he also
f a iled to notice t he impor t a nt MO t on. ) s eems to expo se
s uffi ci ent ly t he art ific i al i ty of t his purported para llel .

I t is also of ten s t ated tha t t he second a nd f ourth
lines serve as conf i rmat i on of t he firs t a nd th i rd . ~ But
t he burial does not seem t o be me nt ioned he re as evidence
fo r t he de at h in the same way t ha t t he appearances are
evide nce f or the r esur r ect ion . Conz e l mann says Paul wants
to prove t he dea t h, not indeed f or apo l ogetics , but t o
·present t he de ath as a s a lvific event. -88 I must confess

t hat this is f ar too s ubtle fo r me. How itd" Tl a l one put s
t he deat h i n a new light , I cannot see. But Conze lmann
r a i ses an int e r es ting ques t ion : wby woul d Paul wa nt t o

86Gras s , Osterges cbehen , p . 146.

87See not e 82 .

88Conzelmann, Korinther, p . 301.

prove the deat h? As f a r as I can s ee , there i s no good
re~son ; therefore , t hi s is probably not hi s intention ~

I t hi nk t ha t a much more pl a us i bl e explanation
concer ni ng t he order i ng of the event s i s, not t hat they a r e

logica l l y ordered so that one serves as evidence fo r
anot her , but t hat t hey are chr onol ogi ca l l y ordered SO t ha t
one hist or i ca l event natural l y fol lows a nother . I s not t hi s
a mor e natur al and f or t hri ght exp l anation of why the bu r i al
fol lows t he death than t hat t he bur ial i s subordinated to
the death as a confirma t i on? The s eque nce of event s her e is

simpl y ch r onological : Chri st d i ed , was buried, rose, and
appea r ed . The order i s l i near a nd his t or i ca l . The
adva nt age of t hi s unde rstanding of t he cont e nt s of t he
fo rmul a i s t hat i t be st acco rds wi t h t he s t ructur e of t he
f ormul a; ea ch successive eve nt i s, as i t were , l i sted i n
or de r : f irs t , s econd, t hird, f ourth , by the f our-fold ~t ~

as indepe nde nt, equal l y emphasized event s . Thus, an a l ysis
of bot h t he s tructure ( t he four-fold Ot~ ) a nd t he cont ent
(the Chr onological sequence ) suggests t hat t he second an d
fourth s t at ement s are not t o be subordinated to the firs t
and th i r d; the agr eement of both str uctur e and con tent i mply
that we have her e f our equal ly weighty sta t ement s des c ribi ng

chronol ogi ca l l y s uccessive eve nt s .



CHAPTER 2

TH! WI TNESSES OF THE RESURRECTION APPEARANCES

Let us now exami ne more c lose l y the l i st of wi tnesses
adduc ed f or t he appear ances .

Th e Structure of t he Li s t

I n cons idering t he s t r ucture of the l is t , we ou ght to
dismiss a t t he outse t Harna c k' s o ld theo r y that the l~ st

refle c t s t wo riva l fac tions i n t he early chur ch: Pete r and

the Twe lve versus J ames a nd the Apostles .1 The theory has
been right l y r e jected by a ll cont empor a r y critics. z (1 ) The

chronologi ca l or der of presentation pr ec l Udes s e e ing rival
lists in t he f or mula . (2l The para l l el i s m i s i ns ufficient
ground fo r t he pur ely speculat i ve t heory of leadership
co nt e nt i on between Pet er a nd Jame s. ( 3 ) There wa s not

suf f i c i e nt time f or t he competing lists to a rise . (4 )
J ames ' s exc lus ive prominence i n t he chur ch was touted only
in cer t a i n Judaeo - Chr ist i a n groups of s econ d genera t ion
f ol l ower s a nd ha s no app licabi lit y t o Paul ' s f irs t hand
i nf ormat i on dur i ng t he i ni t i al years. The mode r n of fshoot
of Ha rna ck ' s t heory , namely, that what we have here are not

l Ado l f von Ha r nack, Die verklarungsges chichte J esu :
Der Berich t des Paul us ( I Kor . 15, 3f f . ) und die b ei den
Chr i s t us vi s i onen de s Pet r us, SBA (Berl in : Wa l t er de Gruyter,
1922) , p , 67.

2For a c ritique , s ee Ha ns Gras s , Ostergeschehen und
Oster ber i cht e , 4th rev . ed . (Got t i ngen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht , 1970) , pp . 96- 98 ; Han s Fr e i herr von Campenhause n,
Der Ab1auf der Oster er eigni sse und das 1eere Grab , 3d r ev .
ed., SMA (Heide l be r g : Car l Wi nt er , 1966) , pp . 10- 11; Ha ns
Gr as s, Christ1iche Glaubenslehre, 2 vo ls. ( St uttgart: W.
Koh l hammer , 1973) , 1:102; Reginald H. Fuller , The Format ion
of the Res ur r ec t i on Narratives (London : SPCK, 1972) , pp . 12­
13 .



"
rival lists , but legitimat i on formulas , bas already been
cri t i cized. The mos t plausible view of t he l ist is that it

pr esent s a chronological enumeration of separate wi t nes s e s .
Hos t crit i cs t oday do not seem bothered by the fac t

t ha t Pau l f ai ls to list all the appearance s ment ioned i n t he

gospels . It is us ually po inted out quite corr ectly t ha t
because women wer e not r ega rded as legal wit~e 8 se8 their

presence in the formula wou l d be not on l y superfluous, but
eve n counter-productive.' Hi c ha e l i s makes t he interesting

comment t hat Paul's int ent i on is not to list all t he
appearances , but all the ~i tness es . 4 Even that ought to be

qualrf ied, bowever . for i t appea rs that t he tra di t i on names
her e only t he most important witnes ses . Al t hough s ome
crit i cs want t o assert t hat Paul i nt e nds t he l ist to be
complete , S there i s no evidence for t his , and t he asse rtion
s e ems to be unverifiable .

3See H. Rosh Ha -Sbanah 1.8 ; H. Shebuoth 4. 1;
Josephus AntiqUities of th e Jews 4 .8 .15; Numbers Rabba h
10.159b; T J Toma 6.2; and refer ences in Pa ul Bi lle r be ck,
Kommentar zum Heuen Testament aus Tal mud und Hidrasch, 6
V~l s.~ ed. Hermann L. Strack (Munc hen : Beck, 1922-63),
2.441, 3:21 7, 251, 259 . See also Archibald Robe r t s on and
Alfred Plummer, First Epistl e of Sai nt Paul to t he
Corinthi ans, 2d ed. , ICC (Edinbur gh : T'T Cl arke , 1967), p .
335; Ernst-Bernard Al lo , Premi~re ~pitre aUK Corin thi ens
(Pa ris: Libra i rie Lecoffre , 1934 ) , p . 392 ' Wi lhe l m
Mi~hae l i s , Die Erscheinungen des AUfersta~denen (Basel :
He1nrich Ma jer, 1944 ), p. 14; Mi chae l Ramsey, The
Re~urrection of Ch: i st (London : Cente nary Press, 1945 ) , p .
42, Er nst Bammel, Her kunf t und Funkt i on der
Traditionselemente i n I Kor . 15: 1-11, · TZ 11 (1955) : 403 ;
Ethe lbert Stauffer, Jesus and His Story , trans . D. H. Ba r ton
(London: SCM , 1960 ), p. 124; Joachim J erem i as, Jerusalem i n
th e Ti me of Jes us (London: SCM, 1969 ) , pp . 374-7 5; J . A.T.
Robins on , The Human Face of God (London: SCM Press , 1973) ,
p : 132 ; Josef Blinzler , "Di e Grablegung Jesu in hi stor i s ch er
S1cht !" i n Resurrexit , ed. Edauard Ohani s (Rome: Libreria
t dltn c e vaticana , 1974 ), p. 67.

4Mi cha e l i s, Ers che i nungen , p . 13 .

5For exampl e , von Campenh aus e n, Abla uf, p. 20 .
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The Appearance to Peter
The fi rs t appeara nce l i s t ed by Pau l is that t o Peter .

I t is i ronic that a l though we have no appea rance story t o go
with th i s i nc i dent , it is neverthe less a wel l -attest ed
appea r a nce of Jesu s, one ac cepted by eve n the most skept ica l

invest i gat or s . I t i s mentioned here in a very old f o rmul a
cited by a man wbo could persona l l y vouch fo r its
au t hent i c i t y . A se cond refe r ence to t hi s a ppeara nce i s Lt .
24 : 34, which contains the cry, -The Lord is r isen i nd eed,
and ha s app eared to Simoni " Because of the awkwar d
i ns er t i o n of t hi s verse in the Lukan narrative and i t s
simi l a r i t y to Paul ' s "he appea red to Cephas , " mos t crit i cs
r egard t hi s exc lamation as a pre-Lukan kerygmatic tradit i on
whi ch Luke , lacking a n accompanying story , has i nse r t ed at

thi s point.' Thus, both Luke and Paul testif y t o the
t r ad i t i on of an appearance to Peter prior t o t ha t t o the
Twelve. It is very often urged t hat a third reference to
the appearanc e t o Peter i s t he allusion in Mk. 16 : 7 : "But
go, t ell hi s disc iples and Peter tha t he is go i ng be fore you
t o Galilee; there you will s ee him, as he told you . " It i s
t hought that Mark must know of an appearance to Peter,
ot herwi s e he woul d not have mentioned bis name (c t . Mt.
28: 7 ) . Thi s seems, however, a tenuous assumption. The
ver s e does not a llude to an appearance t o Pe t er a lone , but
t o a collective body of disciples whi c h may hav e i ncluded
t he wome n as we l l , depending on whether one takes t his to be
direct or i nd i r ect d i s cours e . Peter is not singled out as
the one who wil l see , but as the one t o be told. Why should
Peter be t old in pa r ticular? Commentators o n Mark usua l ly

6Stuh lmacher , for ex ample , argues t ha t Lk. 24 : 34 is
equally as old a s I Cor. 15: 5: (1) the pa ss ivum di vinum is
Semi t i c ; (2) the b M VP~ OS is a Palestin i an cry, as i n
Maranatha (I Cor . 16 : 22; Act s 22 : 20 ); (3 ) Si mon is an old
Semiti c equiva lent f or Peter . This goes to s how, he adds,
tha t this is no s i mpl e l egi t i mat ion form ula (Peter
Stuhl ma che r , "' Kri t ischer mUssten mir die His t orisch­
Kritischen Seinl ' , "TO 153 [ 197 3) ; 250) .



"
s U9ges t t hat t his either i s a not e of r eas s urance mir r oring
Pet e r ' s de ni a l, or reflect s Pe ter ' s prominenc e as leader of

t he d i s c i pl es an d the c hurch, or i s both of these toget her .
Of cou rs e , Pete r ' s prominence i n the c hurcb could be
indi rect evide nce of aD appearanc e t o bim , bu t t hat does no t

mean Hk . 16 : 7 r ef e r a t o an appearance t o Pe t e r .

So strange i s i t that no s t ory of such an i mpor t a nt
appearance of ~e BUS shou l d have been ha nded down t hat many
cri t i cs bel i eve that i t must be t here , e i t her in a

d i s l oca t ed na r r a t ive or hidden in a nother r e surrect i on s t ory

(mt. 16 : 17-19 ; Mk. 4 :35-41: 6:4 5- 52 ; 9:2-8; Lt . 5 :1-11 ; I n .
21:1_23 ). 7 The pr obl em wi t h s uch a v iewpoint i s t ha t mos t of

t hese narra t i ve s a r e so firmly embedded i n t heir context
that no r esurrect i on appear ance t o Peter is like ly to be

concealed t here in . ' But eve n i f we are left without a s t or y
of this appearance, we never theless possess t wo appa rent ly
earl y t est imonies to Peter ' s having seen Jesus , as well as
Paul' s f irst - ha nd conf i rmati on .

Paul 's ev ide nce , and Luke 's as well , indi ca t es that
t his appeara nce was pr i or t o t hat t o the Twelve. Luke
places t he appea r a nce i n J e ru s a l em, but Pau l 's f ormul a does
not pr ovide a ny i ndication ot t he geographical l oca l e . If

t he express i on -on t he third day · i s a genu ine t ime

' Yor exampl e, von Campenha us en , Abl auf , pp . 16- 11;
F. Gi l s, -Pierre et l a f oi a u Christ r es s usci t e,- ETL 38
(1962): 5-43; Osca r Cul lmann , Petru s : JUnger , Apos t el ,
Mart yrer, (ZU r i ch : Zvi ngli Verl ag , 1952 ) , pp . 62, 202;
Raymond E. Br own, The Gospel Accor di ng t o John, Anch Bib 29A
(Garden Ci ty , N.Y. : Doubleda y & Co . , 1970) , pp. 1085-9 5;
Raymond E. Br own, Kar l P . Donf r i ed , and John Reuma nn, Sain t
Pi err e dans l e Nouvea u Testament , LD 79 (Par i s : Les ~dition s
du Cert , 1974) , pp. 141-47 , 154-58 .

8C. H• Dodd , -The Appearances of t he Rise n Christ : A
study in f orm-cr itic i sm of the Gospels, · in i dem, More New
Testament Studi es (Ma nc hes ter : Manches ter Uni ver s i t y Press,
1968) , pp . 119- 22; Ful l e r , Formation , pp. 160-61 ; Joh n E.
Alsup, The Post -Resurrection Appearance Stories of tbe
Gos pe l - Tr adi t i on, CTH A5 (Stuttga rt : Calwe r ve r l ag , 1915 ),
pp . 139-44 .

"
indicat or, then I s hou l d be i nc l i ned to agree with Mi chaelis
that the proximity of the res urrect ion on t he t hird day and
of t he appearance t o Peter in t he f ormul a woul d naturally
lead one t o expect t hat t he geogr a phica l locale i s the s ame ,

namely, Jerusalem.' But of cou rse the f ormula cannot be
conside r ed in isol a t i on f rom t he gospels a nd the J e r us a l em!
Gali l ee appearance traditions, t he co nsider at ion of which
woul d at t bis point l ead us t oo f a r astray from I Cor . 15.

At any r ate the evidence for an appeara nce of JeSUS to
peter s eems qui te impr essive . Paul 's f ormula , whi c h
probabl y reac hes bac k into t he f irs t f i ve ye ar s a f t e r t he
c ruc i f i xi on , me nt i ons i t, as does Luke's tradi t i on, which
may al so be qu i t e old. Paul hims e l f spoke witb pe ter about

six years after t he eve nt and vouches for i ts facticity. At
t he very least we mus t Ba y that Pet er must have experienced
somet hing which he be l ieved was an actua l appeara nce of
J esus ; give n the br evity of t i me ava i l abl e pl us Paul 's
pe r so na l contact with Peter , it would be i nfeasible t o
r egar d these report s as legends .

The Appea r a nc e t o t he TWelve
The s econd appearance listed , tha t t o the Twelve , is

the best at t e st ed appe a rance of Jesus afte r bis
r esur r ect i on . Not onl y is i t ment ioned he r e in the formul a ,
but we have what are undoubtedly stories of this even t i n
Lk. 24:36-43 and I n . 20 :19- 23 . I t is al so r elated in t he
longe r ending t o Ma rk (16:1 4-1 8 ) , but i t i s disput ed whether

this represent s i ndepe nde nt tradi t i on or is simply a
ca t a l ogue compi led f rom t he ot he r gos pels . Luke re f e rs t o
the group as - the e l eve n" (Lk . 24 : 33 ) and John as - t he
t wel ve - (In . 20:24 ) , which like Paul' s t e rm a r e c l ea r l y
t echni ca l designat ions of a ce r t ai n c i r c l e , not merely the
number of people present (accor di ng t o Luke t he appea r a nce

was t o "t he e l eve n ga t hered together an d t hos e who were wi t h
them,· whi le John repor t s , -Now Thomas, one of t he t we l ve ,

9Mi c hae l i s , Ersche inungen, p . 57 .



"
. .. was not with t hem when J esu s came ~ ). Thus t he c ircle
of - t he Twelve - in Paul 's formu l a and in J ohn corresponds t o
Luke 's circle wh icb he co nscientiously ca lls - t he Eleven,·
s i nce Judas I . carlot had forfeited the apo stolic office
(Acts 1 :20 , 25 ). Luke and J ohn ' s narrati ves o f this

appearance are generally regarded as independent , and yet

their accord in what they r e l at e is striking. There can be

little doubt that Luke , John , and Paul's formula all r e f er
to the same event .

More difficult is the relationship of tbe appearance
ment ioned i n Hark and Matthew. Ma rk alludes t o an

appearance to a body of discipl es which may have included
not only the Twel ve , bu t a Dumbe r of women disciples as well
(Hk. 15 :40-41 ; 16 :7) , and Matthew briefl y relates an
appeara nce on a mountain t o ~ the eleven disciples~ (Mt.
28:16). If these are intended to be the same appearance as
that which Paul 's formula ca lls the appeara nce t o ~ the

Twelve ,· a t e rm also us ed in Mark a nd less frequ en t l y

Matt hew (Mk . 3 :14 ; 4: 10; 6 :7; 9:35 ; 10 :32; 11 : 11; 14:10, 17 ,
20, 43; Mt. 10 :5; 26 :1 4 , 47 ) , then we should have f urther
conf irmation of t his appearance, a l though the accu racy of
the historical circumstances would have t o be sacrificed at
s ome points. This conf irmat i on cannot be certain, however,
for t he pres upposit i on of this ident ification i s that Paul's
formula int ends to list al l the appearances, which cannot be
taken for granted . Further, if the formula lis t s witnesses ,
not appearances , t hen mor e t han one appeara nce to t he
d i sciples can not be r uled out. I ndeed, both Luke and Joh n
i nsis t tha t there were repea ted appearances to the disciples
after the i nit ia l meeting wit h the Twe lve (Acts 1 :3 ; In .
20:26-29 ; 21 :1-14) . So I think i t best to r ega r d the
appearance to t he Twelve mentioned in Paul 's lis t as
conc l us ivel y i de nt i ca l only with the accounts of Luke and
J ohn . As t o t he geogr aphica l l oc ation of t he appearan ce ,
Paul gives us no c lue, but Luke pl aces i t in Jerusal em on

"
t he same day as the appear ance t o Pe t e r , a nd John i s in
accor d with Luke .

The ev idence , t he r e f o r e , of an appea r a nce of J esus to
t he Twelve is eve n better t ha n t ha t for an appearance to
Pet er : we have the testimony of t he old formu la , Pau l ' s
persona l confirmation throug h his contact wi th at leas t
Peter , and independe nt traditions relating the appea rance in
at least Luke a nd J ohn . Once again, it seems very probable
t ha t the disciples as a group exper i enced someth ing wbich

they i nterpr et ed as J esus ' s being alive from t he dead.

Tbe Appearance t o t be s ao Bretbren
At t his po int there is a break in t he formula, and a

new s ent ence begi ns with the as toundi ng assertion that
Chri s t next appeared to over 500 brethren at one t ime l 10

Aga in one can only shake one 's head i n bewi lderment that we
s houl d apparently possess no story, nor i nde ed any othe r
ment i on at all , of so monument al a n event . Of a l l t he

appea r ances , t hi s one woul d seem to be the most diff icult to
acce pt hi stori ca l l y . Yet here i t 1s i n a t r adition related
co nf i dent l y by a man who had ample oppo r tunity to confi rm
its historicity . To make the s i tua t i on eve n mor e &mazi ng,

t hi s man adds a pe r s ona l comment of his own that most of
thes e people are st ill a l i ve , though some bave died . This
seems t o show that he had persona l knowl edge co ncer ning
indivi dua l s who were present a t this appearance and that the
appear a nce was not merely hearsay fo r him nor a meaningless
c i pher in a n eccles i as t i cal f ormul a . Indeed , we have seen

l aThe hypothes is t hat h(hQ~ mean s here "once f or
al l" and that the a ppea r ance to t he 500 was thus the only
hi s t or i ca l appearance (Philipp Seidensticker, ~ Oa s

Antiocheni s che Gla uben sbekenntnis I . Kor . 15,3-7 im Lichte
se i ner Traditionsges chi chte , " TeL 57 ( 1967 J : 31 3-2 1; i de m,
Di e Auferstebung J esu i n der Bots cb aft der Evangeli sten , SBS
26 [S t ut t ga r t : Kat hol i s che s Bibe lwerk, 1968 J , pp. 25-30 ) has
nothing i n its s upport a nd the we i ght of all t he histor ica l
ev i de nce f or all t he other appeara nces agains t i t . Fo r a
critique . s ee E. Gutwenger , ~ Au f erstehung und
Aufer stehungsle ib Jesu ,~ ZKT 91 ( 1969 ) : 34- 35 .
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that the purpose of this remark may have been t o draw
a t tent i on to the availabilit y of wi t nes s es to be questioned.

It thus s eems i dl e to spe a k of t hi s appearance as -t he
lege nd of the founding of t he f i r st chu r ch , · 11 since Paul
personally knew of people who were st i ll about who co uld
re l ate fir st - ha nd the circumstances of t his eve nt . He could
not have said th is if the event had not taken place .

In mentioning t hat t hese persons a re sti l l livi ng , Pau l
pr obabl y has the intent ion of strengthen ing the evidence for
t he resurrection . The fa ct s of VB . 4-8 pr ov i de the

groundwor k f or the assert i on of v . 20, and Paul want s to
make it as f i rm as he ca n . Coozelmann's interpret ation t ha t
Paul i s emphasizing , not t hat s ome are ali ve but t hat s ome
are dead , ar tificially twists a per s pi cu ous verse, as well
as violat es t he context of t he argument as a whole . 12 The

fact that t he br ethren a re stil l alive ( t~~ aPt ~) , despi te
( 6&) t he fact that some have died sho ws c lear ly eno ugh t hat
i t is t he liVing witnes ses t o whom Paul d r aws attention.

Some scholars wish to identify th is appearance with the
exp er ience of the 120 br ethren at Pentecost. I] But t his has

l lUlrich Wilckens, "De r Ur spr ung der Uberl i e fe ru ng
der Erscheinungen des Aufers t ande nen , " i n Dogma und
Denk s t r uk t uren, ed . W. Joest and w. Pannen berg (Gottinge n:
Vandenhoec k & Ruprecht , 1963 ) , p . 80 .

12Ha ns conze lmann, Der er s te Br i ef an die Kori nther
KEKNT 5 (Got t i nge n : Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht , 1969) , p . 304.

13F . C• Burkitt, Cbr i s t i an Beginnings (LOndon :
Univ ersity of London , 1924) , pp. 90-91; Hans Lietzma nn,
Gescb icbte der a1ten Kirche (Berlin : Walter de Gruyter ,
19 32 ), I : 52 ; J ac k Finegan, Die Ober1ieferung der Leidens­
und Aulerstehungsgeschichte Jesu (Giessen: Toplema nn, 1934 ) ,
p . 109; Emmanuel Hirsch , Die Aulers tehungsgescbichten und
der christ1iche G1aube (Tubi nge n : Mohr , 1940) , pp . 34 - 35;
Joachim Jeremias, Neutestamen t 1i che Theo 1ogie (Guter s loh :
Gerd Mohn, 1971) , p. 292; Ful ler, Formation , p . 35 . For a
cr i t i que , s ee Maurice Goguel , La lol a 1a r~surrection de
J'sus dans 1e chr i s t iani sme primitif (Paris : Leroux, 1939 ) ,
pp . 255- 57; Werner Georg Kummel, Kircbenbegriff und
Geschicbt sbewus s tsei n i n der urgemeinde und bei Jes us , 2d
ed . (Gott i nge n : Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 196 8 ) , pp . 8-9.
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bee n rightly r e j ect ed by the majority of critics as bearing
l i ttl e paral l e l . I t ha s also been su gges t ed , though not so
much recently , t hat the appea rance t o the 500 bret hren is to

be i dent i f i ed wi t h the mounta in t op appearanc e of Mt . 28 . 14

A meet i ng of 500 pe rsons would hav e t o be i n t he open a i r ,
perhaps on a hillside as Matt hew r e l a t es. un like eve ry
othe r re su r r ect i on appear ance , this encounter was , accordiog
t o Matt hew, not a sudden su rprise , but by appoi ntment (Mt.
28 : 16 ) , a nd it would not be su r pr ising t hat a l t hough Mat thew
concentr ates on the El eve n, other s should wai t for the Lord
wi t h them . I t may be t hat Matthew actually hints at this i n
t he wor ds of the risen Jes us to t he women at t he t omb: -Go
and t e ll my brethren t o go to Galilee , a nd there they will
se e me - (2 8:10) . Whereas the command of the angel r e f err ed
on the Markan pa t tern t o - his di s c i ples - ( 28: 7 ) , the
per ci pi ent s of th i s appea r anc e i n J esus 's comma nd are
de s cr i bed as brethre n, a term broadly us ed i n Matthew t o
designat e more tha n just the t we l ve disc i pl es , but any
fo l l owe r of Jesus (cg . , 12: 49- 50; 23 :8) . Could i t be that
Ma t t hew' s r eiteration of t he angel'S command , which
othe rwi se seems such a po i ntl es s a nd i nsipid redunda ncy , is

meant t o mak e clear by t hi s cha nge t hat the appearance
pr ed i ct ed i n Mk. 16 : 7 in f ac t r efer red to an appeara nce to a
wide r group of Chr istian brethr en tha n j ust the Eleven? I n
f act , it may be t ha t the re fe rence t o the bre t hren is
t radi tiona l (cf . I n. 20 :17), which means t hat Ma t t hew knew
of a tradit ion of a n appearance to a wider group of
di s c i pl es which he ident ifies with the mountain top
appear a nce . In fact , the Markan empt y tomb narrative may
its e l f attest t o such a t r adit i on. For as Schot t r of f points
out , the angelic prophecy of a Galilean appearance indicates

14Rober t son a nd Pl ummer, Corint hi ans , p . 337; Allo ,
Premi~re 'pItre , p. 396; Michael Perry , The Easter Enigma,
with a n I ntr oduct i on by Aus tin Farrer (London: Faber &
Faber , 1959) , pp . 76-77; D.A. Carson, Matthew, EBC 8 (Grand
Rapi ds , Mic h .: Zondervan, 1984) .



by the s econd pers on pl ur a l verb in v . 7 t ha t t he women we r e
among the percipients of t he Gali l ean appearance . u She
accordingly mai nt a i ns that al though Matt hew ch an ges the ver b
t o the third pers on, t he mount ain t op appearance st ory he
na r r a t es probably inc luded t he women as we l l as t he Eleven
among its a udi e nce . So although he is interested in t he
Eleven , Matthew may well be aware of the presence of other
Chris tians be sides the Eleven . Indeed, when Matthew writes

oL 6c l 6COHIOo.V - (Mt . 28:17 ) , t his ha r d l y seems
appropriat e f or t he Eleve n at this fi nal moment of triumph
in whic h t he exa l t ed Lord gives t hem hi s commi s s i on to go
out into all t he wor l d carrying t he gospel. It i s somet imes
ur ged t hat t his do ubt mot i f f i gures importantly

t heological ly i n the gospels, but this cannot be said for
Matthew. Whereas the women i n Hark t el l no on e of the
angel's mes sage (Hk. 16:8 ) , i n Matthew t hey r un · wi t h 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 J esus and wor s hi p him (in
contrast to Lk . 24: 37 ; In. 20 : 20 ) ; onl y then does Matthew
add t he cryptic phrase '" , . • o\. 6t t 6COfllOo.V What makes
this doubly i nappropriate wi t h regard t o the Eleven is t hat
i n Luke and John t he whole point of t he doubt mot if is t o

s how how doubt i s t r i umphant l y overcome by the r isen Jesus ,
but Matthew leaves us wi t h the doubt , whi ch t he o ther
gospels do not, a nd at a point so i nappr opria t e to the
cl imax of the gospe l and the gr • • t commiss ion of vs . 18­

20 .
16

I t co uld be a r gue d t ha t t he phrase may not be a

15
Lu i~e Schottroff, "Ma r i a Magdale na und die Frauen

em Grabe J es u ," EvT 42 (1 982 ):19, 22.

160unn cOJMlents ,
"But in Mt . 28 : 17 • • • t he doubt is not treated

apologetical l y; J esus neither addresses himself t o i t
nor r emoves it . The words whi c h f o l l ow ( 28 : 18- 20)
cannot be shown to serve a ny other f unct i on than t hat
of commis s ioning . • . • The be re ~ention of doubt i n
Mt. 28: 17 is best seen therefore as a genui ne
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redactiona l or t heologica l dev i ce, but a histori ca l
r emi ni s ce nce , r efe r r i ng t o other Galilea n disc ipl es who had

assemb l ed wit h the Eleven . Recent di scussions of the ot 6i
cons t r uct i on have sh own that t his express ion can be used to
r efe r to a group dis t i nguis hab le within a l arger group and
that t he subgroup ca n be either cont a i ned wi t hi n the larger
group or comple t ely distinct from i t . McKay concludes, · I t
is quite l i kely , in grammat ica l te rms, t hat the hoi de i n
Mt . 28 :17 were . • • a minori t y of t he main group ment i oned
spec i f i ca l l y , here the eleven; but in vi ew of the distance
of t he whole group s ubject from the mai n verb i t cou l d be
tha t boi de were a minority of a l a rge r group led by the
e l even a nd did not neces sarily contain any of the e l ev e n
t hemse l ves .-17 Va n der Horst goes even further, cont endi ng
that t he o ~ 6c cannot refer to all the discipl es; but he
pr ot es t s the suggest ion tha t i t refers to others present
with t hem because al though t hat i s grammatically possible ,
the di sciples were a l one . 18 But tha t i s precisely the
question (cf . In . 20:2; Lk. 24:12, 24 fo r resurrection
narr atives fo cussing on one pers on t hough an implicit
plur a l i t y i s pres ent ; cf . also Lk. 5 :4-7) 1 The presence of
a wi der body t han t he Eleve n co uld be implicit in the 0:' 6 ~ •

It was in Gal ilee t hat, according t o the gospels, the
thousa nds had f l oc ked t o hea r 3esus , and i t ca nnot be r uled
out t hat 500 pers ons s hould come togethe r ther e . Alt hough
we a r e apt t o picture Galilee in our mi nds as a r ura l land
of tiny vil l ages , Josephus infor ms us tha t Gali l ee co nta i ned
ma ny vil l ages , the l east of whi ch pos s es s ed around 15 , 000

hi stor i cal echo · (James W.O.G . Dunn, J es us a nd the
Spirit [London: SCM , 1975 ) , p . 124) .

17K• L. McKay, - The Us e of hoi de in Matt hew 28 .17,­
JSNT 24 ( 1985) :71-72 .

18p • W. van de r Horst, · Once Hore : The Tr anslation
of 0': ~ t in Matt hew 28.17,- JSNT 27 ( 1986):27-30.



inhabi t ants. 19 Roman his tor i an A. N. Sherwin-White explains
that t hese MW~~~ were l a r ge commun i t ies of peasant
cult ivating populat ion which co ngr ega t ed t ogether because of
the prima r y va l ue and scar ci t y of agricultural land, the
r a r i t y of water , and t he necessity of local defense.~ I n
Palest ine t hese wer e the -vi l l ages . " In the vi cini t y of
such a vi l lage 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 t he 500 brethren .

The hypothesis that the appearance occurred in Ga lilee
is attract ive because this may explain Why it i s mentioned
i n ne i t he r Luke nor John a nd why we therefore hea r so litt l e
of i t . Could the appearance have oc cu r r ed i n J erusalem? If
so , it is ve ry diff i cul t to explai n why Luke does not
ment ion i t , s i nce it woul d accord wonde rful l y wi t h his
Je rusal em appearances. And it seems doubtful that pri or to
Pentecost the body of believers in Jerusalem was so large as
500. Grass su ggests t herefore t hat the appeara nce t o t he

500 brethr en did not occur r ight away , bu t s ometime aft er
Pent ec os t . 21 Thi s would give one about three years' leeway,
since Paul 's conversion came ther eafter. But ev en then i t
i s s t i l l difficult t o explain why Luke shou ld fai l to

mention so significant an i nc i de nt i n the l i f e of t he mot her
church in Jerusa l em. He does not s hy from relat ing visions
to St ephen a nd Paul , and he coul d have t r ea t ed t his incident
in the same way. If he knew of t he inc i dent , he would

19J os ephus Jewish Wa r 3. 41-4 3. Thi s figure i s .
disputed; but recent archeological . excavation of t he :em~1ns

of a first century 4,000 seat aroph1theater at Sepphor1s 1n
Ga l i l ee s eems t o give ample evidence that an assembly of
five hundred Christian brethren i n Galilee is not at all
implausible.

20A•N• Sherwin-White, Roman Society a nd Roman Law in
the New Testamen t (Oxf or d : Clarendon Press, 1963), p . 132.

21Grass, Osterges ch eh en, pp. 98- 101, 109 .
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probabl y have r e l ated or mentioned i t . But how coul d he not
know of the incident, given Luke 's r es ear c h into the history
of t he early church (especia l ly i f this appearance was in
t he formUl a ) and the hundreds of witnesses, mos t of whom
were still a live in AD 55? Some critics claim that the
appea r a nce must have been i n Jerusal em because Pau l' s
mentioni ng of the wi t nes s es avai lable to be que stioned
assu mes t ha t t hey are together in one place.~ The point
has some wei ght , but could not a Gal ilean vi l l age be as
suitable as J erusalem?n And some of the Gali l ean di s c i ples
no doubt moved to J erusalem. At an y r a te, thi s is al l quite
sp eCUlat i ve a nd pe rhaps serves t o obscu r e the f ac t that,
regardless of where the event oc curred, Paul ' s tradi t i on and
persona l comment a ttest t o t he f act t hat there were
l i t e r a l l y hundreds of pe op le about who were known i n t he
early chu r ch and who had be en a t a n assembl y where t hey
experienced an app ea ranc e of J es us a nd who were r eady t o

t es t i f y to that fac t . I t is quite amazing.

The Appeara nce to J ames
Next , according to Paul , Jesus appeared t o James . Here

is another r emar kab l e event--Jesus appears a f ter his
resu r r ect i on to his own brother , for it is undoubtedly thi s
James who is meant . Agai n we possess, sadl y, no narrat ive
of this event. ~ But Pau l wri t e s i n Gal. 1: 19 of his t wo

22 Ibi d ., p . 122; Jeremias, Theologie, p . 292.

23Galilee is as probable as Jerusalem i n the opinion
of H.A.W. Meyer, Handbuch Uber den ersten Brief an die
Korinther , 6th ed ., rev . Geor g Heinric i , KEKNT 5 (Gottinge n:
Vandenhoeck ' Ruprecht 's Ve r l ag , 1881 ) , p. 401; mor e
probabl e , states von Campenhausen, Abl aut , pp . 13- 15 .

24Jerome records a f ragment from the Gospel of t he
Hebr ews which re lates Jes us ' s appearan ce t o James:

"And when the Lord had given the l i nen cloth to the
servant of the pr i est , he we nt to James and app ear ed to
him. For James had sworn t hat he wou ld not eat bread
from that hour i n whi ch he had dru nk the cup of t he
Lor d unti l he s hould see him ris en from am?ng the~ t hat
s leep . And s hortly thereafter the Lord s4 1d: Br1ng a



wee k sojourn in Jerusalem thr ee years af t er hi s conversion,
during whi c h he met J ames, t he Lord ' s brot her. I f Paul had

not hea r d of t hi s appearanc e before t ha t visit , he certainl y
would have lear ned of it the n . So t he r eport of t his
appea r ance i s al so on l y once r emoved from the original
sour ce . There can be l itt le doubt that J ames did exp er ience
a resu r r ect ion appearance .

This becomes al l the mor e remarkable whe n we con s ider
t hat James as J esus ' s own brother did not believe duri ng
J es us ' s l i f etime tha t his olde r br othe r was the Messiah or
i ndeed a nyone of specia l great ne s s (Mk . 3 :2 1, 31-35; 6 :3 ;
In . 7: 1-10) . John re lat es the ra ther vi c ious stor y t ha t
J esus ' s brothers , of whom James was appar ent ly t he eldest
(Mk. 6 :3) , tried to goad him i nto a death trap by s howin g
himself publicly at the Feast of Tabe rnacles in Jerusalem
when the Jews wer e seeking to kill him. We hear l i t t l e mor e
of t hem unti l sUddenly i n Act s they crop up again
s ur prisingl y among t he post-Easter fe l lowsh ip of believers
i n the uppe r room (Act s 1:14 ) _ They are ment ioned t he r e
only in pass ing as -hi s brothers;- we hear not hi ng of t hem
aga in unti l Act s 12 : 17, whe re J ames i s mentioned by name.
But Paul reports that whe n he vi s i ted J erusalem thr ee yea rs
a f ter his conv ersi on he saw ~ none of t he other apos t l e s

exce pt James the Lor d ' s brother ~ (Gal. 1 : 19 ) . If Pa ul does
not explicitly cal l James an apos t l e, he comes very c l ose .
James now s eems to hav e a place of prominence in the
pr i mitive c hurch: when Pete r i s miraculous ly del ivered from
pr ison , hi s instructions t o t he gr oup as semb l ed f or prayer
a t Mar y the mot her of John Mark ' s hous e are extremel y

table a nd bread I And i mmediat e l y i t i s added: he t ook
the bread , bl es s ed it , and broke i t a nd gave i t to
James t he J ust and said to hi m: My brother eat t hy
bread , f or the Son of man is a r i s en f r om am~ng them
tha~ sle~p - (Jerome De virl s i l l us tri bus 2 ) .

But as h 1 ~tor1ca l evidence t hi s is qui te wort hl ess a nd was
probably 1nve nted preci sely beca use of Paul ' s me ntion of a n
appea r a nce to James.

•
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i nter est i ng : -Te l l this t o J ames and to t he brethren ~ (Acts
12 : 17) . When Pau l a nd Bar nabas r et urn from their missionar y
act i vi t y among the Gentiles, it i s James who s tands up a nd
pronounces t he dec isive verd i c t on t he pr oblem of Genti le
conver t s ' r ela tion to t he l aw (Acts 15:1 3). Paul reports
t ha t when he went up to Jerusa lem with Barnaba s 14 ye ars
afte r his fir st vi s it , Jame s had become with J ohn and Peter
one of the -pi l l ar s " of the church (Gal . 2:9 ) ; some t i me
later when a de legation from the J e r usa lem c hurch vi s i t ed
t he fellowship at Ant i och , Paul refers t o them as -men • •
from James · (Ga l . 2 :12) . In Acts 21, one of t he famous -we ­
passages , Pa ul and hi s compani ons upon r eturn ing to
Jer us a l em i mmedi ate l y r epor t to James , who now appears to be
t he sole head of the church and of the counc i l of elders
(Act s 21:18) . Thi s i s the l ast we hear of James i n the New
Test ame nt , but from Josephus we learn that he was s t oned to
dea t h under orders from the Sanhedrin for his faith in J esus
Chr i s t during the 6 0· s . ~

His younger brothers , too , became believers . Paul
writes of t hem, -Do we not hav e the r ight t o e accompan ied
by a wife , as the other apos tles and t he brothers of the
Lord or Cephas? - ( I Cor. 9 : 5) . Eus ebius r ecor ds the church
tradi t i on that i t was t he br others of J esus who evangelized
Ga l i l ee and Syr ia . u That t here was a pr ofound cha nge i n
t he l ives of Jesus ' s brothe r s s eems to be hi s torical ly well­
founded. Thei r r ole i n the mi ssionary activity a nd li f e of

t he community of bel ieve r s gua rant ees t his.
Some cr i t i c s doubt the hi storic i ty of Act s 1 : 14, but it

accor ds qui t e well wi t h James ' s pr ogr es s i ve rise to power .
And i f i t wer e a l ate add ition i t could be such only becau s e
James and his brot her s had, i n f act , a s sumed prominent rol es
i n the early c hurch . That t he y were not believers in J esus

25Josephus Ant i qui t i e s of t he J ews 20.200 . Cf . the
account by Hegesippus cited i n Eusebius His tori ae
ecc l es i as t i cae 2 . 33.

26Eusebius His t ori ae ec clesiasticae 1 . 7 , 14 .



during his lifetime is also reasonably a ttested and quite
plaus ibl e ; but more t ha n that, i t is unlikely t hat , had they
been l oya l be l i evers in Jesus during hi s lifetime and
cont i nued t o serve in important minis tries of the chu rc h
a f ter his death, the early c hurch woul d have i nve nt ed such
ugly stories about t hem in the gospels . But if Jesu s' s
brot hers d i d unde rgo su ch a conversion, then t he inference
is certainly not f a r away that the reason was t hat -then he
appeared to James .- Certainly the crucifixion of t he i r
br ot her could not heve brough t this about, fo r though that
might pierce t heir hearts , it could not ca use t hem t o
wor s hi p him as Mes s i a h a nd Lord as the early church did .
Even Gr ass excla i ms that one of t he surest proofs of the
res urrect i on of J esus is t hat his own br others came t o
believe in him . n

Wher e a nd whe n di d this appearance occu r ? I f oo e
acc ep ts the historicity of Acts 1 :1 4, t he n the incident
occurred prior to Pent ecost , perhaps in Gal i lee , where James
lived . This would necess i t ate that t he appea r ance t o the
500 brethren was a l s o pr ior to Pentecost. I f one re jects
Act s 1:14 , then the appearance t o James could be placed
anywhere during the thr ee years pr ior to Paul's co nve rs i on.
But al l the gosp e l s, espec i a l ly Luke , give t he i mpr ess ion
that the appear a nces ceased shortly af t er the res ur r ec t i oD;
t his would count aga inst a later appearance.

Tbe Appearance to All tbe Apostles
Final ly , he appea r ed t o all the apostles. The i dent i t y

of th i s group ha s cons t i tut ed a great puzzle . Does it ref er
s i mpl y to the twelve, or is t hi s a latter-day group of
apostle-missionaries, or is it something in be t ween ? That
the group is i dentical wi t h the twelve s eems unl i kel y. Thi s
would be a confus ing repetition of the same body under t wo
names. On the other hand , attempts to identify a later body
of mi ss ionaries to whom Chr ist appeared have been

27Gr ass, Oster ges ch ehen, p . 102.
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unsucces s f ul . The appearance waS no doubt a single eve nt ;

i t i s not meant that all of t he apos t les saw JesuS
se pa r a t e l y a nd su cces s i ve l y . But when a nd whe re did su ch a
body eve r come together prior t o Paul' s DamascuS r oad
enco unter ? We have no clue . In light of t hi s it s eems
wises t to iden tify the apostles as a circle of origina l
disciples who had be en wi t h J esus f r om the begi nni ng (Act s
1: 21- 22. c f . In . 15:27) and were therefore qua l i f i ed t o
preach t he gospe l . They were thus a l i mi t ed body , bu t
nev er t he l es s l arger than the Twelve . ~ I n t ime t he concept
of apo st l e either broadened so as t o inc lude pe ople like
Barnabas, whom ev en Luke ca l ls an apostle (Acts 14:4, 14),
or else the word came t o be us ed in a s ec ondary s ens e as
well so t ha t s uc h persons could be cal l ed apos tles without
i mp l yi ng t hat they we r e at t he same t ime members of t he
na r r ower c i r cle . The appeara nce, however , was to t hi s

orig i na l l y limited circle .
Since according to Paul thi s was t he last appearance

prior t o his own a nd his own was t he l ast, thi s would

suggest t he identif ication of this appearance with the
ascension (Lk . 24:50-51; Acts 1 :2, 6-11 ) . If this event is
t a ke n to be a whol ly mythologica l o r t heo logi cal
cons t r uct i on devoid of historica l traces , t be n of course
th i s i dentification would be impossible. But most of the
gospe l s contain some sort of commissioning story, a l beit in
dif f e r ent words . of the disciples by Jesus (Mt. 28:18-20;
Lk . 24:44-49; In. 20 :21 -23) , and the appearance to all the
apo st l e s coul d have been some such ev ent when a larger group
of disc i ples , not simply t he twel ve, were present .

The di f f i cul ty wi t h plac i ng the a ppearance in the pos t ­
Pent ecost period is not only that the group i n question then

28So Hans Lietzmann, An die Korinther I, II, 4t h
ed . , rev. Werner Georg Kummel, HNT (Tubinge~: J .C . B. Mohr ,
1949) , p. 78. See also KOmmel, Kirchenbegr~ff, p. 7. cf .
Kl a us Wengst , Christologische Formeln und L~eder des
Ur chr i s t ent ums , SNT 7 (Gut ers l oh : Ger d Mohn, 1972), p. 94 .



becomes unidenti f i able, but al s o t hat such an appearance
would be so di s cont inuous with the gospel appearances that
it would probably have been regarded as a vision of the Lord
rather than an appea rance. 5 This was probably par t of the

2900 t he di f ference be t wee n visions and appea r a nces
of Chri s t, s ee the di sc uss ion by Gra s s , Oster gesch ehen, pp .
189 - 207 . Al though Grass d i s count s most of the visions
recorded in Acts as l egenda ry , he neverthe l ess conclude s ,
primarily on the basis of Pa ul ' s t estimony, that t he Ea ster
app~arances took place within a communit y that e njoyed
vis10ns , reve lations , a nd ecstatic experiences ( I Cor . 12­
14 ; I I . Cor . 12 :1 -5; Gal. 2: 1; Acts 16 :9) . The communi ty
recog?1zed, howeve r , that the appearances of Christ were
restr1cted to a small circle designated as witne sses and
tha t even to t hem Jes us did not continually re-appear, but
appeared only at t he begi nni ng of t heir new life.

One cannot fo l l ow Gra s s , howeve r, whe n he a t t empts to
dra~ t he essentia l distinction bet ween an appea rance of
Chr 1st and a vision as be ing so lely in cont ent , viz . , in an
appea: ance Christ was seen as exalted ( I bid., pp. 229-32 ) .
Thi s ~s undOUbtedl y true, but sure l y a vis i on could be of
the exal ted Christ , too ; indeed , how cou ld a Chr istian
believer have a vision of the unexalted Chris t? Both t he
vi s i on of Stephen and t he book of Revelation show that
vi s i ons of t he exal ted Lord which were not appearance s wer e
possible f or the early chu rch . It is of no mat t e r whether
Step hen 'S vision be an unhistorical embellis hme nt as Grass
th i nks ; t he point is t hat the c hurc h of Luke's day was
pr epared to accept t hat Stephen s aw a vi s i on of Chri s t .
Grass 's argument t hat Reve l a t i on is not a vi s i on but a
pictur e story because of the many po r t raits of Christ seems
to pre~uppose t ha t v~sions must be monotone . At a ny rate ,
the ~1nt i~ Revelat10n preSents itself as a vision, t hus
sbow~ng aga~n that the c hur ch did not r e j ect out of band
visions of tbe exalted Christ.

Nor can it be said that t he distinguish ing element in
an appearance as opposed to a vision was t he commissioning,
f or appearances were known which l ac ked this e l eme nt (the
SOO.brethren ) . Wha t t hen di stingui s hed an appearance f rom a
ViS~on? It seems to me that t he most na t ural a nswer t o t hi s
quest i on is that an appearan ce i nvo l ved extra -mental
pheno~ena , someth ing's ac t ual l y appea r i ng, whe reas a vision ,
even ~f caused by God, was pure l y i n the mind . Certa i nl y
t hi s ~eems to be the way i n which t he New Testament
conce~ves of t he dis tinction. Visions, ev en veridica l
visions sent by God, are exclusively menta l phenomena ,
whereas Jesus 's a ppea r an ces a l ways involve an extra-mental
appearing in t he r ea l , external wor ld. The resistance to
this co~c l us ion among contemporary c r itics s eems largely due
t o a ph110s ophi co_theol og i ca l re jection of t he physicalism
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apost l e Pa ul' s problem in justifying his apost l es hi p , and he
stur d i l y i nsis t ed in language remini s cent of t he gospels
t ha t he , t oo, had · s ee n Jesus our Lord - (I Cor . 9:1 :., .

o{:xt i l'lO'o u" TOY " vp ~ o" n ll(O,Y 'WP(IIIO ; cf. I n. 20 : 18 : Eltloa.o TO"

" Up ~OY ; I n. 20: 25: LOtiIlCl"CY t OY "vo ~o" ) . And i t would be
ver y puzz ling, too, t hat Luke would not even ment i on such an
inc i dent , a s i t would be idea l for f ounding the Gentile
mis s i on in t he book of Ac t s (cf . his use of Peter ' s vi s i on,

of the gospels . On this bas i s, GraSS s uperimposes t he form
of heaven l y vi sions onto the r esurrec t ion appear ances , and
co nt empo r a r y scholarship has followed him in this . (See
Al sup, Stories , pp . 32 , 34, 54.) But i f t hi s i s do ne,
t hen- - apa r t from its be ing exegetical l y unju8ti f i ed--it
s eems to me impossible to di f fe rentia t e betwee n a vis ion a nd
an appea r anc e , whi ch the ea r ly church clearly did . It might
be sa id t hat a vision is , i n modern parlance , a subj ect ive
vi s i on, t hat i s , a self-indu ced visiona r y seeing, but that
an appea r a nce is an obj ecti ve vision, that is , a vi s i onary
s ee i ng i nduced by God . This d i stinction , however , will not
he l p to s ol ve t he problem, f or so-called ob j ec t i ve visions
were experienced i n t he church and t hes e were not ranked as
appea r a nces . For exampl e , Pet er ' s vis i on in Act s 10:9- 17
was cer t a i nl y -ob j ect ive- , f or it was caus ed by God (10:28),
but i t was not in the s ame class of phenomena as t he
appea rances of J es us. More t o the point, Stephen 's vision
of J esu s was probably - obj ective---Luke does not wa nt us t o
take it as a s e l f-induced hallucination- -, but t his was not
an appear a nce of Jesus. But what is the di ff er e nce between
what St ephen s aw a nd what Paul experienced, such that t he
l at t er coul d be called a n appe arance of Jes us (Acts 9 : 17;
cont r a st the vi s i on to Anani as himsel f in 9 : 10 whicb was not
a n appearance) ? What is t he difference between Pa ul' s
oppo rtunity on t he D&m4sCUS road -to see the Just One and to
hea r a voice from his mouth - (22 :1 4) and bis subsequent
experience in the templ e when he fel l into a t rance a nd saw
J esus s peaking t o him (22 :17)? It i s of no help to s peak of
SUb j ec t i ve vs . objective visions , for to the mind of the
Jewi sh/ Chr i s t i an believer, all genuine visions we r e
"ob j ec t i ve w- _a nyt hi ng else woul d be just a n illusion . It
s eems to me , there f ore , des pi t e the modern ant i patby to
"phys i ca l i sm," that the diffe r ence between a vi sion and an
appea r a nce of Jesus was that on ly in the l att er d i d he
actually appear in the external world. The support fo r th is
vi ew i s t wo-fold : (1 ) exegetica lly this is con slstently t he
difference between the two; (2 ) if one r e j ect s this view,
then t he disti nct i on bet ween an appe a r a nce and a vi s i on
wh ich was made in t he ear l y chu rch threa ~ens to di s solve.
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Acts 10: 1- 11 : 18 ). It s eems mos t l i kely t hat t his appea r a nce

oc curred pr i or t o Pen t e cost . Since t he appea r a nce s listed
by Paul hang t oget her in ch r ono logical or de r , thi s would
i mpl y that t he appea r ance s to t he 500 brethre n a nd to James
a l so occur r ed i n t he pr e - Pentecost peri od . I s e e nothing

inherent ly i mp r obab l e in t his , but of course one cannot be

ce r t a i n . I n any case, we have ye t another occurr enc e in
whi ch a group had an experience o f s eeing J esus r i s e n and

t hat was pa r t of Paul 's t r ad i tion , for whi ch he could

per sona l l y vouc hs a f e f rom his co ntact wi t h t he apos tle s .

The Appear anc e t o Paul

Hav ing lis ted t he witnesses t o appea r ances of Christ

whi ch Pa ul had l earned about from others, he adds hi s own
pers ona l ex peri enc e to the list: l ast of all he appeared

a l s o to me . I n including hi mse l f i n the l i st , Pa ul
implicitly a s sert s to have be en the rec ipient o f a ge nui ne

appea ra nce of Jes us , not simply a vis i on . Pau l was f ami liar

wi th rel i gi ous vi s i ons ( I I Cor . 12: 1- 7) , and what he saw on
the Oamas cu road was no me r e vis i on .~ His us e of cwpa~ a

300t herwi s e he wou l d hav e be gun II Cor . 12 with the
appearance of Chr i s t to him (Micha e l i s , Ers cbeinungen , p.
99 ) . Cf . B.F . We s cot t , The Revela t ion of the Risen Lor d , 3d
ed . (London : Macmillan , 1884 ) , p . 193; Weiss , Korinther­
brief, p . 351; Wa l ter Kunne th , The Theol ogy of tbe
Resurrec t i on, trans . J .W . Lei tch (London : SCM Press, 1965),
p , 84 .

Some criti c s have t a ken the word w~*n a s a n i nd icat ion
t hat a ll the appearanc es were heavenly visions (J oha nnes
We i s s , Der ers te Kori ntberbrie f , 9th ed . , KEKNT 5
[Gottingen: Vande nhoeck , Ruprec ht , 1910 ) , p . 349 ; Robert so n
a nd Plummer , Cor inthians, p . 340; Harnack , ver kl ar ungs ­
ges chi cht e, p . 70 ; Con2 elmann , Kori nther , p . 303) . But , as
Gras s ma i ntains, f r om vocabulary alone, one can not de t ermine
t he type of appearance. I n fact , on e c~n not ev en say tha t
w<;ltln is primi t i ve, f or Pau l a l s o use s f"'po.~a · and (ho~a~u4-o.~ ,

a nd even if the gospels are late , they t e sti f. y t o a ri~h

co mbi na t i on o f differ ent word groups : opa\l ' ~~tt\l ,
l!It wO t l. \I , e~ lU:I.\I , l!It aO"-&al. , b _* <i\lcO"l!Ia \. , ~ l1 v t P6 ... . The ~~ -& n

can be ei ther pa s s i ve or deponent ( Mwa s s een ~ or - appe ared ~ )

and in the LXX is used of things that were hidden, pe ople
who let themse l ves be seen, a nd divine ep iphanies. Her e it
unde r s cor e s the activity and ini t iat i ve of t he o ne
a ppe aring, but says noth ing about t he nature of the
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( I Cor . 9 :1) is not only reminiscent of t he language of t he

appea ranc es , but also indicates an eve nt i n the pa st with

appearance (Gr ass, Ost ergescneben, pp . 186 89) , except t hat
i t wa s a n appearanc e . Se e a l so Michae l is, Er s cneinungen,
pp . 104- 09 ; Karl Heinri ch Rengs t or f , Die Auf erstehung J esu,
4t h r ev . ed . (Got t i ngen : Vandenhoeck , Rupre cht , 197 0 ) , pp .
119-24 ; J os ef Blank , Paulus und J es us , SANT 18 (MUnch en :
Kose l Ver l ag , 1968) , pp . 156-6 3; Fra nz Mu ssner , Di e
Auferstehung Je s u , BH7 ( Mu nchen : K~sel verlag, 196 9 ) , pp .
68- 69; Bode , Eas t er , pp . 93-95 ; Fuller , Forma t i on , p. 30;
Dunn, J esus , p . 133 ; d . pp . 104 - 06 .

Mo r e recent l y , Hoffmann, fo l lowing Vogt l e and Pe s ch ,
s eems i nc l i ned t o r epeat t hi s erroneou s p roc edu r e allover
again with aJtO "aAu<}C11. (TRE ( 1979), s . v . -Auf e r s t ehung II .
Auferstehung Jesu Chr istl II /I . Neue s Testament, ~ by Paul
Hoffmann , pp. 492- 97 ; Ant on vog t le a nd Rudolf Pesch , Wie kam
es zu m Os t er gl auben? [DUsse l do r f : Patmos Ve r l ag, 1975 ] , p .
58) . He conc ed es t hat t he range o f SUbjects conne ct ed with
~~ ~n i n t he Old Testament is so broad t hat only the cont ext

can de t ermi ne what sort of appearanc e i s mea nt , but asserts
that if the r esu r r ection ap pearances are r elat ed t o Old
Testament t heoph anies , t hen , as vog tle and Pesch have
al legedly shown, t he re c an be no doubt t hat w~~~ presuppos es
the exa l t at i on o f J esus to heaven . The Urgemei nde could
on l y think of the Ri sen Chri s t a s in heaven, and t hi s f act
i s r e f lected in the perf ect t e ns e of I Cor . 15 : 4. So t he
mor e mundane us es o f ';: ~ l!I n (e . g . Mk . 9:4; Lk . 1 :11; 22:43;
Act s 2: 3 ' 7:2, 26, 30, 35 ) do not r efute t hi s conclusion.
Ho f f mann ' appea ls t o Pau l' s use of o.~ o~a AU4-al. in Gal . 1 :15
as evidence of t he ap pearances ' be ing esc hato logica l , .
vis i ona r y experiences. But th i s t r a i n o f in ferenc e~ ~s

mult ipl y flawed : ( i ) the appearance s ' co nnection w~th Old
Te s t ame nt t heophanie s i s a moot po i nt ( see pp . 311-1 7 ) ,
(ii) mor e s e r i ous l y , t hese t heop ha ni e s a nd epiphanie s
themselves prov e tha t heav enly vi s ions were not always at
issue , but ver y ofte n eart hl y or an t hropomor p hic
appearances, (i ii) the Urgemei nde had no dif~iculty of
conceiving of the Ri s en Chris t as appearing ~n ea r t h l y .
parameters; i ndeed, t his is impl i ed i n t he ir characte riz~ng

wha t happened to J esus a s a resurrection r ather than ~

trans lation (s e e pp . 401-07 ) , (iv) t he perfect tense ~n I
Cor . 15 : 4 i nd icat es that Christ' s res urrection is a
perman e nt s t at e , but affords no inf erenc e about wher e he.
f i r st appeared t o his discip l es ; (v ) t he us es of w~{l 11 w~th

r egard to angel s , Jesus 's trans figu rat ion , a nd ?ther
hea venl y beings is decis ive refutation of the v~ ew tha~ a
numinous co ntext i mpl i e s heavenly visions wi t h no phys~ca ~
elements, a nd (v ) t he notion of ~revelation~ to 7haracter~ze

e sc hat ologica l rea l i t i es does not imply .non- phys~cal ity
either, unless pure visions are meant, ~n whi ch case these
are, a s we said, s harply distinguished by Pau l from
resurrec t i on appearances .
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endur i ng consequ e nces : the unrepeat ed event of seeing
Chr i st and being commis s i oned a s an apost l e . His us e of

tCXalOV 61 l &\lT Io>V (I Co r . 1 5 : 8 ) a l s o indica t es that t h e

a ppeara nce t o him was not repeat ed. The ClI l PIo>\JCI in t he sam e

verse could also be an indicat i on of t he uniqueness o f that

event . Paul held t ha t t he r esurrect ion appea r a nces ce ased
with hi ms e l f a nd t hat this ev ent was the re f or e essentia l ly
d iffe rent from hi s l ater "vis i ons a nd r eve l ations of the

Lord " ( I I Cor . 12 : 1 ) . Conv i nced t hat t his was no mere
v i s i on, Paul s eems eage r to i nclud e hims e l f among t hose who

had received an appea ra nce of the Lord , perhaps because hi s

detractor s de nied or doub t ed his apos tleship ( 1 Cor . 9:1 -2;

II Cor . 11: 5; 12: 11) and his having seen Chris t would be an
argument in hi s favor (Gal . 1 :1 , 11-12, 15-16; I Cor . 9:1-2;
15:8-9 ) . A vi s ion of Chri s t s o muc h later t ha n t he

appearance to t he Twelve would nat ur a l l y be regarded with
su sp ic i on, ]l and so Paul is a nxious t o i nc lude himself with

31perhaps t hi s is the f orce of · unt i me l y bo r n-
( E~t pw~O )- - t hat Paul realized he was ab normal l y
di s cont i nuous wi th the or i gina l appea rances . But EXT PW~O

a l ways denotes a pr ematur e bir t h a nd s o would ee em
inappropriate t o descr ibe Paul' s later appearance (TWNT ,
s . v . - l~t pwlJa , - by ..Joha nnes Schneider; Conzelmann,
Korinther , p : 306 ) . usually t he word is t a ken t o mean
"mi s ca r r i age · a nd t o refer to the vi olence or s udd en ness of
Paul's conver sion (Rober tson and Plummer, Cori nthi ans, p .
339; Al l o , Premi ere epi tre, p. 393; [Kummel) Lietzma nn,
Kor i nt her I , p . 192 ; C.K. Bar r e t t , A Commen t a r y on t he Fi rst
Epist l e to t he Cori nt hi ans, BNTC [London : Adam & Charles
Black , 1968), p . 344 ) or t o Pau l ' s fee l i ng of unworthiness
of havi ng s een Chris t ([ Hei nrici - ) Meye r , Ers ten Brie f , p.
403; Michaelis, Ersch ei nungen, p . 25; Gra s s , Ost ergeschehen,
p . 105) or to a derogator y term us ed by the en emies of t he
apos tle (Weiss, Kori ntherbr i ef , p . 352; ma ny of the abo ve
references ). Dunn su ggests t he i nterest ing view that l ~t Pw~a

means Paul was spi r i t ua l l y born pr ema t ure l y , wi t hout the
normal s pi rit ua l gestation per i od, so t hat he might be i n
time t o witness t he l as t resurrect i on appearance be f ore they
ceased (Dunn, Je s us, pp . 101- 02) . The problem witb s uch a
vi ew i s that it as sumes t ha t t he appearances t o t he 500
brethren, ..James , and a l l t he apos t les t ook pl ace between
Pentecost a nd Pau l ' s co nversion a nd t hat t he s er i es of
a ppear a nces was still · ope n- . It se ems more probable tha t
t here were no appea rances be tween Pent ecost and Paul 's
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the other apostles as a r ec i pi ent of a genui ne, obj ective
appear a nce of the risen Lord .

Thi s r a ises a ver y i nstructi ve po i nt. In i nc l udi ng
himse l f in the lis t , Paul i n no s ense implies that t he
f oregoing appea r a nces were t he same sort of app earance as
the one t o hi m.n He is concerned here , not wi t h t he how of
t he appearances, but with who appea r ed . He want s to l i st
wi t nes s es of t he risen Chr i st, and t he mode of t he
appea r ance is enti r ely incidental . But furthermore, i n
pl ac i ng himsel f i n the l ist, Paul is not t r ying to put t he
appear a nces to t he others on a pl a ne with his own; r ather he
is t r yi ng to level up his own experience t o the ob j ect ivity
and reality of t he others. ll He wants t o say t ha t what he

exper i enc e a nd that the series was regarded as closed de
fa c t o . Von campenhausen bel ieves t ha t Paul though t of t he
appea rance t o him as portentous because of the l a t e nes s and
absolut e i mpr obabi l i t y of this occurrence, when the ch ur c h
was already est ab l ished and f urther appea rances were not t o
be expected . Hence , l~ t PwlJo in all probability does mea n
unt i mely bi r t h (Von campe nhau sen, Abl aut, p . 19 ) . Brown
agr ees: - Paul recal l s t he tradition of t he appearances of
J es us to s how that , eve n i f he came out of time and las t of
a l l , he did see the risen Jes us, j ust as did the other we l l ­
known apo st l es " ( Brown, John , p . 911).

320 •H. va n Daa l en The Rea l Res ur r ec t ion (London :
Col l i ns , 1972) , p . 53. Even Fi s cher , who propound s the
heaven l y vision vi ew, agr ees t hat Paul does not concern
himse l f wi th the kind or man ner of the appear ances , but with
t he unity of t he apos t o l i c testimo ny ( Ka r l Ma r tin Fischer,
Das Ost er geschehen , 2d ed . [GBttingen : Vandenhoeck &
Rupr echt, 1980] , p . 74) .

33For good statements of t hi s point , s ee Brooke Fos s
Wescott , The Gospel of the Res urrect i on (London : Macmil lan ,
1906) , pp . 93-94 ; James Or r , The Resur rec t i on ot Jesus
(London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1909), p . 39; P. Gardner-Smith ,
The Na r r a t i ves of t he Res urrection (London : Methuen, 1926) ,
pp . 21- 22 ; I nter pr e t er ' s Dictionary of t he Bibl e , s. v .
"Res ur r ect i on i n the New Testament , " by ..J. A.T. Robi ns on.
Dunn even hypothesizes t hat Paul ' s pl acing hi mself i n the
l i st could be a case of specia l pleading- -interpreting a
l ess d i st i nct i ve r elig i ous experience a s a resu rrection
app ear ance in order t o boos t hi s c laim to apostolic
authori ty (Dunn, Jesus , p . 99 ) ! Dunn rej ects t he hypothes i s
in the end because t he pillar apost l es accepted Paul's c laim
without serious dispute ( Ibid ., p . lOB) .



saw was every bi t a s mu ch a rea l appeara nce of ~e sus as that
whi ch they saw . Hence , no i nfer e nce can be mad e from t he
sort of appearance Pau l received t o the s or t recei ved by the
ea r lie r a pos tles. Paul affords no s uch deduct i on .

The appea rance t o Paul on the Damascus r oa d is re l a t ed
t hr ee t i mes in Act s (Act s 9: 1-19; 22: 3-1 6; 26:9 - 23) a nd is
conf i r med i n i t s chi e f po i nt s by Pau l 's statement s in his
letter s .~ He t e l l s us t ha t he was a Pharisee blame less
unde r the law and extr emely zeal ous f or ~udai sm (Phil. 3:5­
6; Ga l . 1 : 14), that as a r es ul t he was i nvol ved i n t he
persecut i on of t he Christ ian movement, whicb he apparent l y
purs ued wi t h a vengea nce (Phil . 3: 6; Gal . 1 : 13; I Cor.
15 : 9), tha t as he was i n or nea r Damas cus (Gal . 1 : 11 ) Chr i s t
appea red t o him ( I Cor . 9 :1 ; 15:8; Gal. 1 : 15-16 ) and
commi s sioned him t o pr each t he gospel (Gal . 1: 16; Col .
1 :25 ) , and t hat after t hi s event, whi ch Paul always counted
as his conve rs i on ( I Cor . 15 :8; Phil. 3: 1 ) , he remained in
Damas cus f or t hree year s befor e launc hi ng out as a gos pel
preacher i n other r egions (Gal. 1 :11-21 ) . The Acts
narrative di f fers pr imari l y in addi ng mo r e deta i ls. Even if
t hes e were f i cti t i ous , we s houl d have mor e i nf ormation from
Paul 's own lett ers concerning t he appearance of Chr ist t o
him t ha n we do f or most of t he other app eara nc es i n the
list . Sut i n fac t mos t cri t i c s are quite will i ng to accept
t he hi s t ori c ity of much of t he Acts vers i ons of the
incident. ~

34See he lpfu l discus sion i n xavier L6on-Dufour
- L' appa r i t i on du Res s uscit 6 A Paul , - in Res ur rexit, pp: 281­
82 . ~a s son bel i eves Luke may have ev en employed the
Gala t1ans account (C. Ma s son, -A propos de Act . 9. 19b - 25 .
Note eQr l' ut ilisat ion de Gal . et de 2 Cor . par l 'auteur des
Actes, · TZ 18 (1 962 ] :1 61- 66) .

3. There a re some rea l l y r ema r kable para llels be tween
t he s tory of Paul ' s con~ersion and t he s tory of He l i odorus
(I I Macc. 3:1 - 39 ) . He110dor us was commi ssioned by the
s ec~lar author ities to go t o ~eru s alem and conf i sca t e t he
mon1e s of the temple treasury . As he was about to do t hi s ,
God, i n respons e to the prayer s of the people , sent an

1
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According to Luke ' s account , Pa ul was blinded by a

l ight f r om heaven, brighter t han t he s un, wh i ch shone about
him (Act s 9 :3; 22: 6, 11; 26: 13) , a nd he heard a voice which
demanded , · Saul , saul , wby do you persecute me?- (Acts 9:4 ;
22 :7 ; 26:14) . In answer to Paul ' s quest ion of the identity
of t he speaker , t he voice r eplied , - I am ~esus- and gave him
i ns t r uc t i ons what t o do i n Dama scus (Acts 9: 5-6 ; 22 :8, 10;
26: 15- 18 ) . The most co nf us ing aspect of t he s tory i s t he
ro l e of Paul ' s companions : t he men with him s tood

speech l ess , hea r i ng t he voice but seeing no one (Acts 9 :1 );
thos e with hi m saw the light but did not hear the vo i ce
(Act s 22: 9 ) ; the l i ght s hone round Paul's fellow travellers
and they al l fel l to t he ground (Act s 26: 13- 14) . This makes
it evident t hat although Paul '. experience i nvolved
visionar y e lements, such t hat Luke could refer to it as a
-heave nl y vi s i on- (Acts 26:19 ) , i t ca nnot be characterized
without furt her ado as pure ly visiona ry and subject ive , f or
it i s portrayed as involving extra -menta l accompaniment s ,
name ly , the light and t he voice.

appa r i t ion wh i ch physical ly att acked hi m. He f e l l to t he
gr ound, t hick darkness enve l oped him, and he was carried
away ~b~olutely help less an d unable t o spea k . Later the
appa r1t 10n re -appeared a nd commanded hi m t o publish abroad
to a ll men the sovereign majes t y of God . So Heliodorus
of f er ed sacrifice an d testif ied to a l l men the deeds of God
which he had wi t nes s ed . I f we possessed onl y t he account s
of Paul ' s conver s ion in Act s and his l e t ters had been l os t ,
no smal l number of schol ars would probably r ega r d the Ac t s
ac~ou nt as a legendary tale based on this s t ory . But the
ma1n para l lels , remarkable as they a r e , appear t o be pur ely
co i nci de ntal , for from Paul ' s own testimo ny we know that he
r ea l l y was commis sioned to pe r s ecute t he fa ithful , that i n
t he proces s of doi ng so he saw a n a ppea ra nce of ~esus whi ch
int err~pted hi s mission, a nd t ha t thereafter he did go about
pr each1ng the gospel. The detai l s of t he apparition a r e
ent irely divers e : Hel i odor us saw a ter r i ble horseman whi ch
t hr eat ened t o trample hi m a nd two glor i ous yout hs who
s cou r ged him, inflic t ing physica l wounds on hi m. Al l Paul
saw was a light bri ghter t ha n the sun, and he hea r d the
Lord 's voi ce r epri ma ndi ng him a nd commanding him wha t t o do.
See al s o Gra s s , oster geschehen, pp . 211- 18; Fuller ,
Format i on , pp . 46- 48.



76

Gr e as a s sert s that par ticipation o f Pa ul 's c ompa ni ons

i n the exper ience is d ue t o ob j ect i f y i ng tendencies. M Had

the expe rience be en object i ve , t hen Paul and his compan i ons
s hould have al l seen and been b l inded by the l ight an d all

heard t he vo ice . I f they did not , then t he exper ience must
hav e been visiona r y . The difficulty in trying t o e l imina te
the extra - mental aspects of Pa ul ' s experience, howeve r , i s
two- f o l d . (1 ) For co nsider: either Luke had a tradition
a bout Paul 's compa nions ' be ing i nvolved i n t be eve nt or not.
I f not , t he n Why would he invent t hem? Grass 's a nswe r that
these are object i f yi ng t endenc i es seems i nc onsi s t ent, f or
Luke does not want to ob jectif y t he pos t-ascension vis ions
of Jes us; i t is the pre-ascens ion appearances whose extra­
menta l r eali t y Luke emphas i zes . Had he no t radit ion that
inc l uded Pau l ' s cOQpani ons, tben we should have a not her

vision l ike Stephen'S , with t he light a nd the voice 's
possessing no extra- mental manifestation . (2) Bes ides this,
i f Luke inven ted t he deta i ls concerning Paul 's companions,
he would cer t ain l y have bee n more cons i s t ent . For a nybody
who reads these accou nts can not ice t he diff icult i es , which
ba rmonizers hav e s truggled wi th f or years . n We cannot

36Cras8 , Os t ergescbehen , p. 222 . So also Er ns t
Haenchen, The Acts of the Apost l es , 14th ed . trans . B.
Noble , G. Shi nn, and R. MeL . Wilson (Oxfo r d : Basi l
Blackwell , 1971) , pp . 322-23, who assert s t ha t Luke was
mere~y underlining the ob jectivity of the ev ent and that f or
hi m 1t was a mat ter of indifference whether th i s was don e by
t he voice or t he l i ght, since each ma ke s sense in i ts own
co nt ext .

31J . L• Lilly argues that the chief discr epancies,
t hat between 9:1 and 22 : 9 conc er ni ng the voice, may be
r es ? l ved by the di f f er ent nuances of ci~ O UE I.V plus t he
gen~tive or aCcusative in combi na t i on wi t h the range of
meaning of ,~v~ (J.L. Li lly , - The Conversion of Saint Paul :
The Val idity uf his Testimony to the Resu rrection of J es us
Chr is t, - CBQ 6 (19 44 J: 180-204 ) . In Act s 9 : 1 ci ~ oUELV t Pl j;
~...vi'\~ mea ~s to hea r the sound or noise. But i n Acts 22:9
a ~ou tl.v 11'\\1 , ...v';v means t o understand the voice , a rendering
of ,~v ~ whi c h is r ei nforced by the addit i onal phrase 'lOu

),a),oOvtd, Illl\,. • I t has been pointed out , howeve r, (H. R.
Moehr i ng, "The Verb AKOYEIN i n Acts I X. 7 a nd XXII .9 , ~ Nov T
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as sume t herefor e that as the aut hor of these account s Luke
waS not also aware of t hem. I t hink i t unlike ly , the re fore,
t ha t Luke knew on l y Paul's experience, and he spun t he
compa ni ons' participation out of his own i magination . But
if Luke did have tradit ion co ncerni ng the story whi ch
i nc l uded the compa ni ons , t hen he either had one story which
he varied on three occasions or he had mul tiple t r aditions
whi ch we r e somewhat inconsis t en t . I f the former, then i t i s
di f f i cu l t again t o explain t he i nconsistencies . For while
he might vary the s t ory , sa y, hy l eaving out Ananias i n ch .
26, i n order to make i t appear that we have three real l y
d i f f e r ent occasions upo n whi ch Pa ul told his story, Luke
would probabl y not cons truct such di screpancies as t ha t the
compan i ons hear d and did not hear the 'loice . Thus the
con c lusion presents i tself t hat Luke had mixed information

co nce rn ing the con version s t ory, perhaps more than one
account of i t , a nd hence the conflicting de tails conce rning
t he companions . - In either case , however, the extra-menta l

3 (1 959J: 80- 99; R.G. Br at cher, • &.o~ in Acts i x .7 and
xxii . 9, ~ Exp Ti m 71 ( 1960): 243- 45) t ha t there i s no
evidence of thi s diff erence in meaning be tween <ikou£l.v plus
geni t i ve or accusative, known in c l a s s i cal Greek , during the
He l l eni s t i c peri od . Eve n if Lilly is correct , however, t he
qu es t i on woul d need to be asked whe t her thi s and other at
leas t apparent discrepancies are Luke 's invention or go back
t o Luke's sources, perhaps eve n to paul himself,

38C•H• Dodd, The Apostolic preaching and its
Devel opment s , 3d ed . (London: Hodder' Stoughton , 1967 ) , p.
18 . Char l es Hedrick a r gues t hat Luke ' s var iation in chaps.
22 and 26 are meant to be und er stood by his readers as
co r r ect i ons of the t r ad i t iona l s t ory he relates in chapter 9
(Char l es W. Hedrick, "Pa ul ' s Convers i on /Call: A Comparative
Analysis of the Three Report s in Act s , " J BL 100 [ 1981] : 415­
32 ). I f t hi s was hi s intention, however , I ca nnot
under s t a nd why he just d i d not correct t he version in
chapt e r 9 i t s e l f , i ns t ead of co nstructing a s eri es of
appa r ent incons i s t en cies , the purpose of which bas remained
opaqu e to subseq uent generations of readers. In any cas e ,
Hedr ick ' s hypothesis st i ll preclUdes Grass 's view because
t he extra -ment a l phenomena i n chapter 9 at l eas t are
tradit ional . Aga i ns t Haench en , he urges that while the
di s cr epant s t a tement s do ma ke sense in t he i r i nd i vidua ;
cont ext s , thi s i s so only whe n they a re read i n isol at~on



phe nomena were part of the tradition t hat Luke received .
All the accounts agree that the compani ons did experience
s omething, a nd i t would be tendentious to conclude from the
discrepancies that t hey therefore experienced nothing. That
they all wer e not blinded by the light does not speak
against t hi s, for Luke understands this t o be a s upe rnatura l
blindness inflicted by God and i nstant l y r emoved by the
l ayi ng on of Ana ni as's hands (Acts 9 :12 , 17-18; 21: 13) , not
a natura l blindness caused by the glare of the li9ht.~ Now
this does not establ ish the truth of the traditions whi ch
Luke r ece i ved; i t only s hows that One cannot appeal to the
discrepancies as an a rgument fo r a pu r ely vi s i ona ry

expe r ienc e by the apostl e with no extra- mental mani f esta­
t i ons; t he dat a from Acts woul d seem t o point i n the
opposite direction.

Grass f urther t hinks that Luke had before him a
t r aditi on of Paul' s appearance that could not be ass imi lated
to the mor e phys ica l experiences of the di sciples and t ha t
t her e f or e the tradition i s probably re liable. But t he
participation of the compa nions in the expe r i ence Grass
at t r ibut es to mythica l or legendary in f l uences .~

But as for the fi r s t po i nt, one could a rgue that the
opposite is true : that beca use t he appeara nce t o Paul is a
post-ascension experience Luke is forced by the necessity of
his phys i ca l realism t o co nstrue it a s a heavenly vis ion and
he present s it as su ch since Jesus bas ascended. ~l So the

f rom each other. -When one reads t hem as su pplemen t a ry
accounts , however , there appears to be a clear
contradiction. I t is unclear why the contr adictions would
not trouble LU ke , since he eVident l y i ntended each
subs equent accou nt t o bui l d On the precedi ng account( s) ­
( Ibid. , p , 430 ) .

39Grass ac knowledges this point (Grass,
Oster geschehen , p . 200).

" Ibid . , pp . 219-20.

41Thi s i s , in fact, the view of Peder Borgen , - Fr om
Paul t o Luke, - CBO 31 (1969 ):180; cf . C. F. Evans,

1
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-spiritual ism- of the appearance does not in itself commend

i t s hi st or i city , given Luke 's scheme. As t o the second
point , Grass's an t hropomo rphic parallels from Greek
myt hology seem far removed from Paul's experience: examples
i nc l ude Homer's l 11iad ~ 1 5 8 where At hena appear s a nd s pea ks
t o Ach i l les whi le remaining i nvisible an d unhea rd t o others ;
Apo llonius of Rhodes's Argona ut s 4 . 852, where Her a appears
a nd speaks with Pe l eus while r ema i ni ng inv i s ibl e an d unheard
t o the othe rs ; and Homer' s Odyssey E v. 161, wher e At he na
appear s as a virg in to Odysseus while rema i ni ng i nvi s i bl e to
Telemachus ; she s i lently beckons to Odysseus and takes him
aside to speak with him lest Telemachus hear her. A f i na l
example is from the act s of Thomas, whi ch appears to copy
Acts 9, whe re duri ng the Lor d 's supper Jesus a ppears to a
select f ew, whi le the others - hear d hi s voice but did not
s ee his form . - Not only are these "pa r a l l e l s- ve ry di sta nt
from the Acts accounts, but Grass provides no argument t o

show a ge nealogical l i nk between the f ormer and t he l atter.
Grass asserts tha t t o a llow t he compa ni ons t o t a ke part

i n the appearance by experiencing e i t her the voi ce or the
l ight viola t es Acts 10:41a -God made hi m mani fest , not to
all the people but t o us who were chosen by God a s
vi t nesses. - t 1 But the verse doe s not mean manifest at eae
same t ime and place; as Luke portrays the gospel
appea r a nces , i f outside r s had been present on t he occasion
of a resu r r ection appearance , t hey s ur e l y would have seen
and heard everyt hing . If t he n one accept s the general

Res ur r ec t i on and the New Testament, SBT 12 (London : SCM
Press , 1970) , pp. 55-56 , 66; L~on-Dufou r , "Appa r i t i on, - p .
294; Hed r i c k, - Paul ' s Conversion / call, - pp. 430-3 1.
Borgen's argument that Luke re jected Paul's apostleship is
not , however, ve ry compel l ing i n l ight of Act s 14: 4,14 and
the promi ne nce a nd heroic s ta ture of Paul in the last half
of the Acts. See Gra nt Osborne , "His t or y a nd Theol ogy in
the Resurrection Nar ratives: a Redact ional Study , " (Ph . D.
thesis, University of Aberdeen , 19741, pp . 371-78.

42Grass , Ostergescheben, p . 219.
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hi s t oricity of Luke's tradition o f Paul 's conv er s i on

expe r i e nce a s a light a nd voice from heaven, i t wou ld s e em

arbit r ary to ex c l ude hi s compani ons from a l s o experienc ing
some so r t of vi s ua l or aud i t ory phenomena. I n t his case,

one ca nnot r ed uce the appeara nce t o Paul as de scribed i n
Act s t o a pur e l y vis i ona r y experience : t hough visionary
e lement s were i nvolved , something ac t ua lly happened ~ out

t here " i n t he external wor l d such that vi s ual and/or
audi tory phenome na were expe r ienced by standers-by . What
Pa ul saw , af ter a ll, was an appearance of Jesus , not a
vi sion of Jes us .

Paul himself gives no f irm i ndi cat i on of t he na t ure of
the appearance t o bim . 43 He says t ha t J esus appeared ( w'lI &n )

to him, t hat he s aw ( hip"",, ) Jesu s , and t hat God revealed

( Q 1t O ~" A. V4-" ~ ) His Son to him (Ga l. 1:16 ) . It might be
thought that Paul 's saying tv tLJO~ in t his l ast case inst ead
of simply using the dative (as i n I Cor . 2:10; 14:30; Eph.
3:5; Phil . 3: 15 ) indicates t he su bj ect i ve , visionary
ch a r acter of the appearance. But even Dunn admit s, " • .•
Paul i s not t a l king here about the vis i ona r y s ide of hi s

convers ion expe rience as such - - hO Jl(lA.V4-tl/,l~ (Gal. 1 : 12) does

43How erroneous , t he r e fo r e , is Robinson' s as se r t ion
that Pau l and John ' s experiences are the on l y t wo
r esu r r ection appea rances recorded in the New Tes t ament by
eyewi t ne s ses and t hat "bot h thes e authentica t ed
visual i zations of a r es ur r ect i on appea rance were of the
l umi nous kindl " (Jame s M. Robins on, "Jes us f r om Easter t o
Va l entinus (or t o the Apostle' s Creed ) , JBL 101 ( 1982 ] : 10) .
For as O' Collins r ight ly not es , the l uminosity motif is
found in Luke , not Paul ; we have no di rect reports f r om Pau l
of a l umi nous appearance. Moreove r , J ohn' s experience i n
Rev . 1 :13-16 i s not a r es urrect ion appea rance at al l , but a
Vi s i on, a d i s tinction to whi ch Robinson s ee ms obl i v i ous
(Ge rald O' Collins "Luminous Appearances of the Ri sen
Christ , " CBQ 46 [ 19841:250- 51) . See a l s o not e 26 . That
means that one ca nnot appea l to Paul or John as proof of a
t r ad i t i on of luminous , heav enly appearances whic h is mo re
pri mi t i ve t han t he trad ition of physical t errestria l
appearances , also r ecorded by Luke a nd Jo hn .

J
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not mean 'vi s ion ' • . . "~ But, Dunn insists , Paul is

des cr i bi ng hi s conve r s ion experie nce ; and he describes i t a s
"a perso na l sUb j ective experi ence . · u But what convers ion
exper i ence could not be des cr i bed as a pe r s onal subjec t ive
exper i ence? Pau l is refer r ing to what God did i n his he art ,
not t he mode of the appea rance which he s aw. At any rate ,
t his cou l d at t he most indica te that t he appea r a nce had
sub j ect i ve element s , not t hat i t was whol l y su b j ective.
somet i mes appeal i s made to II Cor . 4:6 , whi c h i s though t t o
r ef e r to the blindi ng l ight on the Damascus road . But in
f act the ve r s e does not s eem to have a ny connection with
Paul's conver sion exper ience : t he l ight is the light of the
gos pe l (v . 4) and is compared wi t h God' s act of c r eat i on
(Gen . 1:3) . There appears t o be no reas on to t hink it
r e f er s t o the Damascus r oad expe r ience . But i n any case,
s uch an appea l would be co unter-productive: for the l i ght
from heaven was prec i sely one of the extra- mental phenomena
of the experi ence . Paul ' s re fere nce t o i t here, t herefore ,
woul d not under l ine t he sub j ect ivi t y of t hat experience , but
on the contrary its ob j ectivit y , since it would confirm the
Acts acco unt wit h respect t o one of t he phenomena also
experienced by Paul' s compa nions. And again, i t could not
i n any case s how t he experienc e t o be whol ly s ubj ect i ve. I t
mi ght be urged t hat Paul 's re lat i ve s i l ence concerning the
appea r a nce to hi m i s indicat i ve of its s ubj ecti vi t y and

44Dunn, Jesu s , p . 105 . Even Hoffma nn concedes that
the £V h oi. says not hi ng about the na t ur e of t he exp e r i ence
(TRE , s .v . "Auf erste hung I I /I , · p. 494 ) . His appeal t o
<UO Jl (l ).,::~ , (l" t o prove a vi sionary exper i e nce ma ke s t he cru c i a l

and unwar r ant ed a s sumpt i on that one ca nnot have an
ap ocalyptic-eschatologi cal expe r ienc e of a pbysica l object.
Cf. O' Col l i ns, "Lumi nous Appearances , " p . 249. Brown poi nt s
out that Paul co ul d not have t hought of the appearances in
terms of inter nal s ight fo r t he simpl e r eas on that he spea ks
of Chri s t ' s appea r ing to 500 brethren (Raymond E. Br own, The
Vi r gi nal Conception and Bod ily Res urrec tion of J esus
[London : Geoff r ey Chapma n, 1973 ] , pp . 91- 92) .

450unn, Jesus, pp . 105- 06.



81

i nef f abi l i t y; but such an argum en t from silence has l i tt l e
f orce . Given the accidental nature of the ep istles , we
s hould not be surprised not t o f ind a descript i on of the
incident . Why should Paul re l at e it i n hi s l etter s 1~ He

certain l y could hav e t o l d t he s t ory of t he light a nd t he
voice had he wanted to. I n fa ct , i f t he traditions i n Acts

a re re l i abl e, Paul vas not at all loathe t o relate his
exper i ence , but did so on severa l oc ca s i ons. Paul did not
appear to be so e namor ed wi t h ine f fabl e experience .a s ome
mode rn t heol ogians would like to t hi nk : i n I I Cor. 12 : 2-4
he even tries to r e late what r eally was an i ne f fable
experience ! Had he had occas i on , there s eems no r ea s on t o

doubt that Pa ul would have related t he story o f Jesus 's
appearance t o hi m. Hence. i t s eems t o me, Pau l 's experience
ca nnot be reduced to a mer e vis i on on the basis of hi s
test imony, nor of Luke' s.

Summar y
I n summary , given the age of t hes e t raditions

concerni ng Chri s t' s appea ra nces and Paul 's personal co ntact
with the people involved, t here would appea r to be l i tt le
doubt that t hese persons really did experience something and
t ha t they described it as J esus ' s appea r i ng t o them alive
f rom the de ad . From Paul 's l i s t of witnesses, we know tha t
t hese experiences occ ur r ed on mul t i pl e occas i ons a nd t o
i ndi vi dua l s a nd groups of different sizes . They may have

occurred i n both Jerusalem (Pe t e r ) and Gali l ee ( t he 500

brethren ). We know that they cease with Paul . a nd it i s
probable , I think, t hat the other s were all pre-Pentecos t .

*Paul evidently did not consider the appearance as
powerf ul an argument for his apost leship as t he signs of an
apostle (1 Cor. 2:4; I I Cor . 12 : 12; Rom . 15: 18-1 9) and t he
f r uit of his mi nist r y. After all, i t must be remember ed ,
witness i ng an appeara nce of Chr ist d i d not ipso facto make
one an apos t l e. Nor did Paul apparently regard the mode of
t he appearance to him as det e r minative f or a doct r i ne of the
r esur r ect i on body . So the re was no need to r ela t e in detai l
his experience; re ference to it was e nough .

8'

But what were these experiences? One thing we know for
ce rta i n: they were not visions or a ny of the other
ec s t at i c . spirit ual phenomena experienced i n the early
chu r c h. Alt hough many modern schola r s like to t alk about
sub j ective and objective (ver i dica l ) vi s ions. for the
primitive church such a di st inct ion would seem to reduce to
the difference between a se l f ~ induc ed illus ion and a vision
sent by God, and the appearances of Christ were ne i t her
il lus i ons nor vi sions. The appearances were someth i ng
qua l i t a t ive l y distinct from anythi ng in t he later life of
the Church . If t he su qges t i on i s correc t t hat t he essential
dif f er e nce between a n appearance a nd a vision i s that t he
form er invo l ves an ext rame nta l reality while the latter does
not. then ~esus 's appearances must ha ve involved manifesta­
tions in the external world . This i s confi rmed in t he Acts
accou nt s of the appearance t o Paul . Thi s conclusion, of
cours e , r uns cou nt e r to t he conventi onal wi sdom of German
theology t hat the appea ra nces vere ·objective vis ions ·
invol vi ng no extra- mental manifest a t ions , but it i s , I
believe , t he conclusion warranted by the ev idence. The
popul ar i t y of the · objective vision· understanding s eems not
inf r equent l y due to contemporary prej udice agains t
· pnys i ca l i sm. · Unless a bette r dif ferentiation betwee n
appea r ance and vi sion Is forthcoming from the New Testament
and unless Luke' s accoun t of the appearance to Pau l i s shown
to be i naccurat e with r ega r d t o t he extra-menta l manifesta­
tions , t hen the weight of t he ev idence suggests that the
appear a nces experienced by the early believers invol ved
phenomena occurring i n t he exter na l world . Further tha n
t his Paul's information will not t ake us. The other
appearences could have been like t he one to Pau l described
in Acts (assu ming Luke has not ada pted i t t o his pos t ­
ascens ion f r amewor k) or t hey may not have been . The one
t hing we can know i s that t hey wer e all appearances. Thus
on t he bas i s of Paul 's information concerning the
appearances of Jesus, we r eac h the remarkable conclus i on



t hat on mUlti ple occasions different i ndivi d uals and groups
experi enced Rappearances of Jesus ~ after hi s death whi ch

wer e at l eas t in part objective and i n t he external wor l d

and whi ch s oon c eas ed , never t o be r epeated i n the l ife of
t he church .

•

CHA PT ER 3

INDICATIONS OF THE EMPTY TOMB

Having exami ned Paul' s t estimony to t he appear ances of

Chr ist , we may now wi s h to i nqui re if he bear s a ny witnes s
to t he empt y tomb . Grass considers t he empty t omb to be t he
key t o understanding t he natu re of Christ 's r esu rrect i on, !
but I think this ne eds t o be care f ully qua l i fi ed . For while
a closed or non-empty t omb would disqualify a phys i cal
r esur r ect i on body of Christ , a n empty tomb does not
au t omat i ca l l y i mply a physical r esur r ec t i on body of Christ,
f or the corpse cou ld be changed or an nihilated by God so
t hat t he r i s en J esus has no phys i cal body. So whi le a
closed t omb has de finite impl i cations fo r t he nature of the
r es ur r ecti on, a n empty tomb cannot be decisive . But does

Paul bear wi t nes s t o the empt y tomb? Several ques tions her e
need to be kept ca r e f ully di s t i nct • . First we must dec i de :
( 1 ) does Paul accept the empty tomb , a nd ( 2) doe s Paul
mention the empt y t omb? It is c l ear t hat although ( 2 )

woul d imply ( 1 ), (1 ) does not imply (2) . Therefore ,
al though Paul may not ment ion the empt y tomb , t hat doe s not
mea n he does not accept the empty tomb. Too many New
Testament s chola rs have falle n prey t o Bultmann's fal lacy :
"Legenden s i nd di e Geschichten vom leeren Grab, von dem

IHans Gra ss , Ostergeschehen und Osterberichte , 4t h
r ev . ed. (Gott i ngen: Va ndenhoeck & Ruprec ht , 1970), p . 139.
Similar l y O'Col l i ns asserts t hat the empty tomb ser ves t o
guar d aga i nst "spiritual,~ docetic , Plat on i zi ng
interpretations of t he r esurrection (Ger a l d O'Co llins , The
Easter Jesus, 2d ed. (Londo n: Da rton , Longma n & r odd , 1980),
p , 94) .
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Paul us noch ni ch t wei s s . e
] Pa ul's cit a tion o f Jesus's words

a t t he last Suppe r shows tha t he knew t he context of the
tradit i on he del ive r ed ; but had t he Cor i nthia ns not been
abusing t he Lor d 's t able t his knowledge would have remained

lost t o us . So one must not t oo rashly conclude from

silence tha t Paul "knows no thing- of the empty tomb. Next ,

if Pau l does accept the empty tomb, then we must a sk : (1)

does Pa ul bel i eve Jesus 'S t omb was empt y, and (2) does Pa ul

know Jesus ' s tomb was empty? Again, as Gras s i s quick to

point ou t, while ( 2) i mp lies ( 1), ( 1) does not imply (2).)"

In other worda, doe s Pa ul s i mply a s sume the empt y tomb aa a

matter of cours e or does he have actua l historical knowledge

that t he t omb of J esus was e mpty? Thus, even if it coul d be
proved that Pau l believed i n a physical resurr ection of t he

2RUdoif Bul tma nn , Theologie des Neuen Testamen ts
7th ed ., ed. Otto Merk (Tilbingen : J. C. B. Mohr, 196 1) , P.' 48 .
Cf . Hans Gr ass , Christli che Glaubensl eb re , 2 vols .
(S tuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1973 ) , 1: 102 : "The strongest
a rgumen t against t~e t ~adit ion o f t he empty tomb is t hat
Paul do es not ment~on ~t and does not argue with i t aga i nst
t he Cor inthian deniers of t he resurrection ·~ Karl Harti n
Fis cher , Das Osterges cheben , 2d ed. (G~tti~gen: Vandenhoeck
.& Ruprecht, 1980), p , 58.

3Grass argues that e ve n i f Pau l he ld that the o l d
body would be ra ised transfo r med, that does not guarantee
t ha t Paul knew of Jesus 's empty tomb. It wou ld only s how
that he would have believed i t to be s o on dogmatic grounds
(Gr as s , Os t er gesch eben , p . 172). In more recent l i t erature
on the empty t omb, i t s eems to be co nceded t hat point ( 1) is
t r ue, since J ewish a nt hropo l ogy co uld ha r d l y permit a
resurrection without an empty grave, but point (2 ) is the n
vigor? usly contested, since any i mplicat i on of the empty
tomb ~n Paul or t he pre-Pauline formula may be written off
as an inf erence f? r c7d p~ecisely .by that a nthropology rat he r
than regarded as ~nd~cat~ve of h~s to rical knowledge tha t
Jesus's tomb wa s empty . Somet ime s t hes e critics t hus make a
termin?lo~ica l dist inct i on between the empty tomb (a
dogmat1c 1n fe r ence) and t he open tomb (the a ct ua l discovery
of the empty tomb) . See Anton Vogtle a nd Rudolf Pesch Wi e
l am es zum Osterglaubenl (Duss e l do r f : Patmos Ve r l ag, 1975 ),
p . 87; Lorenz Oberlinner , ~ Di e ve r kundiqung der Auferweckung
Jesu im ge offneten und l e e r en Grab , · ZHW 13 (1982 ) : 162 ,
168 , 175 ; Rudol f Pesch , ~Da s ' l ee r e Grab' und der Glaube an
Jesu Au f e r s t e hu ng , ~ I KZ 11 (1 982) : 13.

87

bOdy, that doe s Dot necessa ri l y impl y that he knew tbe empty

tomb f or a fact.

~He Was Buried"

Some exegetes have maintained ~hat the statement o f the
f or mul a "he wa s buried~ i mplies , standing as it does betwee n
t he death a nd the res ur r ection, tha t t he tomb wa s empty .·

But many critics de ny this, hold ing t hat t he bur i al doe s not

sta nd i n r e l a t i on to the r esurrection, but to t he death, and
as s uc h s erve s to under line and conf irm t he r eality of the
deat h . The c l os e Zus~mmenhang of the death and burial is

said to be evident in Rom . 6 , where to be baptized into

Christ 's death i s t o be ba ptized into bis buria l . Grass

ma i nt a i ns that for the buri a l t o i mpl y a physical

resurrection the sentence would have to r ead &tt'lla\lt \l
ka t on tY!\YUlTeIf.. h ;ou td",o l,l S As it i s , t he buria l doe s

not imply that t he gr ave wa s empty. Gr ass also points ou t
t ha t Pa ul f ail s t o ment i on the empty t omb in the s econd ha l f

of I Cor . I S, an instruct i ve omi s s i on s ince the empt y tomb

woul d have be en a knock -down a rgument aga i nst tho s e who

' J ames Orr, The Resurrection of Jesus (London :
Hodder ' Stoughton , 1909) , p. 39; Archiba ld Robertson and
Al f r ed Plummer, First Epist le o f Saint Paul t o the
Cor i n t hi ans , 2d ed. , ICC (Edinbu r gh : T.&T Clark, 1967) , p.
334; Ernst-Bernard Al10 , Premi~re IpItre a ux Corinthiens
(Pa ris: Li brairie Le coffre, 1934 ), p . 391 ; P. Gardner -Smith ,
The Narrat i ves o f the Resu r r ect i on , (London: Hethuen, 1926 ),
p . 11; C.F .D . Houle, · St . Paul and Dua l i sm: the Pau l ine
Conception o f t he Resurrection,~ NTS 12 (1965-66):122;
Neville Clark , Interpreti ng the Resurrection (London: SCM ,
1967), p. 82 ; C.F.D . Houl e , ed. , The Significa nce of the
Message of th e Resurrection for Faith i n Jesus Chri st , S8T 8
(London : SCM, 1968 ) , p . 8 ; C.K. Barrett , A Commen t ary on t he
First Epistle to the Cori nthians , BNTC (London: Adam .&
Charles Black, 1968 ) , p . 339; Franz Mussner, Die
Auferstehung J esu, BH 7 (HUnchen : Kosel Verl ag , 1969 ) , p .
134; J.A. T. Robinson , The Human Face of God (London : SCM ,
1973 ) , p . 133 ; J ac ob Kremer , · Zur Di s ku ssion Ube r ' da s leere
Grab ' , ~ in Resurraxi t , ed. Edouard Ohen is (Rome: Li br er i a
Edi trice Vaticana, 1974 ) , pp . 143- 44 .

SGras s, Os t er ges che hen , p . 146.



ss

denied th e bodi ly r e surrection .' I t i s a lso often urged that

the empty tomb was no part of t he ear ly ke rygma a nd Is

the r e fo r e not i mpl i ed i n the buria l .
Now whi l e I s hould not wa nt to assert that t he ~ he wa s

bur i ed - was i ncl uded in the f or mu l a i n order to prov e the
empty tomb , i t seems t o me that t he empt y t omb is i mpl ied In

the s equence of eve nt s r ela t ed in the f ormul a. For i n
s ayi ng that J e s us died--was buried--was r a i s ed- - appe ared ,

one aut omatical l y implie s t hat an empty gr ave has been lef t

be hi nd. The four-fo ld ot\,. and the chrono l ogi ca l se r i es of

events weighs against subordinating the bur ia l t o t he death.

I n bapt i sm t he burial looks forward with confidence t o t he
r ising aga in . ' This seems t o be t he ca s e i n Rom. 6: · We
wer e bur ied t her e f or e wi th him by bapt i sm int o death , s o
that ( ~VQ) as Chr is t was r aised from t he de ad by the gl or y
of the Father , we t oo might wal k in newness of l ife- (Rom.
6:4 ). Even clear er is Col . 2:12: - • •• a nd you were
bur ied wit h him i n bapt ism, i n which you were a l s o raised
with him t hrough fai t h in the working of God, who ra i sed hi m
from t he dead. - And eve n i f one de nies the evidence of t he
four-fold ~T~ and t he ch r onologica l s eque nce , the ve ry fact
that a dead- and -buried man was ra i sed woul d itself seem t o
i mpl y a n empt y grave . The force of Gass' s assertion that
the formu la s houl d r ead i.y r'i YCPT II ~ h TOO TCie'ou seertls
d i mi ni s hed by t he f act that i n I Cor. 15: 12 Paul do es wr ite
h "ClIp",,, i yr'i Y t PT II ~ ( c t. 1 Thess . 1:10; Rom . 10 :9 ; Gal. 1:1;

6I bi d . , p . 147 .

7Wal t he r KUnnet h, The Theol ogy of the Resu rrecti on,
tra ns . J . W. Leitch (London : SCM, 1965) , p . 93; Ra r l He i nri ch
Rengstorf , Di e Aufer stehung Jes u, 4t h r ev . ed . (Wi t t en :
Luther-Ver l ag , 1970 ) , p . 61 ; Ul ri ch Wi lckens, Auter s t ehung,
TT4 (Stuttgar t a nd Berl i n: Kr e uz Verlag, 1970), p . 22 ;
Raymond E. BrOwn, The Virginal concept i on and Bodi l y
Res ur r ec t i on ot Jesus (London : Geoffrey Chapman, 197) ), p •...
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Mt . 27 :64; 28: 7) . ' I n be i ng ra ised from the dead, Christ is
r aised from the grave .

In fac t t he ve ry ve r b h~ltP'Q~ seems to imply that the
grave i s left empty. The t wo ve rbs ht~pc ~v a nd av~ oTr:i vlI "

are us ed s ynonymous l y throughout the New Testament . ' The
pas s i ve and intrans i t i ve forms of t he r especti ve ve r bs
implies God as the one who ra i ses up . The primary mea ning
of hc .:'pc"" is - t o awake n- from sleep , a sense also possible
of a ,, ~oTCi'o'Q" . I n bo th Old a nd New Testaments, sleep is a
euphemism f or dea t h; no doctrine of - soul - s l eep- i s implied .
The picture is t hus of a de ad pers on ' s waking up again t o
l i f e. 80th ver bs a l so mean -t o raise upr i ght- or - t o
er ec t . - Thi s can only ha ve r e f erence t o t he body i n t he
gr ave , which is ra ised up t o new l ife . 1O The ver b hc~oc t. "

ca n also hav e t he s ense of - t o draw out of,- as out of a

8This phrase implies a bodily r es urrection ,
ac co rding t o Robertson an d Plummer, Corinthians , p . 351 ;
Bi r ger A. Pearson, The Pneumat i kos -Psychikos Terminology i n
1 Cori ntbians, SSL Dissertation Series 12 (Missoul a , Hont .:
Scholars Press , 1973), p . 94; Kremer, -Gr ab , " p. 144; Robert
H. Gundry , Soma in Biblical Theology (Cambr i dge : Cambr idge
uni ve r s i t y Press, 1976) , p . 177. Hof fmann explains, - Si nce
t he statements her e also r emai n bou nd up wi th t he concept of
resurrect ion , t hey presuppose, like Chr i st ' s s tatements and
t he corresponding Jew i s h co nc ept of resurrect ion, the old
be l i e f i n Sheol, in t he sojour n of t he dead i n t he grave and
in the underworld " (Pau l Hoffmann, Die Toten i n Cbris tus , 3d
r ev . ed ., NTA 2 [MUnster : Asch endorff, 1978 ] , p. 184) . Thus
t he phrase - r a i s ed from t he dead - entail s an emptying of t he
grav e.

90n thes e verbs see 7'I'1NT , s . v , " a " " oTI1I.J " , a"QOT(l.o ,,~
t (Q "~ClT"\l"- . , t (V QOTQC" S ' - by Albr echt Oepk8; 7'I'1NT , s . v .

.. ht~p"" t ltP"..S, t(Clt~pw , lP~lQo)l... ( aypu n ,l", ) ,- by Albrecht
Oepke; c.r. Evans, Resurrect~on an d the New t estament, SST
12 (London: SCM Press, 1970 ), pp . 21- 26 .

10There may be i n 1 Enoch 22: 13 a pecul iar s e ns e in
wh i c h a s oul may be said t o be "r a ised- becaus e i n this work
the souls of the dead a r e stored i n soc ket s in t he face of a
great c l if f unt i l t he e nd comes . At t he res ur r ec t ion the
earth , Sheol, a nd hell g i ve ba c k what i s confined t o them (1
Enoch 51: 1 ) . But t he not ion of s tore - houses f or t he soul
f r om whi ch t hey could be said t o be r a i s ed is f oreign to the
New Testament .
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ho le . Cl earl y these not ions of res urrect i on would be

unintelligible wi t b r egard to t he spirit or s oul a lone. The
spirit does not awaken , for it i s no t a s leep , nor i s t he

s pirit prone tha t it ne eds to be r a i s ed or erected . The

very words appear t o i mply res urrect ion of t he body. It is

t he dead mao in t he t omb who awakens a nd is physically
raised up to new l ife . As Brown r eminds us, - I t is not
rea l ly acc ura te t o cla im that the New Testament r ef e r e nce s

t o t he r es urreCtion of Jesus are ambiguous as to whe t her

they mean bodi l y re s urrect i on- - there was no ot her kind of
resurrect i o n . · 11 Thu s the gra ve must b e e mpty. 12 Now t he empty

11Srown, Bodi ly Resur r ec t i on, p . 70 .

12See the exc e l l en t s tudy by Karl BornhAuser , Die
Gebei ne der Toten, SrCT 26 (Gutersloh: C. Bertelsmaon,
1921 ). Some criti cs acknowledge the accur a cy of
Bornhiuser 's expos i t i on of resurrection i n the Old
Testament , but brusb it as ide witb a word, t hat tbe New
Testament knows not hi ng of s uch a conception . They ignore
bi s c lear s tatement that what is he re most i mportant is not
what i s said i n the New Testament , but what is presupposed
by the New Testament ( Ib i d ., p. 6) . On the question o f t he
resur r ect i on Jes us s i ded vith the Pharisees and the Old
Testament . Bornhluser 's t hesis is that in the Old Testament
the ~ave i s the place where the co rpse decays but the bones
re~a1n and r est until the resurr ection, at whi ch t hey a r e
ra1sed. The flesh of the body is t hus unimportant , but the
bones are to be pres erved ( I Sam. 31 :11 ; I I Sam. 21:10; II
Kings 23: 17). The Jew s t hus feared anything that mig ht
destroy the bones, like the sun, wild a ni mal s, o r consuming
fi re . When a man dies , hi s body ret urns to the earth , whi l e
his s pi r i t goe s back t o God, but the bones r emain. Thus ,
t he dead have a sort o f double l ife : i n t he spiri t an d in
the bo nes . The metaphor of s leep is used with regard t o the
bones , whic h s l eep i n the grave , whi l e the spi rit lives i n
Pa r a d i s e . There is no Aulerweckung of the soul , nor eve n of
the fles h; i t i s much mor e , pr ope r l y speaking, an
Aul er s t ehung a nd Auf erweckung of the bones ( Ibid . , p . 26 ) .
But should the bones be dest royed, t he J ews wer e conf ident
that God cou l d rai se t he dead even without the bones, a s i n
th~ case of Jew i sh mar tyr s . The New Testament presupposes
th1S same conception . Mt. 23 :27; In . 5 :28 show tha t Jesu s
regarded the t omb a s t he place where the bones are , which
wou l d be raised a t t he r es ur rec t i on . Paul's t ermi no logy is
thoroughly Phar i sa i c ; it shou ld nev er have come t o be,
s t a t es Bornhiuser, that in spite o f t he £ t&; ~ , the · he wa s
r a i sed " should be understood as a nyt hi ng other than the
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tomb do es not necessari ly imply that the new life is a
recomme ncement of the o l d , a s i t did fo r certain s egments of

J uda i sm; it could be t hat the body Ie radically c ha nged, s o

tha t the res ur rected body is almost utterly dive r s e f r om t he

old body . So t he empty tomb does not s et t l e the issue of
the natu re o f the r e sur rect i on body. But never theless the

ve ry words htCotl. \I and &\11.01&110 1. imply that the body is
resur r ect ed and that the tomb is therefore l eft empty. And

rea l l y , even today were we t o be told t hat a man who died
and wa s buried r ose from the dead and appeared t o his

f r i ends , only a t heologian would think to ask , - But was his
body s til l in the grave?- How much more is this t rue of

f i r s t century Jews, who shared a much more phys i ca l

concept i on of r e s urrect i on than we dolu

resur r ect i on from t he grave (Ibid ., p . 33) . Phi l . 1:23 ; II
Cor . 5 :8 show c learly that for Paul it is not t he s pirit
that i s a s l eep in death. When he says that those who a re
asl eep wil l r i se at the l a s t t rumpet (I Thess . 4 :13-17 ), he
mea ns the de ad in the graves. Thus , the grave would ha ve t o
be empty af ter the r es urr ect i on . (See also Hastings '
Encyclopaedia of Religion and Et hic s , s .v. - Bone s , " by H.
Wheel er Robinson; Joseph Bonsirven , Le J uda i s me palest ini en
a u t emps de J~sus Christ , 2 vols . [paris : Beauc he sne, 1934 ],
I : 484; Kunneth , Theol ogy , p . 94.)

l3So true is Rengstorf 's judgment:
"Abso l ut e l y notbing is gained from sentences l ike, 'We
be l i eve not in the empt y t omb, but in t he r esurr ected ,
liv i ng Lord ..' 71 Suc h sentences construct a n opposit ion
that is fore ign t o the New Testament kerygma, a nd t hey
are mor eover defeated by logical cons i der a t i ons .

71S0 Gr a s s , . • • p . 8 • • . and p , 185 ·
(Re ngs t or f , Auf e r s t ehung , p . 62 ) . Comments El l i s : - It is
very unlike l y that t he ea r l i e s t Pa l e s t in i an Chr i s t i ans could
co ncei ve of an y distinction between resu r rection and
phys i ca l , ' gr ave- empt y i ng ' resurrection . To t hem an
anas t as i s ( r esurre ction ) without an empt y grave would have
bee n about as meaningfu l a s a square circle " (E. Earle
Elli s , ed. , The Gospel of Luke , NBC [LOndon : Nelson , 1966 ] ,
p . 273). See also Houl e , Si gni f i cance , p . 9; Joachim Gni lka ,
Das Evangeli um nach Mark us, 2 vola ., EKKNT (ZUri ch : Benzige r
Ver l a g , 1979; Neukirchen -Vluyn, 1979 ) , 2: 342 .
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Grass' s a r gument that had Paul believed in the empt y

tomb , then he would have mentioned it in the second half of

I Cor . 15 s eems to turn back upon Grass ; for if Paul did not
be l i eve i n the empty t omb, t hen why d i d he no t mention the

pure l y spiritual appearance of Chri s t to him alluded t o I
Cor . 15 :8 as a knoc k- down argument for tbe i mma ter ial i t y of
Christ's body ? Gra ss can only r eply t hat Paul did not
appeal t o hi s vision of Jesus t o prove t hat the resurrection
body would be heavenly and glorious beca use the meeting
- e luded all descript ion. ~ H But could Paul not have said be
s aw a heaven l y light and beard a voice? In fac t the very
i ne f f abi l i t y of the experience woul d be a positive argument
for immateriality, since a phys i ca l body i s not be yond all
description . Gra ss seems to misunderstand Paul ' s intent ion
in discussing t he resurrection body. Paul does no t want to
prove that i t is physical, for that was presupposed by
everyone and was perhaps wha t the Corinthians stuck at. u He
wa nt s to prove that the body i s in some sense spi r i tual, a nd
t hus t he Corinthians ought not to r eco i l f r Om t his doctr i ne .

Hence, the mention of the empty tomb would be bes i de the

point. The r e would thus be no reas on t o mention the empty
t omb, but good reason t o appea l to Paul 's vis i on, wh ich he
does not do. Does th i s not suggest t hat Paul perhaps
accepted both t he empty t omb and the physical r es ur rect i on
of Chr ist?

Finally, as t o the absence of the
kerygma , t he s t a t ement "he was buried ­
proc lamation at the resur rection seems
empty tomb was i mpl i ed i n t he kerygma .

14Grass, Ostergeschehen, p . 172 .

15H• A. W• Meyer, Handbu ch Uber den ersten Brief an
die Kor i n t he r , 6t h ed ., rev . Georg Heinric i, KEKNT 5
(G6t t ingen : Vanden hoec k & Rupr ech t 's verlag, 1881), p . 393 ;
~ohann es Wei ss, Der er s t e Korinth erbriet, 9th ed. , KEKNT 5
(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck , Ruprecht, 1910), p . 344.

9J

summa r y s tatement ,I6 and it cou ld very well be that Paul was
fami l i ar wit h the historical cont ext ot the simple s t atement
i n the f ormula, whi ch woul d imply that he not only accepted
the ~mpty t omb, but knew of it as we l l. The tomb is
certa i nl y a l l uded t o i n the preaching in Acts 2 :2 4- 32. The
po i nt ed contr ast bet wee n David' s death and buri al and
~esu s' s not be i ng he ld by death is the f act t hat wher eas
Davi d' s t omb is with us t o t his day, God r a ised ( o,Vt Ot Tl Ot V

~e sus up . " The empty tomb seems clearly in vi ew he r e . The
empt y tomb also seems implicit in Paul 's speech in Ant i oc h

of Pisidia , which f ollows point for point t he outline of the
formu l a in I Cor . 15:3-5 : - .•• they took him down f rom
the tree , and l a i d him in a tomb . But God r a i s ed him from
the de ad; and f or ma ny days he appeared t o those who came up
wit h him f rom Gal ilee to ~erusalem~ (Ac t s 13: 29-3 1) . No
fi r s t cent ury ~ew or pagan would be 80 cerebra l a s to wonder
i f the t omb was empty or not . That the empty tomb i s not
mor e expl i cit l y mentioned may be simpl y because it was
r ega r ded as selbs t ver s t §ndl i ch , gi ve n the resur rect ion and
app ea r an ces of ~es u s . Or again , i t may be t hat the evidence

of the appeara nces so overwhelmed the t es t imony of l ega l ly
unqua l i f i ed women to t he empty grave that the latter was not
us ed as evidence . But the gospel of Mark sho ws t ha t t he
empt y tomb was important t o the early c hur ch, even if i t was
not app ea l ed t o as evidence i n evangelistic preach ing. So 1

. l6The ment i on of t he empty tomb woul d not pa ss well
w1t h the st r ucture a nd rhythm of t he formula in any case,
s i nce t he sub j ect of each sentence is x. p ~(Itll ~ and the empty
t omb is not s omet hing that Chri s t did.

l 7See Erns t Li ch tens te in, - De r ~ l te ste christliche
Gla ube ns f or mel , " ZKG 63 (1950. 51):32; Interpreter 's
Dict ionar y of t he Bible, s. v., - Res ur r ec t i on, - by ~ . A . T .

Robi nson ; Et helbert Stauf f er, Jesus and His Stor y, t r ans .
D.H. Ba r ton (London : SCH, 1960 ) , p .ll 9i Vinc ent Taylor, The
Gos pel according to St . Mark , 2d ed . (London: Mac mil lan ,
1966), p , 606.



"
think it apparent that the formula and Paul at least accept

the empty tomb. even if i t i a no t e xplicitly mention ed . I'

-o» The Th i r d Day ·

A second poss i ble reference t o t he empt y tomb i s the
phrase ·on t he thi r d day . - Si nce no one ac tually saw t he
r esurr ect i on of Jesus, how co uld i t be da ted on the third

day? Som~ c r itics a rgue t ha t it wa s on thi s da y that the
women f ound t he tomb empt y, 80 the r esurrection came t o be

dat ed on that day. 19 Thus , the phra s e - c n t he t hird d ay · no t

on ly presupposes tbat a r es urrect i on l eaves an empt y grave

18S0 Li cht en s t e in , -Glaube ns f ormel ,· p. 33; wol fga ng
Nauck , -Die Bedeutung des l eer en Grabes f Ur den Glauben a n
den Auf ers t a ndene n, - ZNW 47 (19 S6):247-48; Jindr ich MAnek,
-The Apos t l e Paul and the Empt y Tomb, - NT 2 (1957) : 277-78;
Interpr eter ' s Dictionary of the Bible , s. v. -Res ur r ect i on , ­
by Robinson; Michael Perry , The East er Eni gma , wi th an
Intr oduction by Aus t i n Farrer (London: Faber ' Faber , 1959) ,
p . 92; Rengs t or f , Auf ers t ehung, p. 61; KUnnet h, Theol ogy,
pp . 92-93; Karl Lehman n, Auf erveckt am dritten Tag nach der
Schrift, OD 38 (Fre i burg: Herder, 1968), p . 81; S. H. Hooke ,
The Res urrection of Chri st as History and Experience
(London: Darton, Longman ' Todd, 1967 ) , p . 114; Mussner,
Aufer s tehung, p . 101; wi l ckens, Au[er s tehung, p . 21;
Berthold Klappert , - Ein l e i t ung , - in Diskussion um Kr eu% und
Auf er s tebung, ed. i dem (wuppertal: Aussaat Verlag, 1971 ), p .
16j Grant Osborne , -Hi s t or y an d Theology i n the Resu r rection
Narratives: a Redactional Study - (Ph.D. thesis, Univers i ty
of Aberdeen, 1974 ) , p . 84.

19See Nauck , -Bed eutung,· p. 263; Gerhard Koch, Die
Aufers t ehung J esu Chri s t i , BHT (TUbingen: ~.C . B . Mohr,
1959 ) , p . 33 ; Hans Freiherr von Campe nba usen, Der Ablau f der
Os ter erei gnisse und das leere Grab , 3d rev. ed. , SHA
(Heide lberg : Car l Winter , 1966), p . 12 j Ellis, Luke , p. 213;
~os ef Blank , Paulus und Jesus , SANT 18 (Mu nche n: Kosel
Ver l ag , 1968 ) , pp. 153-56; Ger hard Lohf i nk, ·Die
Auferstehung Jesu und die hi s t or i sche Krit ik , - 8iLeb 9
(1968):95 ; Ludger Schenke, AuferstehungsverkUndigung und
leeres Grab (Stuttgart : Kath olisches Bibelwerk, 1968) , p .
108; Gerhard De l l i ng , -The Signif i ca nce of the Resu rrection
of Jesus f or Fai t h in ~e sus Chris t,- i n Si gni f i cance , ed.
Mou1e, p. 80; Jacob Kr emer , Das Mlt este zeugni s von der
Aut er s t ehung Chri sti, 3d ed . , SBS 17 jStuttqart :
Ka t ho l i s c hes Bibe lwer k, 1970) , p . 4; ~oachim ~eremias,

Neutes tamentl icbe Theologie (Gutersloh: Gerd Hohn, 1971) ,
pp . 288-89; Kremer, -Gr ab,- p . 142 .

"
behind, but is a defini t e re feren ce to t he hi storical fact
of J esus 's empty t omb . aut of course there a re many othe r
ways to interpret t his phrase: (1 ) The third day dat es the

fi r s t appearance of J esus . (2 ) Because Christians assembled
fo r worship on tbe f irst day of t he week , the r esurrect ion
was assigned to this day . (3) Par al l els in the histor y of
religions infl uenced t he dat ing of the resurrec tion on the
thir d day . ( 4) The dating of t he thi r d da y is l i fted from

Old Testament scr i ptur es . (5 ) The th i r d day is a
theo logica l Interpretament indicat ing God's s a l vat i on,
deliver a nce, and manifestation. Each of these needs t o be

examined in t urn.
1 . The third day dates the f irst appearance ot Jesus. ~

In favor of t his vi ew is the pr oxi mi t y of the stat ement
- r a ised on t he thi r d da y i n accordance with t he scri ptur es­
with -he appeared t o Cephas, t be n to tbe Twelve . - Because
~e s u s appea r ed on the t hird day , the resurrect i on i tse l f was
naturally dated on t ha t day. The phrase -accor d i ng t o the
scriptu r es - coul d indicate t hat t he Chr ist ians , having
believed Chri s t ros e on the third day , sought out

appropr i at e proof texts .
This understanding would be cons istent wi t b eitber a

Je rusa l em or Gal ilean appearance tradition , f or whet he r t he
disciples remained i n Jerusa l em or fled t o Galilee , t hey
could have see n Jesus on t he thi rd day after his dea t h . If
it were prove d, however , t hat t he disciples retu rned slowly
to Galilee a nd saw Christ only s ome time later, t hen t his
view would have to be re ject ed . A discussion of this
question must be deferred unti l l at er .

20J •W• Hunkin , -The Problem of the Resurrect i on
Narrat ives , · ExpTim 46 ( 1935):153 ; Char l e s Hasson , -Le
t ombeau vide: es sa i sur la fo rmation d 'une t radition ,~
RTPhi l 32 (1944) :1 10; Li chtens t en , -Gl au bens fo rme l ,- p . 41;
Ferdinand Hahn , Christologische Hoh ei t stitel , 3d ed . , r RLANT
83 (G6ttingen : Vandenhoeck , Rupr echt, 1966), pp . 205 - 06;
G.w. H. Lampe and D.H. MacKi nnon, The Resurrection , ed.
William Purce l l (London : A.R. Mowbr ay , 1966) , p. 42; Br own,
Bodi ly Resurrection , p. 125 .



Against this understanding of t he third da y it is

sometimes urged that the Easter reports do not us e the
expression ~ on the third day " but prefer to speak of "the
first day of the wee k" (Mk. 16 :2; Mt. 28 :1; Lk . 24 :1; In .
20:1 , 19).21 The passages i n t he gospels whi c h do menti on
t he thi rd day may be gr ouped unde r four heads: (1) t he
predictions a nd occurence of t he r es urrection : \lEd TPEi:S

il\ll~ p o. s (Mk. 8:31; 9:31; 10 : 34; a e , 27:63) , Tij TP': Tr;I n \le PQ

(Mt. 16:21; 17 :23 ; 20 :1 8; Lk . 9:22 ; 24 : 7, 46; Acts 10:40 ) ;

Ti,i nuepq Tij TP':T(l (Lk . 18 : 33); Tp':Tn V Ttl.\h nv n\l{po.v (Lk.
24: 21) ; (2) t he sign of Jo na h : Tp Etl: n uepCl'; J<C1t TPEt S

VV~ T o.S (Mt . 12 : 40); (3) the rebuildi ng of the Temple : tV

TPI.Ol-V ll\l t po.l. s (Mk. 15:29, Mt . 27 :4 0; In. 2:19) ; 61. 0. TPI.WV

IlUEPJ;J\l (Mk . 14 :58; Ht . 26 :61) ; (4) J esus 's f ulfillment i n
J erusa l em: Tij TPCT':I {Lk , 13:32 ) . Scholars agree that
because of t be Jewish pe culiari ty of reckoning pa r t of a day
as a whol e day , all these expressions come to the same
th i ng. n But all the t hird day references a r e said t o be in
the Eas t er kerygma , not the Eas t er report s . Even Matt hew,
who i n 27:63 ment ions the t hi r d day i n Jes us' s predict ion,
doe s not use t he phrase again i n 28 :1 , but employs "t he
fi r s t day of the wee k . " This s hows, it is maintained , not
only t he indep end enc e of the Ea ster reports f r om the
ke r ygma, but al s o t hat neither the empty tomb no r the

21Lehmann, Auferweckt, pp. 160-61 , 337; Edward Lynn
Bode , The First Easter Mor ni ng , AB 45 (Rome: Bi bl i cal
Institute Press , 1970) , pp . 117- 19.

22Fr ederic Field, Notes on the Trans lation of the
New Testament (Cambridge : Cambridge university Pr ess, 1899 ),
pp . 11- 13; Gerhard Kit tel , Rabbinica: Paul us im Tal mud ARGU
1:3 (LeipZig : Hi nri chs , 1920 ), pp. 31- 38; Werner Georg
Kuw~el, Verbeissung und ErfUllung, 3d ed., ATANT 6 ( Zurich :
Zwingli Ver l ag , 1956), p . 61; Paul Billerbeck , Komment a r zum
Neuen Testamen t aus Talmud und Mi dr asch , 6 vols ., ed.
Herrmann L. Strack (Hunc hen : Beck , 1922-63), 1:649; TWNT,
s v v . " 1l\J{ p o. " by Gerhard von Rad and Gerhard De ll i ng; Taylor,
Mar k , p . 378; Lehmann, Aufe rwe ckt , p . 163-66.
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appea r a nces of Chr ist can be the di r ect caus e of t he ~third

day· mot if . ~ 23

But why could t hey not be t he root cause? All ~ha t ha s
bee n prove d by the above s eems to be that t he Eas t er repor ts
and t he Eas ter preachi ng a re literarily dist inct, but t hat
fac t cannot pr ove that they a r e not t win of f shoots of an
origi na l eve nt . The eve nt cou l d produ ce t he r ep ort on the
one hand; on the ot her han d it would set the bel ievers a ­
s ea rching in the Ol d Testament for f ul f il l ed script ur es , In
this search they co uld f i nd and adopt the l angua ge of t he
third day because, according t o Jewis h reckoning, the fir st
day of the week was i n f act t he third day after J esus' s
death . Scriptures i n ha nd , they could thus proclaim "he wa s

r a ised on the t hird day in accordance with the scriptur es. ­
This language could then be used by the evangelists outside
the Easter report s or ac t ual ly interwoven with t hem, as by
Luke. Thus t he s ame root event could produce two differ en t

descriptions of t he day of t he resurrect i on.
But was that eve nt the f irst appearance of Jesus? Here

one ca nnot exc lude t he empt y tomb from play i ng a role , for
the - t hi r d day" refe rs as much to i t a s t o the appearances
and "t he f irst da y of the week, ~ which may be even more
primitive, r efers pri mari ly t o t he empt y tomb. If the fir st
app earances occurred on t he s ame da y eH t he di s covery of the
empt y tomb, then these t wo eve nt s t ogether woul d natur a l l y
date the r esur r ect i on, and the "t hi r d day " l a nguage coul d
reflect the LXX formulation, whi ch is found in I Cor . 15 : 4
and was worked into the t r ad i t i ons underlying t he gospels .
So I th ink it unlikely that the da te "on the thi r d day"
refers to the day of the f i r s t appearanc e alone .

23Lehmann, Auferweck t , p . 161 .
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2 . Because Christians as s embl ed on the f irst da y of
t he we ek ; the res urrect i on wa s assi gned to this day.~

Although t his hypothesis once enj oyed adheren t s, i t i s now
completely abandoned. Ror dorf 's s tudy Der Sonntag has

demonstrat ed to t he satisfaction of New Testament cr itics
t hat the expression "r aised on the t hird day · ha s nothing to
d o with Christ ian Sunday worship . ~ More likely wou ld be

t ha t because t he r es urrect ion was on t he third day ,

Chr i s t ians wor shipped on t ha t day . But eve n t hough the

question of how Sunday came t o be the Chris tian special day
of worship is still debated, no t heory is today propounded

which would date t he r e surrection a s a result of Sunday as a
worship day .

3. Parallel s in t he history of religions influenced
the dat ing of th e resurrection on the t hird day .~ I n the
hey -day of the religionsgeschichtliche Schu le, al l sorts of

para l lels in the hi s tory of religions were adduc ed in order
t o expla in the r esu r r ec t i on on t he thi r d day; but today
critics are more cau t ious . The myt hs of dy ing and rising
gods in pagan religions are mere ly s ymbo l s for processes of
nature and have no connection with a real historical
individual l ike Jesus of Nazaret h . v The three-day motif is
found only i n the Os i r i s and perhaps Adonis cults, and , in
Gra s s's words, it is "compl et e l y unt hinkabl e " that t he early
Chr ist i an community f r om whi c h t he f ormula s t ems coul d be

24E. Sc hwar t z , ~ Osterbetrac htungen , ~ ZNW 7 (1 90 6): 1­
33 ; Ca r l Cl emen, Rel i gionsgeschich t liche Er kl arung des Neuen
Tes t amen t s, 2d ed . (Giessen : Tope l ma nn, 1924) , pp . 105- 07 .

25Wil ly Rordorf, Der Sonntag, ATANT 43 ( Zurich :
Zwingli Verlag , 196 2), pp . 174-2 33; s ee a l so Gra s s ,
Ost ergeschehen , pp . 131-3 3; Lehma n, Auferweck t, pp . 185- 91.

26Cl emen, Erklarung , 96- 105; Wi lhe lm Bous s e t, Kyri os
Chri stos , 5th ed . , FRLANt 4 (Gotti ngen : Va nde nhoeck ,
Ruprecht, 1965) , pp. 22-26.

21Kunneth, Theology, pp . 50- 63 .
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i nf l uenced by such myths .~

t r ac e of cu l t s of dying and
ce nt ur y Pa lest i ne .

I t has a l s o been suggest ed that the three-day motif
reflects the J ewish belief that the soul did not depart
deci s i ve l y from t he body unt il aft er t hree days. n But the

be l i ef was ac t ua lly t hat the s oul departed irrevocably on
the fourth day , not the t hird ; i n which case t he analogy
wi t h t he re surrect i on is weaker . But the decisive
con sider a t i on aga inst t hi s view i s that t he resur r ect i on
would not then be God 's act of power and de liverance from "
deat h , f or the soul had not ye t decisive ly l eft t he body ,
but mer e l y re-entered and resuscitated i t . This would thus
d i s cr edi t the r esur r ec t ion of J e su s . If this J ewi sh notion
wer e i n mind, t he e xpr ession woul d have been "r a i s ed on the
fo urth day~ after t he sou l had for ever abandoned the body
and al l hope was gone (cf . the ra i sing of Lazarus ).

Some crit i cs hav e t hought that the t hi r d day reference
is meant on l y to indicate, i n Hebrew reckoning, ~a short
time" or ~ a whi le. " ~ But when one considers the emphasis

28Gra ss, os t ergesch ehen, pp . 133; cf . p. 134 . See
also t he cr i tique a nd l itera t ur e i n Lehmann, Auferweckt, pp .
193- 200; Bode , Eas t er , pp , 110-111-

29Bousset , Kyrios , p . 25; Se l by Mccasland , "t he
Scriptu r a l Bas i s of ' On the Third Day ' , ~ JBL 48 (1929) : 124­
37 ; E. C. Hos kyns , The Fourth Gospel , 2d ed . , ed . F.N . Davey
(London : Fa b e r , 1967 ) , pp . 199_ 200 ; Bruce M. Metzger , "A
Suggest i on Concer ning of I Cor . XV.4b, " JTS 8 ( 1958): 118- 23 .
On t he J ewi sh be l i ef , see R. Ma ch, Der Zaddi k in Tal mud und
Midrasch (Leiden: E.J . Br i l l , 1957 ) , p . 174 . For a
critique, s e e Lehmann, Auf er weckt , pp. 200- 04; Bode , Easter ,
pp. 113- 15 .

30Maurice Gogue l , La f oi a l a resurr ection de Jesus
dans I e chr i s t i anisme pr imitif (Paris: Leroux, 1939), pp .
164- 65; Ceci l J . Cadou x , The His t or ic Mi ssion of Jesus , 2d
ed . (London: Lut terwort h Pres s , 1941 ) , pp . 286-88 ; J. B.
Bauer, ~ Dre i Tage , ~ Bib 39 ( 1958) : 354-58 ; Barnabas Li nda rs ,
New Tes t ament Apol oge t i c : The Doctrinal Significance of Old
Testament Quotat ions (London : SCM, 1961), pp . 59-72 ; A. D.
Nock, Earl y Gent ile Ch ristianity and Its Hellenistic



laid on t his mot i f not on ly i n the f ormula but especially i n
the gospels, then so indefinite a r eference woul d not have
t he obvious signi f i can ce which the ear ly Christians as s i gned
t o this phrase . Few s cho lars are today s o en thusias tic
about t he poss ibili t y of explaining New Testament motif s
f rom religionsgescbicht l ichen parallels , especially with
r ega r d t o the res urrect ion; not only a re t he para l le l s oft en
vague, but the gen ealogica l tie betwee n t hem a nd the New

Tes t ament is often missi ng .
4 . The datin g of the t hi r d day i s l ifted from Old

Tes t ament scr i pt ur es. " Because the f ormula r eads · on the
t hi r d day in accordance wi th t he s criptures · many au thors
be l i eve that the third day mot i f i s drawn from t he Old
Testament, es pecia l l y Has . 6:2, whi ch in the LXX r ead s
ti) 1l\lt'pq. ti} t Ptt l) . 12 Al t hough Metzger has asserted, with

Backgr ounq (New York : Ha r per , 1964 ) , p . 108; X. Leon Dufour ,
Resurrect~on and tbe Me s sage of Easter (London : Geoffery
Chapman, 1974) , p . 9 . For a critique, see Le hmann ,
Auf ecweck t , pp . 176- 81; Bode , Easter, pp. 111-12 .

31See especially TWHT, s.v•• 1l\lt'po· by Gerhard
D~l l ing ; F. Notscher , · Zur Auferstehung nach dre i Tagen,·
B~b 35 (1954) :31 3-19 ; Grass, Ostergescbeben , pp . 136-38;
Jacques Dupont, · Res s us c i t e ' I e t roi sieme jour' • Bib 40
( 1 ~S 9):74 2-61 ; Friedrich Mildenberger , · Auf e r s t ; nden am
dr~tten Tage ,nac h der Schri f t ,· EvT 23 (1963 ) :26S- 80; C.H.
Dodd , Accord~ ng to tbe Sc r i ptures (LOndon : Col l ins 1965 )
pp . 77, 103; Eva ns , Resurrec t i on, pp . 48-50 ; Fis ch~r , ,
~~;~rges cbehen , pp . 72-73; Oberl inne r , ·VerkUndigung,· p .

320ther scriptures suc h as Jonah 21; I I Ki ngs 20:S
are so far removed from the idea of r esurrectiOn t hat t hey
~~uld ~ot possiblr have prompted bel ief that J es us rose on

e tb. rd day. K~rsopp Lake, after examini ng the va r i ous
passages, a~itted they were al l improbable and confessed
that ~he b~ s . s fo~ the third day is unknown (Kirsopp Lake ,
The H~stor~cal Ev~dence for the Resurrect i on of J esus
(London: Will iams and Norgate, 1907 ] , pp . 29-33). Accor d i ng
to Lehma nn most cr i t i c s c hoos e Hos . 6:2 out of desperation
and want of a n al terna t i ve . Among thos e who see Hos . 6: 2
be hi nd I Cor . 15: 4 are F. C. Bur ki tt, C. R. Browen, J . wei s s,
H. Goque l, J. Finega n, G. Del l i ng, H.- D. Wendla nd, J.G .S .S .
T~ompson, J . Dupont , C.H. Dodd , U. Wi lckens, H. Grass, H.E .
Todt, H. Conzelmann , F. Mildenbe rge r , G. Str ecke r , G.
Schuna ck, P. Stuhlmache r, J . Bowman, J . W. Doeve, J .

•

•
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appea l to I Hacc . 7 :16-17 t hat the ·according t o the
s cr i pt ur es · may re fe r to the r es ur r ection, not the t hi r d
day , n t hi s vi ew seems difficult to maintain in l ight, not
onl y of the paral le l i n I Cor . lS :3 , but especially of Lk.

24: 45 where the t hird day s eems definitely in mind.
Against taking t he · on the t hird day· to re f er t o Hos .

6: 2 it ha s been urged that no exp l i cit quot at i on of the t ext
i s found in the New Testament , or indeed anywher e until

Ter t ul l i an (Adversus Ju da eos 13 ) . ~ New testament
quot at i ons of the Old Testament usually ment ion the
pr ophet' s name a nd a re of the nature of pr omise - fulfil lment.
But nowher e do we f ind this f or Kos . 6:2 . Grass r et orts
t hat there i s i ndirect evi dence for Christian use of Hos.
6: 2 in t he Tar qum Hosea 's dropping t he reference t o the
numbe r of days ; the pas sage had to be al t ered becaus e
Chr i st i ans had pre-empted t he verse. Moreover , Jes us's own
. pr ed i ct i ons , · writt en back into t he gospel s t or y by
bel i ever s after the event , obviated t he need to cite a
s cr i pt ur e re f ere nce. ~ But Grass 's f irst point seems not
onl y to be s peculative, but actually contradicted by the
f act that later Rabbis saw no difficulty in retaini ng t he
t hi r d day r ef er e nce i n Hosea. M No conclusion can be dr awn
f r om t argurn Hos ea ' s change i n wording , f or t he d i s t i nctive
cha r act e r i s t i c of thi s Targum is i t s free haggad l c handl ing
of t he text . And this s ti l l says nothing about New

Wi j ngaa r ds , w. Rudolph, B. Lindars , H. Black, T. Bowma n (for
part i cul a r s , see Lehma nn , Auferweckt, pp . 228- 29) .

33Hetzger, · Suggesti on,· p. 121; cf. Weiss ,
Kor i nt be r br i e f , p . 348; Kreme r, Zeugn is , p . 4; o'Col lins,
Easter, p. 15. For a crit i que, s ee Grass, Ostergescbehe n ,
p . 135; Lehmann, Aufecweckt , pp . 242- 61; Bode , Eas t er, pp .
llS - l6 .

34Georg Kitt el, - Di e Auf erstehung Jesu , DT 4
(1937) : 160; Bode, Easter, pp . 115 - 16 .

3SGras s, Oster ge s cbehe n, pp . 137-38.

36See Le hmann , Auferweck t, pp . 226- 27 .
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Tes t ament p r a ctice of c i t i ng the prophet's name . As f or the

s econd point, Matthew'S citat i on of Jonah (Ht. 12 : 40 ) s e ems

t o ma ke t his rather dubious. Ac cordi ng t o Bode , Mat t hew' S

c i tation is t he decis i ve argument aga i ns t Hos. 6: 2, s ince i t

shows the latter was Dot the passage which Chri st ians had i n
mind wi t h r egar d to t he t hree day moti f . n

But to my mind the grea test d i f fi cUl ty with the H05 .
6:2 under stand ing of ~ on the th ird day· i s that it appears
t o ne ces sitat e that t he d isciples without the instigat ion of

an y historically cor r esponding eve nt would fi nd a nd adopt
s uch a sc r ipt ure ref er ence . For thi s understanding requ ires
t ha t no appeara nces occur red and DO discovery of t he empty
t omb was made on t he t hird day/ f i r s t day of t he week .
Otberwis e t he s e eve nts would co ns t i t ut e the basis for the
date of tbe r esurr ection, not Hos. 6:2 alone . But if there
were no s uch events, t hen it s eems ver y unlike l y t hat t he
discipl es should land upon an obscure pas s age like"Has. 6: 2
a nd apply it t o J es us 's resu rrection . It is much more
likely t ha t s uch ev ents woul d prompt them to search the
scri ptures f or appropriate texts , which coul d then be

i nterpreted i n l ight of t he resurrection (I n. 2 :22; 12 : 16;
20:8 -9 ) . - And insof a r as the empt y t omb tradition or
appearance tradition prove s accurate, the hypo thesis in
quest ion i s f ur t her undermi ned. For i f t he empty t omb was
di Scovered on the first day of t he week or Pete r saw J es us
on the third day , t hen t he view that · t he thi rd da y· was
derived solely from scriptur e would s e em untenable . At most

37Bode, Eas t er , p. 116.
38

As vo n Campe nha usen urges , the detail · on the
t hi r d day · mu s t have a bib l i cal cou nt e r pa r t to warrant i t s
i nc l us i on, but t he s c r i pt ur e passages a re 80 vague tha t the
third da y mus t have been s ome how al ready gi ven before i t
could be di s cover ed in t he Ol d Testament (Von Campen hau s en,
Abl a u f ~ pp . 11-12). So a l so Mi c hae l Ramsey , The Resurrection
of Chr~st ( London: Cente nary Press , 1945) , p . 25; C. F.o .
Moul e , The Bi r t h of t he New Testame~ t, 2d ed . r ev. {LOndon:
Adam, Char les Bl ac k, 1966] , pp . 84-8 5; Barre t t , Fi r st
Epistle, p. 340 .

j
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one co uld s ay tha t t he l a nguage of the LXX was app l i ed t o
thes e even t s . The fals i t y of t he gospel tradi t i ons
conce r ni ng bot h t he d i scove ry of t he empty tomb and the day
of t he f i rst appe arance i s thus a s i ne gua non for t he Hos.
6: 2 understanding, and hence s hould either of these
t r adit i ons prove accurat e , the appea l t o Hos . 6: 2 as t he
ba sis (as opposed to the language ) f or the da t e of the
r esur r ect i on mus t be r ejected .

5 . The thi rd day i s a t heo logical Interpretament
i ndi cat i ng God' s s al vati on, deliverance, and
manifes ta tion. ~ This underst a nding is, 1 t hi nk, the only
s e r i ous al t ernat ive to regardi ng the t hi r d day motif as
ba s ed on the hi stor i ca l eve nts of t he resurrect ion, and i t
ha s bee n eloque nt l y expounded by Lehmann a nd s upported by
Bode and McArthur as well . To begi n with, there are nearly
30 passages i n the LXX t hat us e t he phrase T~ nlllpq l!l l PC11J

t o describe events t ha t happened on t he third day.~ On the
t hi r d day Abr aham offe red Isaac (Ge n . 22 :4; cf. Gen . 34 : 25;
40: 20) . On t he third day J oseph re leased hi s brothers from
pr ison (Gen. 42 :1 8 ) . After three days God made a covenant
wi t h Hi s people a nd gave t he law (Ex . 19: 11, 16; cf . Lev .
8: 18; Num. 7:24; 19 :1 2, 19; Judg. 19:8; 20:30). On t he
t hi r d day David came to Ziklag to f ight t he Ama lekit es (I
Sam . 30 :1 ) and on t he t hi rd day t he r eafter heard t he news of

Saul and J ona than 's death ( I I Sam. 1:2). On the t hird day
the ki ngdom was divided ( I Ki ngs 12: 24; cf. I I Chron .

39Lehmann, Auferweckt , pp . 262-90; Bod e , Eas ter , pp .
119-2 6; Harvey K. MCArthur , · ' On the Third Day ', · NTS 18
( 1971 ) : 81- 86, ho l ds a related view, but s ti l l casts hi s l ot
wi t h Hos . 6:2; Reginald H. Ful l er , The Formation of t he
Res urrec t i on Narrat i ves (London : SPCK, 1972 ) , p . 27 .

40wengs t obse rves t hat Lehmann act ual l y produces 25
pas s ages , not -nearly 30· and of t hese on l y ni ne can be
tru l y sa i d to have t he t heological sign i f i cance t ha t Lehmann
sees in t he third day (Gen . 22 :4; Ex . 19: 11, 16; Judg.
20:30 ; I Sam . 30:1, 2; II Kings 20:5 , 8; Es t her 5: 1; Hos.
6:2) (Klaus He ngst, Cbris tologische Formeln und Li eder des
Ur chr i s t e t ums, SNT 7 (Gut er s l oh: Gerd Mohn, 1972J, p . 96).
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10 :12). On the third day King He2ekiah went t o t he House of

the Lord after whi ch he was miraculously healed (II Kings
20:5, 8) . On t he third day Esther began he r plan to s ave
her people (Esther 5:1; ct . I I 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 l i f e , salvation, and victory . On the th ird day comes

r e so l ut i on of a d i f f i cul ty through God's act .
A second step is to consider the i nte r pretation gi ven

t o such passages in Jewish Midr as h :

'And he put t hem all together into war d t hree
days ,' The Hol y One, blessed be He, ne ve r leaves the
r ighteous i n dis tress mor e than t hree days .

'An d J oseph said unto th em t he t hird day, ' e t c.
(XLI I, 18 ) . Thus it i s wr i t t e n , Af t er t wo days He wi l l
r evive us, on the th i rd day He wi ll r aise us up, t hat
we may l i ve in His presence (Hos ea VI , 2) : on t he
thi r d day of t he tribal ancestors . (Mi d r a s h Rabbah ,
Genesis IMi kke t z ) 91 : 7. )

Anot her expl a na t i on : 'Now i t came to pas s on t he
third day ; ' Is rael are ne ver left in dire d i s t r es s more
than thr ee days. For so of Abr abam it is wr i t t en , On
the third day Abraham l ifted up his eyes, and s aw t he
place at ar ot f (i b XXI I , 4 ) . Of J acob' s sons we r ead,
And he put them all together into wa r d three days (ib .
XLII , 17). Of Jonah i t says , And Jo nah was i n the
bell y at the fish three days and three nights (Jonab
II, 1). The dead also wi l l came t o life a f t e r three
days , as it says , On t he third day He wi ll ra ise us up
that we may live in His presence (Ha s . VI , 2) . This
miracle also of Mordecai and Esther was per formed after
t hree days o f t he i r fas ting, as it is written, ' Now it
came t o pass on t he t hird day, that Esther put on her
roya l apparel' . .. • (Mi dr ash Rabbah , Esther 9 :2 .)

'On t he thi r d day, ' etc . (XXII, 4 ) . It is
wr itten, Af ter two days He will revive us , on the third
day He wi l l raise us up, that we may live in His
presence (Hos. VI , 2 ) . E.g . on the t hird day of the
tr ibal ancestors : And Jos eph said unto t hem t he thi rd
day: Thi s do, and l ive (Ge n . XLII, 18); on the third
day o f Reve lat ion : And it came t o pass on the third
day, whe n i t was morning (EX. XIX, 16 ); on t he thi rd
day of t he s p i e s : And hi de your se l ve s t here three days
( J o sh . II, 16); on t he thi rd day of Jona h : And Jona h
wa s in th e bel ly of th e f i sh three days and three I

I
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ni ght s (Jonah II, 1 ); on the third day of t hose
returning f r om the exi l e : And we abode t here t hr e e
days (Ezra VIII, 32) : on th e t hi r d .day of ,the
r es ur r ec t i on : 'After t wo days He w~ l l rev~ ve us , on
th e t hird day He will raise us up, ' on the third day of
Esther : Now it came t o pass on t he thi r d day, that
Esther put on her royal apparel (Es t . V, l)--i.e . she
pu t on t he r oya l apparel of her anc estor. For. whose
sake? The Rabb is say : For t he sake of the th ~rd day,
when Reve lation took place. R. Levi ma intained : In
t he mer it of wha t Abraham did on t he thi r d day , a s it
says, ' On the third day , ' etc. (Midrash Rabbah, Genesis
[vayer a ] 56 .1.)

Anot he r exp lanation : 'The Lor d wi ll ope n . ' The
Rabbis s ay: Great is the r ainfal l , f or it i s counte?
a s equi va l en t t o the Rev ival of the Dead . Whence th1S ?
For it says And he shal l come unto us a s t he r ain , as
th e lat t er rain t ha t watereth t he earth (Hos . VI , 3 ) .
What doe s scriptu r e say immediately before this? Aft er
t wo days He wi l l revive us ( l b. 2). Therefore t he
Rabbis have inse r ted [the prayer f or ra i n in the
benediction of] t he Revival of the Dead, because i t is
equal i n importance to it . (Midras h Rabbah,
Deut eronomy [ Ki Thabo ) 1 . 6 . )

And why only a three day fas t ? Because the Holy
One , blessed be He, does not l eave t he c hildren of
Is rae l in dist ress for mor e t ha n thr ee days. Thus ,
Scr iptu r e says , On the third day Abraham li f ted up hi s
eyes and saw t he place afar off (Gen. 22 : 4 ) ; and i t is
sa id He put t hem all t oge t her into ward t hree day s
(Gen. 42 : 17 ) ; a nd it is said And they went thr ee days
in t he wi l de r nes s , and f ound no wa t er (EX. 15: 2 2 ) ; and
agai n when Heze ki ah wa s s ick unt o death, the word of
the Lord came to Isa iah , saying : Return, and s ay to
Hezekiah : Behol d , I wi l l heal thee; unto th e hous e o f
t he Lord t hou shal t go on the third day (2 Rings 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 t he mountain • .. and hide yourselves
there three days . . . and afterward may ye go your way
(J os h . 2:16 ) . And likewise of Jonah : Jonah was in t he
bell y at the f ish three days and thr ee nights (Jonah
2 : 2), and t hen The Lord s poke unto the fish, and it
vomited out Jonah upon the dry land (Jonah 2 : 11). The
prophet Hosea also said : After t wo days He wi l l revive
us, on the third day He will rais e us up, and we shall
live in His s i ght (Has . 6:2 ) . (Midras h on Psalms, 22 .
5 . )
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From Jewish Midrash i t is evident that the third day wa s the

day when God del ivered the r ighteous from dis tress or when
events reached t heir cl imax. It is also evident that Has.
6: 2 was interpreted in terms of resurrection, a lbeit at t he
end of history. The mention of the offering of Isaac on t he
t hird day is thought to have had a special inf luence on
Chr i s t i a n thought, a s we shall see . The r eference to the

I s r ae l i te s ' three day t r ek to the sea is amplified by

Sarnar i t ain sou r ces (Marqua's Commentary on Exodu s), J ewish
sou rces (Mi dr a s h Rabbah , Exodus [ Shemot h ] 3 .8), Phi l o (De

vi t a Masis 1 . 16 3 ) , Jos ephus (Antiquities of t he Jews 2 . 31 5 ),

a nd Eus ebius (Praeparatio evangelica 9 .27) . Further Jewi sh

r e fe r e nce s to the s i gni ficance of the number t hree and t he
t hi r d da y may be f ound in Gin zberg's Leg ends of the J ews. u

A t hird step i n t he a r gument is comparison of other
Rabbi nica l l iterature concer ning the third day with regard
to the r esurr ection :

He wi l l give us life in the days of co ns ol ation whi c h
a re comi ng; and i n the day of the r esurrection of t he
dead he wil l revi ve us so t hat we wi ll l i ve before him.
(Ta rqurn Hosea 6. 2. )

R. Katt i na said : Six t housand years s hal l the
world exist , and one [ t hous a ndt h, the s ev enth ) i t shall
be desol ate, as it is writ t en , And t he Lord alone sh al l
be exalted in that day . Abay e said: It .""i11 be
desol ate t wo [thousand}, as it is said, Aft er t wo days
he wi l l revive us; in the thi rd day he wil l r a ise us
up, and we shall live i n his sight . (B. Sanhedrin 97a ;
cf. B. Ros h Ha sh ana h 3la . )

Just as the r esurrection f r om the dead br i ngs l i f e
wi t hout end, s o also one hopes that the descent of r ai n
wi ll bring life without end. So one und erstands why
the t wo SUbjects appear i n the same petition . R. Hiya­
bar Abba proved t his by the ver s es (Has . 6:2 ) : After
two days he wi l l r evive us, on the third day he wi l l
raise us up, and we shall live before him. Come, let
us pres s on t o acquire the kn owledge of God, which one
will find in the morning . (P. Ber akoth 5.2 .)

4lLoui s Gin zberg, The Legends of the Jews , 8 vols.,
tran s . Paul Radi n (Phi lade l phia : Jewish Publ i cation Socie t y
of Ameri ca , 1911 ) , III : 79-80 ; V: 428; VI: 33, 129 .
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Tha t is dif ferent, rep lied the s econd questioner .
Isaiah was concerned wi t h the question of the
resurrection of the dead .. • as it is sa i d (Hos .
6:2) : Af t er t wo days he will revive us; on t he third
day he wi l l ra ise us up, and we shall live in his
presence-- . (P . Sanhed rin 11 .6.)

All its inhabitants shall taste the tas te of de ath
f or two da ys, when there wi l l be no soul of man or
beast upon the ear t h • • . . On the third da y He will
renew them al l and r evive t he dea d, a nd He wi l l
est abl ish it before Him, as it i s said, "On the thi rd
day he wi l l raise us up, and we shall live be f ore him~

(Has . vi.2) . (Pi r ke de Rabbi Eliez er 51.73b- 74a.)

Even when , f or t he i r sins , God s l ays Israe l i n this
world, there is healing for them in t he wor l d to come ,
as i t i s said, ~ Come , let us retur n unt o t he Lor d , for
i t is He who has torn us , an d He wil l bi nd us up; af t er
t wo da ys He wil l r evive USi on the thi rd da y H~ wi l l
r a ise us up ~ (Has. vi. 2) . The t wo days ar e th~s world
and t he days of the Me ssiah; the third day i s the world
t o come . (Tanna de-be El i yyahu , p . 29 .)

These pa s sages make it evident t ha t the r abbi s were
i nt er pr et i ng Has . 6: 2 in the sense of the es cha t ological

r es ur r ec t i on .
Now, according to Lehmann, when one br i ngs togethe r the

t est i moni es of the Midrash Rabbah, the r abbi ni c writ i ngs,
a nd the passages f rom t he LXX, then it be comes high l y
probabl e that I Cor. 15:4 can be illuminated by t hese texts
a nd their theo logy. Of pa r t i cul ar i mportance her e i s the
sa cr i f ice of Isaac , which grew to have a great meaning f or
Jewi sh theo logy .·2 In pre-Christian J udaism the sacr ifice
of Isaac was already brought i nto con nect i on with the
Passover . He became a symbol of s ubmission and self­
sacr i f i ce to God. The offering of I saac was co nce ived to
have salvific wort h. In the blood of the sacrifices, God
saw and remember ed t he sacrif ice of Isaac and so cont i nued

42See G. Ver me s , Script ure and Tradition i n Judai sm
(Le i den : E. J . Br i ll , 1961 ), pp. 193- 227 ; R. LeD~aut , La nui t
pas cal e, AB 22 (Rome: Pont i fica l Biblica l I nstitu te, 1963 ) ,
pp. 198- 207; J .E . Wood, ~ I sa ac Typology in t he New
Testament, ~ NTS 14 (1 967-68 ) : 583-89 .
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Hi s ~l es s in9 of I srae l . This exegesis of Gen . 22 i s t hought
to leave t r aces in Rom. 4: 17, 25; 8:32 and Heb. 11:17-19 .

This las t t ext pa r t icul arly relates t he r esu r r ecti on of
J esus t o the s acri f ice of Isaac . Whe n we co nsider t he
fo rmula in I Cor . 15 , with i ts Semit ic backgroo und , then i t

is s aid t o be much mor e pr obab le t ha t t he expr ess i on · on the

third day · r ef l ects t he i nflu ence of Jewish tradi t ions tha t

later came t o be written i n Ta l mud a nd Hidras h t han that i t
refers t o Hos . 6:2 a lone as a proof t ext . Thus, · on the
third day · dOes not mar k t he discovery of the empty tomb or
t he first appeara nc e , no r i s i t indeed a ny t ime i nd i ca t or at
all, but rather i t is the day o f God 's de liveranc e and

vict ory . It t ells us t hat God did not l ea ve t he Righteous
One i n di stress, but r a ised hi m up a nd s o ushe r ed i n a ne~

eon .

Lehmann 's case is wel l -documented and very persuas i ve;
but s econd t hought s beg in t o a r ise when ~e inquire
concerni ng t he da tes of t he ci tations from Talmud a nd
Mi dr a s h. u For a l l of t hem are hund r e s of years later than
the Ne~ Testament pe r i od . Midras h Rabba b, which fo rms t he
ba ckbone of Lehma nn ' s ca s e , is a collection from t he f ourth
to t he sixth ce nt ur ies. Pirk~ de Rabbi Eliezer i s a
co l lection from the out going e ight h century . The Hidrasb on
Psa l m 22 co ntains t he opi ni ons of t he Amorai m, rabbinical
t eac her s of the thir d t o the fifth ce nturies. The
Babyl on i an Tal mud and the so-ca lled ~erusa l em Ta lmud are t he

fru it of t he d i s cus s i ons and elabor at ions of t be se Amoraim
on the Mishnah, which was r edacted, arranged , and revised by
Rabbi ~udah ha -Nas i about t he beginning of the third
century . The Mi s hnah itself, despite i ts length, never once
quote s Hos. 6: 2; Gen . 22: 4, 24 : 17; .rcnen 2:1 ; or any other
of t he pa s sages i n ques t i on whi ch mention t he third day .

43Conze l ma nn d i smi sses Lebmann' s cas e out of hand on
th i s ,cons i de r a tion a lone (Hans Conze l mann, Der erste Brief
an d~e Kor 1nt he r, KE KNT 5 [Got t i nge n : Va nde nhoec k ,
Rupr echt, 1969 ] , p . 302). See a lso Wengs t , Form81n , p . 96 .
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The Targum on Hosea , s ays McAr thur , i s a ssociat ed wi t h
Jo na t ha n b . Uzzie l of t he firs t c entur y; but t his ascript ion

is quit e uncertain a nd i n a ny case t ells us nothing
conce r ni ng Has . 6:2 i n particular, s ince t he Ta r gum as a
whol e involves a co nf l uence of ear ly and late mat e r i a l.
Thus a l l t he c i t at i ons concer ning t he signi f i cance of the
th i r d day and i nterpret ing Hos . 6:2 i n t erms of an
es c ha t ol ogi ca l resurrect i on may wel l s t em f rom l iteratu r e
ce nt ur i es removed from t he New Test ame nt per iod .

Lehman n want s t o bel i eve t hat these citations embody
t r ad i t i ons t ha t go ba ck orally pr ior to t he Chr i stian era.
But if tbat i s the case then s hou l d not we expect t o
conf r ont t he s e mot ifs i n Jewi s h literature co nt empor aneous
wi t h t he New Testament times , namely, the Apocrypha and
Pseudepigrapha? One woul d espe c i a l l y expect to confront t he
t hi r d day motif i n t he apo ca l yptic works. In fac t , i t i s
conspi cuous l y absent . The book of I Enoc h, which is quoted
in Jude, had mor e influence on t he New Testament write rs
t ha n a ny other apocrypha l or pseude pigr aphic wor k and i s a
va l uabl e source of i nforma t ion co nc er ning Judai sm f rom 200

Be to AD 100. I n t hi s work t he eschat ologi cal r e s urrection
is associated wi t h t he numbe r seven, not t hr ee ( 91 . 15- 16;
93). Simi lar ly i n IV Ezra , a f irst ce nt ur y compi lat ion , t he
es cha t o l ogi c a l r e sur r e ct i on t a kes pl ace afte r s eve n days
(1 . 26- 44). A re la ted work from t he s econd ha lf of the f irs t
ce nt ur y and a good r ep resenta t i ve of ~ewish thought
co nt empor a neous wi t h t he New Testament , I I Baruch gives no
i ndi cat i o n of the da y of t he resurrect i on at histor y 's end
(50- 51 ) . Neither does II Mace . 1 . 9- 42; 12 . 43-45 or t he
Tes t ament of t he Twelve Pa t riarchs (Juda h) 25 :1 , 4;
(Zebul un ) 10 :2 ; (Ben j amin ) 10 : 6- 18 . All t hes e wor ks , whi ch
s t em from i ntertes tame nta l or New Testament t i mes, ha ve a
doct r ine of eschato l ogi ca l resu r r ection, but not one of t hem
knows of the thi rd da y motif. Evidently t he number s even
was t hought t o have greater divine import than t he number
th r ee (cf. Rev. 1 : 20; 6: 1; 8 :2; 15 : 1, 7 ) . I n II Mace . 5 : 14;
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11 : 18 we find "t hr e e daysM and "third day · mentioned i n

anot her context , but their meaning i s who l ly 000­

theological , indicating only R a s hort time" or - the day

after tomor row.- I t seems t o be a sign i ficant wea knes s in
Lehmann 's positi on tha t he i s unable to f ind s ny parallels
in J ewiSh literature contempor ary wit h t he New Testament
empl oyi ng t he thi r d day motif or as soc i a t i ng t he
r esur r ect i on wi t h the thi r d day . I t appear s t hat thi s
i nt e r pretation is a pecu liarity of l at e r rabbinical exegesis
of t he Tal mud ic pe riod.

Moreover, t here is no i ndication tha t the New Testament
writers were aware of s uch exeges i s. Lehmann states t bat
t he conception of the offer i ng of Isaac as a sa l vif i c event
is characteristic of the New Tes tament. But this is not t he
questi on; t he issue is whether t he i nterpretation of t he
of f e r ing of I saa c on the t h ird d ay plays a role i n t he New
Testament. Here t he evidence appears .to be prec i s ely to the
con t rary : Rom . 4 : 17, 25 not on l y hav e not hing to do wi t h
t he offe ri ng of Isaac (it is to Gen . 15, not 22, tha t Paul
t urns f or his doct rine of j ustification by fa i t h ) , but refer
to J es us' s r esurrect i on without mentioning the third day;
Rom . 8 :3 2 makes no expl i cit men t ion of I saac and no ment i on,

impl icit or expl i cit , of t he resur rection, not t o speak of
t he third day: Heb . 11:17-19 does not i n fa ct explicit l y

us e Isaac as a t ype of Chr ist , but mor e i mportantly does not
me ntion the t hi rd day . This latte r pas sage s eems t o be
cruci al, f or in this passage , of a l l places, one would
expect the mention of t he third day theme in connection wi t h
the resu rrect i on . But it does not appear. This can only
suggest t hat t he connection of t he sacr i fi ce of Isaac with a
t hird day mot i f was not yet known. In the other passage i n
whi c h t he off ering of I s aa c is employed (Jas . 2 :21-23) ,
t he re is also no ment ion of the th i rd day moti f . (And James
even goes on to use ~he illustration of Ra hab the ha r lot and
t he spies , again without ment i oni ng the three day theme, as
did later Rabbi ni c exeges i s.) ~ence, t he appeal to t he
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of f e r i ng of Isaac as evidence that t he New Testament knows
of t he rabbin i c exeges is concerning t he theological
sign i f i ca nce of the th i rd day i s counte r-productive .

Final l y, La hmann's interpretat i on seems to labor under
the s ame difficulty as the appeal to Hos. 6:2 a lone , namely,
it requires that the traditions of the discovery of the
empty t omb and t he f i r s t appearances be false. For i f these
event s did occur whe n it i s s a id they did , then t hey could
not but have had an effect on when t he ea rly be l i eve r s

thought that t he re surrect i on had occur r ed . But if these
t r aditions are fal se, t he ques tion then becomes whether the
di sci pl es would adopt the language of the tbi r d day . For
s uppos e the f irst appearance of Christ was t o Pet er a week
lat er as he was fishi ng in Gal ilee. Would the be lievers
the n say that J esu s was raised on t he third day r a t he r than,
say , t be s eventh? Lehmann says yes; for t he - t hir d day- is
not meant in any sense as a t ime i ndicat or, but i s a pure ly
theologi ca l concept. But were the di s c iples s o subt l e?
Cer t a i nl y Luke understan ds the third day as a time
indica t or , fo r be writes - But on t he first day of the week
• • • . That ve r y day • . • • it i s now the th ird day
• . . • the Chr i s t shou l d s uf f e r and on the third day r i s e
from the dead - (Lk . 24:1 , 13, 21, 46) . Lehmann and Bode ' s
r espons e is that Luke as a Gent ile did not unde r s t a nd the
theol ogi ca l s i gni f i cance of the third day, whi ch woul d have
be en c l ea r t o hi s Jewi sh co ntemporaries, and so mi s t ook i t
as a time indi cator . ~ This can not but ma ke one feel rather
uneas y ab out Lehman n' s hypothes i s, fo r i t involves i solating
Luke from all his Jewish contemporaries . And I su spect that
t hi s d i c hot omy bet wee n hi s t or i ca l understanding and
theologi ca l understanding i s a n i mport f rom the twentieth
cen tur y . The Rabbi s cit ed i n the Ta l mud and Hi dr as h no
doubt be lieved bot h t ha t t he events i n ques t ion really

44Lehmann, Auferwec~t , p . 174 ; Bode, Eas t er, pp.
125-2 6.
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happ en ed on th e t hi =d da y and that they were theologica l l y

s i gnif i cant, for they include in their lists of events t ha t

occur red on the t hi r d day not on ly ev ents in which the th i r d

day wa s i mportant theological ly (as i n t he giving of t he
law) but also event s in which the thi rd day wa s not ch a r ged

with t heologica l si9~ificanc e (as in Rahab and the spies).
There i s no r eas on to t hink that the New Tes t ament writers
did not thi nk Jes us actually rose on the third da y; John,
f or example, certa inly s eems to t a ke t he three da y figure 4S
a t ime i ndicator by cont rasting i t wi t h the 46 year s i t took
to build t he Temp le (Jo. 2 : 20 ) . But i n this case, i t is

doubtful that they wou ld have adopted the language of t he

third day unles s t he Easte r event s r eally di d t a ke place on
the third day . At a ny rate , if the gospe l traditions pr ove
historical in their time i ndi ca t ions, then it cannot be the
case that the t hi r d day is only a theo l ogica l I nt er pr et ament
signifying God's de l i vera nce and vict or y; r a t he r , i f the

events occurred on t he firs t day of the week , the n the
language of t he - t hi r d day· was adopted because (1) t he
third day in the LXX was a day of c l i max and of God ' s
de liverance , and (2) t he fi rs t day of the week was in fac t
t he t hi r d day subsequent t o t he cr ucifixion .

I th ink t his i s t he most likely account of t he matter.
This means t hat the phrase · on t he t hird day· i n t he f ormul a
of I Cor . 15 is a time indicator f or the eve nt s of Easter,
including t he empty tomb, employi ng the l a nguage of t he LXX
conc erning God ' s acts of deliverance and victory on the
t hi r d day , perhaps with t ex t s like Jonah 2 :1 and Hos . 6:2
espec i a lly in mind . The phrase is , in Lichtenstein's words,
a f us i on of historica l fact3 plus t heological tradition.~

There seems to be lit~l e doubt , therefore , that Pau l
accepted the idea of an empty tomb as a matter of cour se.
But d i d he know t he ~mpty tomb of Jesus? We know from
Paul 's own letter s t ha t Pa ul was i n Jerusalem three year s

45Lichte:\ste i !'. , "Glaubensformel, - p . 43 .
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after hi s convers ion, and that he st ayed wi th Peter two
weeks and also spoke wi th James (Gal. 1 :1 8-19) . We know
t ha t f ourteen ye a rs l ater he was again in Jerusalem and that
he ministered with Bar nabas in Ant ioch (Ga l . 2 :1, 11). We
know that he again was la t er t ravell ing to Jerusa lem with
financia l relief f or t he brethren t he re (Rom. 15 :25 ; I Cor .
16: 3; II Cor. 8-9 ) . Furthermore, his l etters t esti f y t o his
cor r esponde nce with his var i ous c hur ches , and his pe rsonal
ref e r ences make i t c l ea r t ha t he had a t e am of fel low
workers l i ke Titus, Ti mothy, Silas , Ar i starchus , Jus tus , and
ot he r s who kept him well-informed on the si t ua t i on i n the
churches ; he a l s o r ec e i ved personal r e port s from ot her
believer s , s uch as Chloe's people ( I Cor. 1:11 ) . Pa ul knew
wel l not on l y the aberrations of the c hurches (Gal. ; I Cor .
15: 29, but al so t he con t ext of t he t radi t ions he del i vered

( I Cor . 11 : 23-26) . Therefore, if the gospe l accounts of the
empty t omb embody old tradi tions concer ning i t s discovery,
i t s eems unthinkable t ha t Pa ul would not know of i t . If
Ma r k's na r r a t i ve co ntains a n old t r adit ion comi ng out of the
Je rus a l em community, t hen Paul would have had to be a
r ec lus e not to know of i t . This point seems so e l ementa ry ,
but it is s omehow usu a l l y overlooked by eve n t hose who hold
tha t Mar k embodies o l d t r ad i tions. If t he t r ad i t i on of the
empty tomb is old then i t s e ems undoubtable that somebody
would have t old Paul about i t .

But even apa r t from the Mar kan tradition, Paul must
have known the empty tomb . Paul certainly bel i eve d that the
grave was empty . Therefore Pet er , wit h whom Paul spoke
during those two weeks i n J erusa l em , must hav e a l so believed
the tomb was empty. Jerusalem was the f ount of the
t r ad i t i on embodied i n I Cor . 15:3-5 . There fo re , t he
Christian community also, of which Pe t e r was t he leader,
must have be lieved in the empty tomb . But that can on l y
i mpl y that t he tomb was i n fact empty . Not only would t he
di sciples not be l ieve i n a r esu r r ec t ion i f the cor ps e wer e
sti l l i n t he grave, but they coul d neve r have proc laimed the
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resur r ect i on either unde r such c ircumstances .* But if the
tomb was empty , then it is unth inkab l e that Paul , being i n

t he ci ty for t wo wee ks six years l a t er and after t ha t ofte n
in contact wi th t he Chr i st i a n community the re, should never
hea r a thing about t he empty tOmb. I ndeed , is it t oo much

to imagine that during his two wee k f ac t - f i ndi ng visi t Pau l
woul d want to visit the p lace where the Lor d l ay ? Ord i nary

human feelings wou l d suggest such a thing .~7 So I think

t hat i t is highly probable t hat Paul not ool y accepted th e

empt y tomb, but t ha t he also knew that t he actual gr ave of
Jes us was empty .

Wi t h rega rd tben to the empt y t omb, we have s een that

t he c lose connect i on i n t he f ormula between the -h e was
buried" and t he -h e wa~ ra i sed, · as well as the ver y notion
of r esurrect i on itse l f , implies the belief t hat Jesus's body
di d not remai n in the grave. Mor eover, t he phrase ·on t he
t hir d day· probably employs language of t he LXX to date the
even t s on t he first day of the week, including t he discovery

of J esus's empty t omb . Thus , not on l y is the empty tomb a
necessary inference, but i t was probably known t o those who
drafted the fo rmula as a hi s t or i ca l particular. Pau l 's

·'Th·1S presupposes that t he re was a tomb of J esu s,
i. e ., that hi s body was not cas t i nt o a cr i minals ' common
graveyard . But t he buri a l t r ad i tion of Jesus i s one of t he
s urest t radi tions co ncerning hi s death and resurrection
~hich we have. And it ough t to be questioned whether burial
1n a common plot would have necessarily meant 1 08 8 of the
body . Even af t er s everal weeks , a fres hly dug grave co uld
be ident i f ied f a i r ly easi l y, and t he J ews could have pointed
to it to s i lence t he d i s c iples ' preaching .

47Act ua l l y i f Paul had been i n Jerusalem prior to
his t rip t o Damas cus , as Acts r epor t s , then he probably
woul d h~ve heard of t he empt y tomb then, not indeed, from
t he Chr1st i ans , but from t he J ewi s h authorities in whos e
employ he was. For even i f the Christians in their
ent hus i asm had not checked to s ee i f the tomb of Jesus was
empt y, the Jewish authorities could be gui lty of no such
ove r s i ght . So i ronica l l y Pa ul may have known of the empty
t omb even befor e his conversion .

I
•

I
I
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pe rsonal contact with the ea r ly Je rusa lem chur ch precludes

his not knowing that t he t omb was empty . I n t his case,
there seems to be good hi st or i ca l founda t i on fo r bel iev ing
it was empty , especially i f the t r aditions of Jesus 's burial
are trustworthy_ ThU S, Paul '. evidence for t he empty tomb ,

though not as ext ens i ve as t hat f or the appear a nces, is
quite important . From him we lea rn tha t the earliest
disci pl es not onl y i nterred, but probably also knew of,
Jesu s 's empty t omb as a hi s torical f act , through i r s
discover y on t he thi rd day after t he crucifixion, a
conclusi on s treng t hene d i n proport i on to th e evidence f or

hi s entombment .
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CHAPTER 4

raE NATURE OF THE RESURRECTION BODY

I Cor . 15 : 35-5 7

One fina l and gripping issue in I Cor. 15 now confronts
us : the nature of the resur rection body as conceived by

Pau l . This will have important implications fo r the
his t or i c i t y of t he gospe l narratives, for Pa u l plainly holds

tha t our resurrect ion bodies wi l l be modeled after Christ' s .

What is t r ue therefore of ours wi ll be i pso facto true of

his . 1 Paul 's discuss i on of t he nature of t he resurrection
body in I Cor. 15:35-57 arouses not only deep emotiona l

feel i ngs on t he part of crit i cs , bu t also br i ngs t o t he

su r f ac e one's t heo logi ca l preco nceptions, and few other
pas s ages of scripture hav e been t he s ubject of so much
theo l og i z ing as t his .2 Before we examine the pas sage mor e

Ipaul' S expression "f i r s t fruits " (1 Cor . 15:2 0)
mea ns "a genuine ly represent a t i v e sample " (cf . Rom. 11 :16 )
(J . A. T. Robins on , The Human Fa ce of God [LOndon: SCM , 1913 ),
p . 134) . I t do es no good to ob j ect wi t h Bode t hat th i s i s
r ea soni ng i l licit l y from doctri ne to his tory (Edward Lynn
Bode, The Fi r s t Eas ter Morn i ng, AB 45 (Rome: Bibl i cal
Institute Pr ess , 1910], p. 99 ) . For Pa ul expl i citly t eac hes
that our r esur rect ion bod ies wi l l be like Christ' S (I Cor.
15 :20 ; Col . 1: 18 ; Phil . 3: 21 ; Rom. 6 : 5). The r efore , what is
essenti a l l y t ru e of our s is t rue of hi s . Because of Pa ul 's
tempo ral proxim i ty to t he eve nt s and hi s persona l
acqu aint an ce with t hose i nvolved, s cho l ars are general ly
ready t o t a ke what Pa ul says or i mp l ies about Chr i s t's
res urrection body to be his t or i ca l ly well-founded .

2Consider th e heated rea c t i on that Cullmann's b ook
met with when he def ended a s b i blical t he resur r ection of
the dead aga i nst t he immortality of the soul. Cullmann
responded, "The attacks provoked by my wor k wou l d imp ress me
mo r e if t hey wer e based on exegetical arguments . I ns t ead 1
am a t t a cked with very genera l considerations o f a
Philosophical, psychological, and above all sentimental
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closely , therefore , a word needs t o be s aid about Paul's

a nt hr opol og i ca l te rns a~llo. . oapt I a nd 4oux~ .

Paul ' s Anthropological Terms
The most i mportant term in the second half of I Cor . 15

is a~lla .3 During the nineteenth century und er t he i nf l ue nce

of idea lism, theologians inte r p r e t e d the O",UQ as the form of

a thing and the oapt as i t s e ubet .ea c e ." In this way they

cou l d av oid the obj ectionab l e not ion of a physical
resurrect i on, f or i t was t he f orm t hat was ra ised from the

dead endowed wi t h a new s pi r i tua l s ubs tance . Hen ce , in the
o ld comment a r i e s one f i nds t h a t the a",lola I.VC:VUO n.II&V wa s

conce ived to be a body made out of bicml i s ch er

kind . It has be en said against me , ' I can accept t he
i mmor t a l ity of t he soul , bu t not the r esur r ect i on of the
body ' •• • " (Oscar Cullmann, Immortality of the Soul or
Resurrec tion of the Dead [London: Epworth Pr ess, 1958 ], pp.
6- 7) . A good exampl e of this sort of bias i s Eduard
Schwei zer, "Di e Leiblichkeit des Mens che n : Lebe n- - Tod- w

Auf ers t ehung , · in idem, BeitrSge zur Theologie des Neuen
Tes tamen t s (ZUrich: zwi ngl i Verlag , 1970) , pp . 177-81 .

3Tbe outst a nding work on this concept, which I
follow her e, i s Robert H. Gundry , Soma i n Bibl ical Theology
(Cambridge: Cambridge univers i t y Press, 1976) . Other work s
include: Er ns t Ki s ema nn, Leib uod Leib Chri s ti , BHT 9
(TUbingen : Mohr , 19331; 3 . A.T . Robinson , The Bodv (London :
SCM, 1952 ); TWHT, s vv , ·OW\lO , CllII\lon ..d~ , .0UoClIol \lOS , " by
Eduard Schwei ze r and Friedrich Baumgirtel ; Rudolf Bul tmann ,
Tbeol ogie de s Neu en Tes tamen ts , 7th ed ., ed. Otto Me r k
(TUbi ngen: 3 .C . B. Mohr, 1961 ), pp . 193- 203; Robert J ewet t,
Paul's Ant hropol ogical Terms , AGAJY 10 (Leiden: E.J. Bri l l,
19711, pp . 201-304; K.-A. Bauer , Leiblichkeit--das Ende
all er Werke Got tes, SNT 4 (Gut ers 1oh : Mohn, 1971 ) .

4C. Ho lsten , zum Evangel i um de s Pau l us und des
Petr us (Rostoc k : St i l l er, 1868 ) ; Herma nn Ludemann, Die
Ant hr opol ogi e des Apos t e l s Paulu s und ibre Stel lung
i nner bal b seiner Heilsl ehre (Kiel: UniversitAtsverlag,
1872); remarkably s o a lso Hans Conze lma nn, Der er s te Bri ef
an di e Korinther , KEKNT 5 (Got t ingen : Vandenboec k ,
Rupr ec ht, 1969 ). p . 335. In fac t , I have been amazed at hoW
frequectly I ha ve encou nt ered this viewpo i nt in discussions
wi t h con t empora r y German t he ol ogians .

\,
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Li ch t s ubs t an z . s Thi s unde r standing has now been all but
aba ndoned ; Gundry l ists six cons iderations mi l i t at ing
aga i ns t t aking 0;;;\10 as f orm a nd Oo.llt as s ubstance :' (1) the
i nf l uence upon t he New Testament use of CI ~llt by t he Old
Tes t ament use of ,g~ fo r fles h as a whol e body, as opposed
to the Gree k view of fles h as the sof t part and pri mary
subs t a nce of the body (Gal. 4: 13- 14; II Cor . 12 :1 ; Rom.
2:28; I Cor . 6:16) ; ( 2) Pa ul ' s use of 1:1;;;\1<1 to emphas i ze
substance rather t ha n form: (a l in the contras t be t ween
pomme l ing the body and beating the air (I Cor. 9:26-27) , (b)
in the contrast between body and shadow (Col . 2: 17) , and (cl
i n the co ntrast between bodily presence and communication by
letter ( II Cor . 10 :10 ); ( 3) t~e use of ul~os in the plural
as a synonym fo r O;;;\l CI ; ( 4) the i mpl i ca t i on of the
exhortation to sanct i t y of t he OW\I<I that 0';'\10 entails
subs t a nce as well as f orm (1 Cor. 7:34 ); ( 5) the implication
of the similar exhortation to s anct if i cat i on of t he CI~pt

that (lapt a nd aiil\lCl can int erchange wit hout r efere nce to fOrTII
or substance; (6) the same implicat ion f r om the inte rcha nge
of OilJ\lCl , o&ot , a nd \ll~'l as in Rom . 6- 8 (except where aall t

ca r r i e s moral implicat i ons of sin) and in I Cor . 15 :35-44.
The view of OW\lO as merely form and oap t as i t s su bs t a nce
ca nnot be exeget ically s usta i ned; a;;;\l1I i s the body , f orm and

substance .
This does not mean, however, that twe ntieth cent ur y

theo logians t ak e 0';'\111 to mean t he physical body . Rather
under the i nf l uence of exi stent ia lism, particular ly as
adopted by Bul tmann, t hey take aW\lQ, when used
theologica l l y, as the whole pe r son conce ived abs tractly in
exi ste nt i a l i s t categor i es of s e l f - unde r s t a ndi ng . Thus , aW\lCI

does not equal t he physical body , but t he person, a nd hence ,

Ssee Hens Lietzman n, An die Kor inther I, I I. 4th
ed., rev . Werner Geo r g Kumme l . HNT 9 (Tubingen : J . C. B. Mohr.
1949). p . 194 .

6Gundry , Soma, pp. 161- 62 .
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a bod i ly resur rection means, not a resu r r ec tion of the
physical body , but of the person . I n this way the doctrine
of physical resurrection is avoided as adroitly as it was in
t he days of phi l osophi ca l idealism.

It is the burden of Gundry's study to show that th is
understanding is drastically wrong . Eve n if his exegesi s
suffers at times from over-kill,' Gundry succeeds admirably
in carrying his main point : that o~~~ is never · used i n the
New Testament to denote the whole person in i solation from
his physical body, but is much more us ed to denote t he
phys i ca l body itself or t he man wi t h special emphasis on the
physi cal body .

Let us review the evidence f or Paul 's us e of OW~B in
t his way.' First , i t is often a l l eged tbat becau s e Paul
us es ow~o and personal pr onouns interchangeably, o,;;~o must
re f er to the pe rson. But the pres uppos i t i on of this
allegation is tha t the pronoun , when used fo r ow~o , expands
the meaning of Olowa rather t han t hat 0 ';;1>0 restricts the
meaning of the pronoun. This presuppositi on i s unj us t i f ied,
for t he Ow~a may l i mit the meaning of the pronoun a s in "She
s lapped his f ac e;- - She slapped hi m. - In f act, al ~ the
place s whe r e Paul inte rchanges oid~o wi t h pe r sona l pronouns
ar e examples of th i s ki nd; t he emphasis is on t he physical .
Hence , Rom. 6:12-1 4, 16a is s trongly phys i ca l; not e iv •

7For example, i n his attempts to find a r i gi d
dual i sm in the Old Testament , he cannot expla i n t he
r eferences to co r pses as s oul s (Lev . 21:1 1; Num. 6 :6) , and
he ove rdoes it when he maintains that Paul's · pr es e nt in
s pi rit" but "abs ent i n body " (I Cor . 5: 3-5 ) e nt ai ls a
l i t er a l pr es e nce of Pau l 's spi r it , f or t his would
tec hnica l l y i mply the de-animat ion of Paul 's body wh i l e hi s
spirit was abroad (Gundry , Soma, pp. 122, 141 ) 1 Mos t of
Gundry ' s texts do not support duali sm, but merely
dspect i va l i s rn ; but it does prove a ubiquitous us e of
dual i s t i c language . When it comes to t exts t hat clearly
contemplate the separation of soul or s pir i t and body at
death , then Gundry' S argument for dualism is strong and
pe r suas i ve·

8Gu ndry , Soma, pp . 29-80 .
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owuon , the para lle l uo.. ." the term ol Ao , the re f ere nces to
sexua l i mmoral i ty (6:1 9; 7:1-3) . Similarly II Cor. 4: 10-1 2
i s physica lly oriented: note the physical ch aract er of t he
persecution (I Cor . 1:8- 10 ), the earthen vessel met aphor for
the body ( 4: 7) , t he cont rast between the oute r and inne r man

(4 : 16) , t he ea r t hly t ent which can be destroyed as a figure
for the body (5 :1) , and the cootrast be t ween be i ng at home
in or away f r om t he body (5 :6 , 8- 9 ) . And in Eph . 5 :2 8- 29
t he physica l orientation of the passage is apparent from t he
us e of OGc ( ( in a morally neutral sense) in a physical way
parallel to t he use of owuo . Thus the interchang e of
pronouns wi t h 0;;'\10. by no means implies that ClW~o refers t o
t he "person- in i so l a t i on f rom the body.

Elsewhere Paul ' s use of ClWLlO is equa lly phys i cal. I n I
Cor . 7:4 ; Rom. 1:24 the or i entation is sexual and phys ical.
The same i s t rue of I Cor . 6:12-20 , a pa s s age in which
Bultmann's exeges i s oscillates back and forth between
phys i ca l an d existential meanings f or oWUO . If the meaning
wer e holistic, the n marr iage would a180 brea k union wi th
Chr i s t . The -one f l e s h- r e f e r s t o physical union of two
bodies in sexual int e rcourse. In Rom. 12 :1 owuo s tands f or
the phys ica l life of mao; i t i s contrasted with the mi nd

(12: 2) a nd is clea r l y physical in 12: 4. I Cor. 9: 26 refers
to t he phys i ca l side of ma n, as the context and the athletic
metapho r s s how; I Cor . 13:3 can only mean the body, fo r t he
whol e self or person cannot be burned. Phil . 1:20 ref ers to
the phys i ca l pre se nce in the world, as the phrase "to r emain

in t he f l e s h" (1 :2 4) makes c lear . Rom. 8:11 r efers t o the
body in which t he Holy Spirit dwells.

There are sever a l pas s ages in whi c h O"'\l(l: appears to
equa l OGP( in the morally ev il sense (Rom. 6: 6; 7: 24 ; 8: 10,
12-13). But in t hese cases t he OW\lO is the i ns trument of

OGpt , not necessarily i t s equivalent; "body of death " and
"body of sin " a r e not t he f l e s h pe r se but t he physical body
enslaved and doomed t o death by sin . The body of f lesh in
Col . 2 :11 refers to Chrlst 's physi ca l body (cf. Col . 1: 22;
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Rom. 7 : 4; I Pet . 2:24; 4 :1 ) . 9 The r ema1010g passage i n

whi ch CWJjCl might appear to equa l oapt in a morally evi l

s ense is Rom. 8:10 . Now even if t hey wer e her e s yno nymous ,
t hat do es not wi n a holistic mean i ng fo r OWI.< (I , f or oapt is

the sinfu l pr oc l i v ity wi t hi n man 's na t ure . But in fac t the

only way to eq uate t he t wo i s t o make a r adical break before

v. 11 , f or t here God is s aid to make al i v e the body, which
he would never do to t he evil fl esh. But the c arry-over of

vocabu l ary prec ludes any s uch break . The dead bodies in v .

10 a re the bodies to be made a l ive in t he e schaton by Chr i s t

in v. 11 and therefore mean "mor t a l bodies ~ (cf. 6:12;

7: 24 ) . Thus OWl.JCI ne v e r means t h e mora lly evi l aapt

s impl ici ter . Pau l 's r eferences t o "bod i l y presence · ( I I

Cor . 10 : 10) a nd - absent in body · ( I Cor . 5:3; c f . Col . 2:5;
I The as . 2: 17 ) r e f er t o physical presence . Other passages
are obviously physical : the wounds on Paul's body (Ga l .

6 :17 ) , Abraham's i mpot e nt body (Rom. 4 : 19 ) , t he physica l

deeds i n t hi s world (Rom. 8 : 13 ) , t he transformation of the

physical body (Phi l . 3 :21 ) . Gundry ' S con clusion is worth
quoting :

The s oma denotes the phys i ca l body, r oughly
synonymous with 'flesh ' i n t he ne utra l sense . I t f orms
that part of man i n a nd through whi c h he live s and acts
i n t he world . It be comes t he bas e of opera tions for
s i n i n t he unbeliever , f or the Holy spirit i n t he
be l ieve r . Barri ng prior occurrence of the Pa r ous i a ,
t he soma wi ll die . That i s t he l ingering effect of s i n
even in t he be l ieve r . But i t wil l a l s o be r esur r ec t ed.
That is its ultimate end, a major proof of its wor th
a nd necessity t o who leness of human being , an d the
reason for i t s sanct if i cation ne w;"

9Thi s is, I thi nk , the most di fficu lt passage for
Gundry . But eve n if the r eference he r e is not to Christ ' s
body, ~t is nonetheles s apparent t ha t body does not equa l
fle s h 1n the passage , for then it would be unintelligibl e to
speak of the "body of fl esh . M I t may be tha t "body- is here
a p hys i ca l metaphor, as in "body of Christ ,M meaning the
who le mass of sins . At any rat e the use o f Mbody " as
"fleshMin the moral sense does not figure in I Cor . 15 .

10Gundry, Soma, p . 50 .

The i mpor t a nce of this conclusion ca nnot be over­

emphasiz ed. Too long we have been told that f or Paul awuo

i s t he ego , the MIM of a man . n Like a da sh o f co l d water ,

11For example, Con zelm ann wr ites ,
• . oiOuo designat es the ' I ' . • . t he ' I' in so fa r

a s i t can be gra sped by itsel f and ot hers a s t he
pos s ible object of a ct i on through others and through
itse lf . I am aidllo i n s o far as I can s tand ove r
against mys el f , govern myself and risk myself. I am
obiuo i n so fa r a s I des ire • . . . oiO\lO i s t hus the I
a s a s ubjec t which a ct s and an Obj ect which is a cted
upon, espec i al ly the I as one that acts upon itself "
(Hans Conzelmann , An Outl ine of the Theol ogy of the New
Tes t ament [ New York : Harper & Row, 196 8] , pp . 176- 77 ).

Cf . Bu1tman n , Theologie, pp. 196- 98 . Thi s l eads to the
f a l lacy of Mar xs en that because the aW\lCI i s t he ~ I , - the
opposit i on between the present body and the resurrection
bod y is really between the ea r t hly - I- Bnd t he spiritua l - I"
(Wi l li MBrxsen, The Resurrec tion of J esus of Nazareth,
trans . Margaret Kohl (London : SCM Press, 1970 ] , pp: 69-70;
cf . Er hardt GUttgemanns, Der leidende Aposte l und sein Herr,
FRLANT 90 [G6ttingen : Van de nhoeck & Ruprecht , 1966], pp .
247- 81) . Logically t hi s i mplies t hat death a nd re surrect i on
i s t he dea th a nd r esu r r ection of the ego, a viewpoint whi ch
is indis t i ngu ishable from t he reviv i f i ca t i on and s ubsequent
i mmortal ity of t he soul. Robinson ' s error is somewhat
dif f erent. He r ecogni zes that a"'\lO- a s the empirical ego
(Bul t ma nn) is strictly po st-Cartesian end that oW\I~ as t he
who l e persona li ty i s unHebr a ic . He holds that aiOuo is the
body created fo r God, but tha t it is not in the l ea s t
constitut ed by its being phys i ca l . I t f ulf il l s its e s sence
by be i ng utte r l y subj ect to Spirit , not by bei ng either
m~terial or immaterial. I t s substance depends ent irely on
t he na t ure of the medium t hr ough whi c h the Spirit i s
mani fes ting itself (Robinson, Body , p. 32) . Nothing in
Robinson 's prior 31 pa ges justifies such a conc lus ion .
Robinson neve r shows that OW\lO- ca n be used in abs t raction
from the material component or aspect to describe a pur e ly
immaterial entity . He has only proved aW\lCI is not the
-pr i me matter " of which things are made . I t is true that
t he body is fulfill ed in its sub j ect io n to Spirit as a
aiO\lo ~vc uiJ. Cln,dv ; but what i s the proof that materialit y is
non-essentia l? Robinson never renders i ntell igible t he
notion of a litera l, non -physical, immaterial body . The
idea t hat cW\lQ may have an immaterial substance or medium
s ur r ept i t i ous l y i ntroduces the not i on t ha t aW\lo ~vcu1JCtn M6v

is a body mad e out of spirit, whic h i t is not (see p . 132) .



Gundry's study brings us back to the genuine anthropological
co nsc i ousness of first century man. The notion of body as
the · 1 " i s a perversion of the biblical meaning of ow~a :

Robert Jewett asserts , "Bul t ma nn has turned aw~a into its
virtual opposite: a symbol f or that structure of individua l
existence wh ich is essentially non -physical . -u Hence ,

Gundry concludes , exis t entialist trea tments of aw~a , as much
as idealist treatments, have been .a positive i mpedi ment to
accurate his torical-critica l exegesis of I Cor. 15 and ha ve
sacrif iced t he ol ogy t o a philosophica l fa shion that is
a l r eady passe .11

To say that owua r efers pr imarily to t he phys i ca l body
is not to say that the word cannot be us ed as synecdoche to
refer to the who l~ man by r efe re nce t o a part . "The s oma
may represent t he whol e person simply bec ause the soma lives
i n union with t he soul/spirit. But soma doe s not mean
' whol e person ,' because its use is designed to ca l l
a t tent i on to the physica l ob j ect which i s t he bod y of t he
person rather t han the whol e personaIi t y • • 1. Nor does this
prec l ude metaphorica l use of the word, as in the "body of

Christ" f or the church; fo r i t is a physical metapho r : t he
church is not the "I" of Christ . Whe n we turn to I Cor . 15
and inquire about the nature of the resu r rection body,
therefore, we sha l l be inquiring about a body , not about a n
ego, an "I , · or a "per s on" abstractly conc eived apart from
the body . IS

12Jewe t t , Term~ , p . 21 1.

13Gundr y , Soma , p . 167 .

14Ibi d . , p , 80 .

15Even Weiss, who be lieve s t hat aw~a ca n sta nd fo r
the whole personality, admit s t hat in I Cor . 15 s uch a
meaning i s inadmis sable (Joha nnes weiss , Der erste
Korintherbrief , 9t h ed . , KEKNT 5 (Got t i ngen : Va nde nhoec k ,
Ruprecht , 1910] . p. 372 ) . See al s o John Gil lma n ,
"Tr a ns f ormat ion i n I Cor. 15 , 50- 53 ," ETL 58 (1982) : 328- 29.
Although Gillman , appeal i ng t o the r eview s of Gundr y's work
by J .D.G. Dunn i n SJT 31 (1 978) : 288- 91 an d Da nie l ~ .

1

m

I have al ready alluded to Paul's use of aapt , a nd it
wi ll not be necessary to say much here . Iii Theologians are
familiar with aaol; as the evil proclivity withi n man. This
touches sensitive ne rves in German theo logy because the
Creed in German states that I believ e in t he re surrect ion of
t he Flei sch , not of the body as i n the Engl i s h .
t r anslation." Hence , many theologians are r ight ly anxious
to disassociate themselves f r om an y doct rine t ha t t he f l e sh
as a morall y evi l princip l e will be resurr ected . But they
seem prone t o overlook the f act that Paul oft en us es oa pt in
a non-moral sense s i mply to mea n t he physical fl esh or body.
In t his morally neutr a l s ense the resurrection of the f lesh
= resurrection of the body . Now in I Cor. 15 Paul i s
clearly s peaking of o~p l; i n a phys i ca l , morally neutra l
sense , for he speaks of the fl esh of bi rds, animals, and
f i sh , whi c h woul d be absurd in a ny moral sense. Hence ,

Harrington i n Bib 58 (1 977 ):136 38, considers himsel f in
disaar eement with Gundry 's view, still he asser ts that t he
OWUll 4ovx~ "ov is the tota l ity of the cr eated , corporea l
pe rson wi t h particular attention to the morta l , physical
body and the awua r;v~v~an " ov is the totality of t he
resur rected, heavenly, corporea l person a ni mated by t he
Spir it. This is only a shade diffe r ent f rom Gundry'S vi ew,
however , and Gillman agrees that " .. • t he believ er has a
bod y now a nd wi l l have t he same body, t ransformed , a f te r
death M ( Ibid ., p . 330) . The point is t hat aw~a does not
r e f er to t he ·self " in abstraction f r om t he phys i cal body .
As for the t wo r ev i ews , only Dunn objects to Gundry 'S
concept of OWUll , but even he agrees that owua designates man
as embodied i n the world . But he goes beyond the evidence
a nd dege nerates into self-contradiction when he asser ts that
it is a physical embodiment in this wor l d and a spiritual
embodiment in t he next .

16See TWNT, s c v , M acipl; , allP"~ Jlo~ , a cip,,~vo< , M by
Eduard Schweizer , Fr iedrich Baumgartel , a nd Rudolf Meyer ; .
Bultmann, Theologie , pp . 232-39; Alexander Sand , Der Begr~ff

"Fl ei s ch" in den Paul inischen Hauptbriefen , BU 2
(Regensburq: Fr iedr i ch Pustet , 1967 ); E. Br a nde nburger,
Fleisch und Geist (Ne uki r chen- Vluyn: Neukirchner verlag,
1968) ; J ewet t, Terms, pp . 49-166 .

17See Kar l Born h~u se r, Das Recht des Bekenntni sses
zur Aufersteh ung des Fleis ches (Gut er s l oh : C. Ber tel smann ,
1899) .
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~ewett dr aws attent ion to -the striking depa r tu re from t he

tec hnica l 'flesh ' categor y a nd a n appropri ation of
t raditional Judaic us e of oao';: as i nt e r c hangeable wi th

", Will;< • • 11 Unde r stood in t hi s physical sense , the doctrine

of the res ur rect i on of the f l es h i s therefore morally
unobjectionable .

Finally a brie f word on th e thi rd t erm 4o ul{ ti : 19 Pau l

d oe s not teach a consistent dua l i s m o f llWUO - lIouxti , but o f t e n

us e s wccue and othe r t e r ms t o designate the immaterial

e l e me nt of man . I n f act , in thl!! ad j ec t i val form , "'UXl,. M &~

bas a meaning t hat does not connote i mmat e r i al i t y at a ll,
but r at her t he natural character of a t bing in
cont r adi st i ncti on to the s uperna t ura l ch a rac t e r of God' s
Spirit . Thus in I Cor . 2 :1 4- 3: 3 Pau l different iates t hree
t ypes of me n: the <i."'&P<ol l4, ~vx ~M6, or nat ural ma n apart
from God' s Spirit; the &..,&p"".6, l .., t I) U o.T ~M& ( or spiritual ma n

who is led a nd empower ed by God ' s Spirit ; a nd the av&p""•ss
oop_ ~vos or car nal man Who, t hough possess i ng the Spirit of

God ( I Cor. 12: 13), i s nevert heles s s t ill unde r t he sway of
t he odo( or evil princi ple in human natur e. Thi s makes it
evi dent that f or Paul 4ovl(uo, d id not have the connot ations
which we today as sociate with · soul . ·

Three analogies t o t he resur rec tion
Wi t h these t er ms in mi nd we now turn t o Paul 's

d i s cussi on in I Cor . 15 :35-57. He begins by aski ng t wo
pol emical quest ions: How a r e the dead ra i s ed ? Wi t h what
ki nd of body do tbey come? (v . 35)~ The structure of

18J ewett, Terms, p . 454 .

19, E .. ee r W1n Rohde, Psycbe , 2 vol s ., 2d ed .
(Tilbi ngen: Mohr , 1921 ); Tl'INT , s.v., " 4-uxli , cj.U X ~ K O "

(h'&~I)(o~ ,. ' o."ollo" x" , 6 ':~uxo " o~LY6~l) x o , , " by Geor g Ber t ram,
Albert D1hle , Edmond J acob, Edua r d Lohse, Eduard Schweizer,
and Karl-Wolfgang Trager; Bultman n, Tbeologie , pp . 204-1 1;
Jewett , Ter ms, pp . 334-57 ; Gundry, Soma , pp . 83-86.

20Cf . Baruc h ' s questions :
· ' In wha t sh ape wi l l t hose live who live in Thy day ?

J

;

I

1

J
I

"

m

Paul's answer led J e r emias t o s ugges t t hat i n VS . 36·50 he
fi r st answers t he second question a nd then in vs. 51-57 t he
f i r st quest ion . 21 But Mor issette has s hown t hat Pau l i s
us ing bere the t raditional rabbin i ca l schema of argume nt and
tha t r epe t i t i on and para l lelism are t ypical in t his s tyle of
a r gume nt. D The two questions pr oba bly amount to t he s ame
th i ng . Paul's oppo nents seemed t o have been unabl e to

ac cept the r es ur r ect i on because t he resurrection of a
materia l body was either inconce i va bl e or offens i ve to t hei r
Gr eek minds (cf . Bultmann 's wr esu8c i t a t i on of a corpse W

) .

Paul's ans wer s teers a careful cours e between t he crasser
f orms of the Pharisaic do ctri ne of resurrection, i n whi ch
the raised will, f or example, eac h beget a t housand childre n
and ea t the fle s h of Leviathan , a nd t he Pl at oni st i c doctrine
of the i mmor t a l i ty of the so ul apart f rom the body. pau l
wi ll contend that the r es ur r ec t i on body wi l l be radically
dif f er ent from t hi s natural body, bu t t ha t it will
neve r theles s be a body- -he envis i ons no r elease of the s oul
from the pr i son bous e of t he body. Paul' s an swer i s t hat
the r es urrect i on body wi l l be a marvelous transformation of
our present body , maki ng i t s uitable f or exis t ence in t he
age to come - -a doct ri ne not unusual i n the J uda ism of Pau l's
day and remarkably s imi l a r t o that of the contemporar y I I

Or how will the splendour of those who (are ) aft~r that
time continue?
Wi l l they then r esume this form of the present,

Or wil t Thou perchance c ha nge t hese t hings which have
bee n in the world
As a l so t he world?' · (I I Baruch 49: 2-3 )

21Cf • Joachi m Jeremi as , ·' Fl es h and Blood Cannot
Inheri t the Kingdom of God' ( I Cor . XV . 50), · NTS 2 (1 955­
56) :156-57 .

22Rodolphe Mor issette, WLa condi t ion de ressucit6 . I
Cor inthiens 15, 35-49 : structure l i tt6raire de loll. ptricope, ·
Bib 53 ( 1972) :20 9, 216-24 .
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Baruch 50-5 1, whi c h s hould be read in conjunction wi t h
Pau l ' 5 a r gume nt . !)

I n t he fi rst pa ragraph , VB . 36-41, Paul searches for
analogies t o t he res urrect i on o f the dead ( v o 42 ) ; The

first a nalogy Is th e ana logy of t he seed . 14 The point o f

the analogy i s simply t o draw attention to how diffe rent t he
plant is from t he seed that is buried i n the ground (cf. Mt.
13: 31-32 for ~esus's us e of a similar a nalogy i n another
context ). z I t i s a good an alogy for Paul's purposes , for
the s owi ng of t he s eed and i ts deat h a r e remi niscent of the
bur ia l of t he dead man (vs . 42-44) . To criticize Paul's
an a l ogy from t he standpo i nt of moder n bota ny--s aying, f or

exareple , t hat a seed does not real ly die--presses t he
ana logy too far. Similarly some comment a t ors cri t icize
Paul ' s anal ogy be ca use he l acked the modern botanica l not i on
that a particular type of s eed yie lds a pa r t i cu l a r t ype of
plant; Paul t hought God alon e determined what pl an t s hould

. 2 ~pau I ' s teaching i s essentially the Jewish doctr i ne
of glor~fled ?od i es , according t o Weiss , Korintberbrief , p .
345 ; W. D. Dav~ e s, Paul and Rabbi nic Juda i sm , 2d ed . (London :
SPCK, 1965) , pp . 305- 08; Ul ric h Wi l c ke ns , Auferstebung , TT4
( Stuttgar t and Berlin : Kre U2 Verlag, 1970 ), pp . 128- 31;
J oseph L. Smit h , ·Resur r e ct ion Faith Today, · TS 30
( 19 6 9 ~ : ~ 06 . I t is highly i ns t ru ctive that in Acts 23:6 Luke
ident~f~ es Paul's doctrine of t he res urrect i on wi th that of
tbe Phar i sees (c f . 24 :14 ; 26 :6 , 21- 23 ) .

2400 t he dyi ng of the seed, cf. I n . 12: 24 . On the
na~e~ness of the ~eed cf . la t e r para l l e ls i n the r abbi ni ca l
wr~t~ngs (Sanh edr~n 90b; Trac ta te Ket hubboth 111b; P irk~ de
Rabbi Eliezer 33 . 17c ) , but t hese have t o do wi th whet her we
shall hav e clothes at the res urrec tion . The analogy is t hat
as the pl ant comes c lothed f r om the naked s eed, so s ha l l we
a t t he resurrect ion. Paul us e s the ana l ogy differently.

25H.A. W• Meyer , Handbucb uber de n Er s t en Bri ef an
di e K~ri n tber, 6th ed. , r ev . Georg Heinric i , XEKNT 5
(G6tt~ngen : Vandenhoeck , Ruprecht's verl ag, 1881) , pp . 442­
43; J eremi as , · ' Fl esh and Bl ood ,' · p. 156; Rona ld J . Sider ,
-The Paul i ne Concept ion of the Resurrection Body i n I
Corinthians xv . 35-54, · NTS 21 (1 975) : 431 .

•
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sp r i ng up from any seed that was sown (v . 38) .~ But t his
i s quit e unr easonable , as though Pa ul cou l d t hi nk that a
da te - pa l m could co nce i vably spri ng from a grain of corn I He
s pec i f i ca l l y says that God gives - ea ch ki nd of seed its own
body " (v . 38 ) whi ch harks back to the Genesis account of t he

creation of O. lpll Cl ~a T~ ylvot ( LXX Gen. 1: 11 , 12 ) . In an
agr a r i an cu lture, t he Israelites ce r ta inly knew the

d i f f er enc e between sowing wheat and tares and that thorns do
not br ing f orth grapes or thist l e s figs . At a ny rate this
l os es t he whole po int of the an a logy: that from t he me r e
s eed God produces a wonderfully different plant.

Paul tben appeal s t o the an alogy of different sorts of
fl esh aga i n in order t o prove t hat i f we recognize
di f fe r e nces even i n the physical world then t he resurr ecti on
body could also be different from our pres ent body. Pau l 's
a na l ogy may have i n mind t he creation a ccount , but I t hi nk
t he Jewish distinct ion between c l ean a nd unclean food i s
closer (cL Lev . 11 ; an i mals: 1- 8; f i s h : 9-1 2; b i r ds : 13 ­

19; insects : 20-23 ; swa rmi ng things: 29_30 ) .n So I do
not th ink oa pt he r e is precisely identical wi t h OWllo . Not
only would that r ed uce Paul's argument to the rather banal
asse r t i on that men hav e different bodies from f i s h , but it
woul d a l so e nt a i l the false statement that all a nimals have
t he same kind of body. Rat her i n t he present connection ocip£"

26H~r ing, Premi ~re ~p1 tre, p . 145 . Allo t hinks that
on the contr a r y Paul wa nts to s ay that t he nature of t he
plant cor r es ponds t o that of t he seed {Er ns t-Ber nar d Allo ,
Premi ~re ~p1tre aUK Cor i nt biens (Paris: Li br a i r i e Lecof f r e ,
1934) , p , 422; cf. Sider, "Concept ion, - p . 4 31 ) .

27Se e a l so t he very interes t ing l i st i n I Kings
4: 33b : animals , birds, rept iles , and f i sh . On the dif ferent
t ypes of fl e sh , s ee Tractate Chullin 8 . 1, whe re the author
exp lains that one ca nnot coo k fle s h i n milk , un less i t i s
t he f lesh of f i s h or of grasshoppe rs ; fo wl may be s et on t he
tabl e with c hees e , but not e aten with it . See also Davies,
Paul , p . 306.



means essentially "meat" or ~organic matter.~~ The old
corrunent a r i e s were there fo re wrong in defining :l&p( tout
simple as ~substance, ~ f or ino r ganic matter woul d not be

oopt ; Paul would never sp eak of t he fl esh of a stone . To
say that the resurrection body has therefor e a d i f f er ent
kind of flesh than t he present body probably pr es s es the
analogy t oo f a r ; all Paul wa nt s to show i s that as t her e are
di f f er ences among mundane things , ana l ogous l y the
supernatural resurrection body could al so differ from t he

prese nt body .
The third analogy i s tha t of t er r es t rial a nd ce les t ia l

bodies (vs . 40-41) . The re can be no doubt from v. 41 t ha t
Paul ~ean s ast ronomica l bodies, not angel s. N Agai n the
point of the analogy is the same: t her e are radical
diff erences among bodies in the physical world, s o why

should not the body i n the worl d to come differ from t he
present body ? Paul' s a~a logy is particular ly apt in t his
case because as the heave nl y bodies ex ceed t er r estri al
bod ie s in glory, so does t he r esurrection body the natur al
body [v , 43; d. PhiL 3 : 21) .:10 The 60(0. of t he heavenly

28Thi • is not to s ay, however, that Paul contemplates
any formal d i c hot omy between form and substa nce that car rie s
over to t he othe r ana logies, as the olde r commentari es held
a nd as Conzelmann still asserts (Conzelmann , Korl ntber , pp.
334- 36) •

2950 Hei nric i contra Meyer (rHeinrici-] Meyer ,
Ersten Briel , p . 444).

30Cf . II Baruch 51 :1 - 10 whe re the glory of the
righteous seems to be a l i te r a l brightness like the s~ars"

For Paul , t he glory of t he r ighteous s ee ms t o mean maJesty,
honor , exa l t at i on, etc. , not so muc h physical r adianc e ,
wh i ch i s a mere ana log . See Joseph Coppens, "La
gl ori f i cat i on celeste du Christ dan s Ie theologie
neotestementaire et l ' at t ente de Jesus, " in Resur r exl t , ed .
Edouard Oha nis (Rome : Libreria Editrice Vaticana, 19?4 ) , pp .
37-40. This exposes a serious deficiency i n the argument of
Robi nson who i nfers from Phil. 3:21 t hat Pau l visual ized
Chr ist ' s r e s urrect i on body as a l uminous, heavenly body
(J ames M. Robinson, ~ Je su s from Easter to valent inus (or to
t he Apost l es' Creedl,~ J BL 101 [19 82] : 7).

1Jl

bodies is t he ir bright nes s , which varies ; there is no trace
her e of Li cht s ubstanz . Whe n a pplied to the resurrection

body, howev er, 60 '0. seems to be bono r [ v • 43) . The a nalogy
is al so particularly apt eeeecee the Q,,)llo.Y lI h~ytl.o bear a
close a nalogy to the C"W\lO 4ouxud'v , whi c h can be described as

i:. y~ 1: x0i:. cS'1: (v • 47 ) and h (yt l.oS (II Cor . 5 :1 ) , and t he
OWllOYO h ouo&\ll.o. r esembl e the O~UQ t \l( Vllo.nMd'\I, which is

described as i f; o\tclCl\loii (v • 47; II Cor. 5 : 2) a nd CtO UoC\ll.ol:;

(v. 48). Thes e descript ions make it evident that realms of
r eality , not s ubs t ances , are be i ng here con t rasted : the
present body is earthly , whi l e the r es urrection body will be
heavenly .

Paul has thus prepar ed t he way for his do ctrine of the
world to come by thr ee a na l og i es f r om t he present world.

Al l of t hem stow how t hings can be radically di f f e r ent from

other things of the same genus ; simi l a rl y a a~ lIo. . Vt V\lo.yucS'v

wi ll be s ee n to be r ad i ca lly di fferent from a 0"110. IioVXI. ~ cS'\I •

Moreover , Paul ' s an alogies f orm an ascending scale f rom
plant t o animal t o ter r estrial bodies t o celestial bodies;
t he next t ype of body to be mentioned wil l be the mos t
wonde rful and exalted of a ll.

The Oo.llo. tvtVIICl n Md'\I

Fr om vs . 42- 50 Paul sp ells out hi s doctr i ne of the
0 ..\10. . "tV\l Oo YUO\l . The body that is to be differs from t he
present body in t ha t it will be imperishab le , glorious ,
power fu l, an d spiritual; wher eas the pr es ent body is
perishabl e , dishonorable, weak , and physical (vs . 42-44) .
Thes e are the fou r essent ial differences between t he present
body and the resurrection bod y . What do t hey t ell us about

the nature of the resu r r ection body ?
First , it is sown h 'lI ~009, but it is r a i sed C\I &'lIeOooo~?

These terms t ell us clearly that Paul is not ta l king about
egos , or " I ' s , ~ but about bodies, for (1) the otdpttOoI. ­

CYtLPt lOI. ha s pr i mary reference to the buria l and r a i s ing up
of a dead man's body, not the · per son~ in abst raction from



t he body; a nd (2) only t he body can be descr ibed as
per ishable ( II Cor . 4:16), for man's spirit s urvives death
( II Cor . 5:1-5 ; ct. Rom . 8:10; Phil . 1 :23). 31 Ra ther the
disjunction under discussion concerns t he radical chan ge
that will take place in our bodies : Paul teaches personal
bodily immortality, not immortality of the soul alone (c f .
vs . 53-54) . Strange as t his may sound to modern ears, t he
Chr istian teach ing (or at l east Paul's) is not t hat our
souls wi l l l i ve foreve r , but t hat we wi l l have bodies in the
a f t er- li f e .

Second , it is sown tv Ctn..u':o , but it is ra i s ed £v 6ot(1 •

Our present bodi es are wracked by sin, ar e bodies of death,
groani ng with the whol e cr eat i on to be set fre e from s in and
decay; we long , says Paul , f or t he rede mption of ou r bodi es
( II Cor . 5:4; Rom 8: 19- 24) . This body , di s honored throu gh
s in a nd death, wi l l be transformed by Chr i st to be l ike his

glorious body (Phil . 3:2 1). In a spiritua l sense we al ready
have a n antic ipat i on of this g l ory inso f a r a s we a re

conformed inwardl y to t he image of Christ and a re sanctifi ed
by his Spiri t (I I Cor . 3: 18 ) , but Paul reache s that t he body
wil l not simply fal l away like a useless husk , but wi l l be
t ransformed to partake of this glory a l so.

Third, i t is so wn tV ';'01l£v £':9 , but it will be ra ised
tv 6v\!&u£~ . How we l l Paul knew of physical wea kne s s !
Aff licted wi th a bodi ly malediction which was off ensive t o
othe r s and a burden to those around him--his - t hor n in the
f lesh- whi ch he i mpl ored God t hr e e t i mes t o take away- -paul

found in his wegkness t he power of Christ (Gal . 4:1 3-1 4; II
Cor. 12 :7 -10 ). And on hi s poor body whi ch had been s t oned ,

31For t hi s s econd reas on I do not think we can ag r ee
with ~hose commentat ors who s uggest that the resurrect ion
bodr ~ 7 t he cu l minat ion of a process a lready begun i n a
Chr~~t1an ' s life (Cullmann, Immortal ity, pp . 36- 37; Her ing,
Prem1ere epl t re, p . 148) , fo r clea rly our bodies are gett ing
wor se , not be t te r , whi le our spirits su rvi ve dea th . Even i n
Rom. 6:1 - 11 Paul sp eaks of the resur r ect i on as a f utu r e
event .

,
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beaten, and scourged f or the sake of the gospe l , Pa ul bore

the marks of Chr ist, so much so t hat he dar ed to wri te

- . • • i n my fles h I complete what is l a cking in Chr i st' s
aff lict i ons . . . ~ (Col . 1:24) . Just as Chri st "was
crucified i n weak nes s , but lives by t he power of God- (II

Cor . 13 :4 ), so Paul longed to know the power of t he
resur rection and looked f orward t o the day when he , t oo ,
would rece ive a powerf~ l res urrect i on body ( II Cor . 5:1-4;
phi L 3:1 0-11 ) .

Four t h , it is sown a o~ua ~uXl,M6\l , but it i s r a i sed a
o<li~ a ~ \! £ UUOlL MO\! By a o~uo o,t.UX ~MOV Pa ul clear l y doe s not
mean a body made out of '4>ux" .3 2 Rather just as Paul
freque nt l y us es aa pMl,MOt to indi cate , not the phy sical
substa nce of a thing (cf . O&p M~\lO t ) but i ts orient ation , its
dominati ng pr i nc ip l e , so o,t. ux ~M6t a lso indicates, not a
subs t ance, but a n orientation . In the New Testament o,t.ux~M6 t

always has a negative connota t i on ( 1 Cor. 2 :1 4; J as. 3: 15;

J ude 19) ; that whi ch is lj, UX~M Ot partakes of t he c haracter
and direction of nat ur a l human nat ur e. He nce, t he emphas is
in ow~o "'UXl, MO'" i s not t hat the body i s physical, but that
i t is natura l . Acc or di ngly , owuo lj,UXl,Md'V ought right l y to
be t r a nsl at ed "nat ur a l body ; " it means our ordinar y human
body . This is the body that wi l l be so wn . But i t is rais ed
a owuo ~"'£UUOT ~ M&V . And just as owua o,t.UXl, MO\l does not mean
a body mad e out of ·",uxn , neither does o';;uo ~v £ uuon Md ", mean
a body made out of 'o; \!£\Juo . 33 Virtually every modern

32See weiss, Korintherbr ief , p. 372; Archibald
Robe rtson and Alfred Plummer, Fi r s t Epistle of Saint Paul t o
th e Corinthians, 2d ed. , ICC (Ed inburgh : T&T Clarke, 1967) ,
p . 372; Clavier , "Remarques , - pp . 345- 51; Jewett, Ter ms , p.
354 .

33Al l o, Premiere epl tre, p . 425; (KUmmel-)
Li et zma nn, Korinther I , p . 195; C.F .D . Moule , "St. Paul a nd
Dualism: the Pauline Concep t ion of the Resur rection, " NTS 12
( 1965- 66 ) : 108; TWNT, s vv , ~ ev eoue , ~ v£ \.tJjon M6s , ~VEW ' i::MltVEW
.(l £ 6 ~\I£UO TOt , . by Hermann Klein knecht, Friedrich
Baumgar t e l , Wer ner Bieder, Er i c Sjoberg , Edward Schweizer;
D. E. H. Wh i te ly, The The ology of St . Paul (Oxf ord : Bas il

i I
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commentator agrees on this point : Pau l is not talk ing about
a r aref ied body made out of spirit or ether; he means a body

under the l ordship a nd direction of God's Spirit.~ Thus ,

Blackwell , 1970), p . 252; Gundry, Soma, pp . 165 -66 .
Ac~o:dlng t o Bornha u s ~r the opposi te of a body made out of
Sp1.r3.t would be" CWIl(l. a liplll.vo\l • not a oiOlua ~UX" Md'\I . 'uxn
a nd ....(0,,0. are he r e determining factors, not s ubstances
(BornhAuser, Auf er stebung , pp. 22-23) . Eve n we i ss, who
asserts t hat Paul ·obviously · imagines an ethereal, l i ght
p ure he aven l y stuff of which a ll llvc lll,lo.TCI are made a bove'
a ~ l God himself. admits that as t he opposite of 0':':0. 00'11'(\,.110" I

O"'J,l (l: .",tullan_6", can not be fo rmed out of spirit (We i s s
~or~n~herbri ef, p . 373 ) . He mus e s that the notion of a
Sp~r~tua l body - i s problematic because we ca nnot imagine an

i mmateria l , bodi l e s s body ! I doubt that Paul could either .
The s ame unintel ligibility con f ronts Robertson and Pl ummer
when t hey assert t hat i n t he resurrection body the .Vt O~Q

will be connected t o an i mmaterial germ (what eve r t hat i s ! )
which enab~es i t ~o deve l~p accordi ng to a law beyond ou r
comprehenS1? n; t h1S, desp1t e t he fact that they recognize
t hat t he adJectival forms he r e mea n - congeni t a l with- or
- formed t o be a n organ of - (Robert son a nd Pl umme r
Cor i nthi a ns , p. 372). Conzelmann . tbough he empl~Ys the old
f orm/subs t a nce distinction an d thinks .VE UU~ is a subs tance
yet admits t hat the s pi r i t ua l body is not on e made out of I

sp i r i t, but one determi ned by spirit (Conze l mann, Korin ther ,
p. 336). Pamroent , observing t hat f or Paul .VtU~Q is that
whi ch dete rmines a man ' s disposit i on or act i on so t hat a man
w~o is living IIQla.••vtOU-~ is ~VE u~QH.~6~ , conc ludes t ha t a
O"'~Q .Vtv~QlIo . 6v -1.S a body enlivened by God ' s Spirit no
l onger dedicated to self-indulgence but to God- ( Ma ~garet
Pamment , -Raised a Spiritual Body : bodily r esurrection
according to Paul, - NB 66 [1985] :378 ) . But she adds t hat
t h! body mus t b! transformed, presumably materially , by t he
Sp~rit s o t hat ~t is no l onger a body of flesh , but a body
of glory . But t hi s pres umption is gratui t ous a nd forces her
t o lapse back i nto the ol d form- s ubstance dichotomy.

. 34The natur al body i s ~u1( ","6v insofar as the ~ux~ is
Us l ife-principl e and determinant . The ~uxt\' reigns over
th! nat ur a l body . But the res ur r ection body wil l be
sp~ritual, not in t he sense of an et herea l substance, whi ch
the oppo sit i on t o ~UX ~1I 0U prohibits, but insofar as the
• Vttiuo will be i t s life-pr i nciple and determinant . In the
res urrect i on l i fe, the body wil l be the organ for t he ~VEO~O ,

and the ~ux ri w~ll have ceased to domina te . Ins tead a l l
power s a nd act~viti e s of t he body wi l l be subordinated to
t he .Vt O~Q; . ( [Hei nr ici-l Meyer, Ers t er Brief, pp , 447-48) .
I n the preaent body t he spi r i t "ha s been limited and
hamper ed in its action ; in t he f ut ure body it wi l l hav e
complete freedom of action and consequently compl e t e
Contro l , and man wi l l at last be, what God created him t o

j

,

I
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philological analysis leads , in Clavi e r ' s words , to the
conc l us i on that - ... t he 'spiritual body ' i s , in
s ubstance , the same body , thi s body of flesh , but contro l l ed
by the spirit , a s is the body of J esus Chris t .-» The
cont r as t i s not be twee n phy s ical body/non-physical body , but
be t ween naturally orien t ed body/spiritually oriented body.»
They do not differ qua O~Q ; r ather they differ qua

be, a being in which the higher self is supreme- (Robertson
and Plummer , Corinthians, p . 372) . According to Pearson, -

t he lHO~Q - tux Ti differentiation i s basically a
Jewi s h ver s i on of the voil~ - 6u -,Ti differentiation of common
Hellenistic parlance " (Bi r ge r ·A. Pearson , Tbe Pneumatikos­
psycbikos Terminology in I Corinthians , SBL Dissertation
Series 12 [Mis sou l a , Hont . : Scholar 's Press, 1973], p. 82) .
Helleni stic thought had distinguished the vou~ and the t uxTi
4S t he higher and lower elements of the soul r espectively .
In the Hellenistic-J ewish exegesis of Gen. 2:7, .Vt O~~ was
substituted f or voil~ as the highe r element . Thus, no
opposition was here co ntemplated between phys ical/non­
phys ical , since both were e lements of the s oul . Rather,
what i s ~\Jx~ .o ~ is l ower and mor t al , while what is I:vt OUO' l:·.... 6~
is higher and heavenly . Paul's argument i s that at the
r esu r r ect i on our bodies will be transformed from being
w x .... ov to lVEV\.IQl:U OV . See Michael Ramsey, The
Resur rec t ion of Cbrist (London : Cent e nar y Press, 1945) , pp .
107-08; Gera ld O'Collins, The Eas ter Jesus, 2d ed . (London:
Darton , Longman, , Todd, 1980) , p. 113 ; Sider, -Conception, ­
p. 435 .

35c l avi er . "Rema r ques , - p. 361 . Despite the
philologica l evidence , Clavier goes for a substant i va l
understanding of spiritual bod y on t wo grounds: (1) in t he
s eed/pl a nt a na l ogy, t he plant is not numeri ca l ly i denti cal
with t he seed , and (2 ) I Cor . 15: 50 . The f irst r eason i s
astoundi ng , f or the plant certain ly i s numerically identica l
with the seed! Press ing t he an alogy t his far suppor t s t he
continui t y of the r es urrec t i on body wi th this body . Clavie r
sad l y misunderstands v. SO, as evident f r om his remark that
Pau l should ha ve mentioned bones a long wi t h flesh and blood •
See pp . 131- 40.

36I t is t he same co nt r ast t ha t Paul drawn betwee n
the natural ma n and the spirit ual ma n i n I Cor . 2:1 4- 15, a
pa ssage which seems de c i sive f or the understanding of Paul's
cont r as t in I Cor . 15 . ' J ust as Paul obviously does not by
-natu r a l man" mean "mat eria l, t a ngi bl e man" and by
"spiritua l man- "i nvi s i bl e , intangible man" s o neithe r does
he mea n by - na t ur a l body " -material , exte nded , tangibl e
body " a nd by "spiritual body · - i nvi s ible, i ntangibl e ,
unextend ed body . -
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orientation . Another way of putting the same t hought is to

s ay tha t t hey belong t o two different spheres or r ealms of

reali ty . The conceptual distinct ion between Clwua 'loUl;UOY

aod 0"'1101 lvt U\,,,:aT!. 1I01l s eems t o be r eprodu ced i n I I Cor. 5 a s

t he disti nction between the c.tYHO~ o';MC:a and o~ II 'a t V t O~ ~

oupavo Ct . Aga i n the contra st i s not of s ubstanc e , but of
pr ope r sphere . Both are bod i es , but one is oriented toward
a nd belongs to the nat ur a l order , whereas t he othe r is
or i e nt ed t oward and belongs to the heavenly o r de r. Henc e, I

th i nk it very unfo rtunate that Paul ' s ca r e fu l l y c hos e n term
GIO>ua 1Vtuuo.l\,. 1I4" has bee n us ua l ly tra ns l ated ws p i r i t ua l

body, - f or suc h a render i ng tends t o be ve r y mis l eading , as
Her i ng expla i ns:

This term is very we l l - chos e n; for it gives us an
indicat ion of t wo qua l ities of t he r es urr e ct i on bodies
whi ch we have difficulty conceiving, but which Paul i ne
t heol ogy i nvit es us to consider: f irst , t he
supe rnat ural life bestowed by the Holy Spirit a nd
second , its perfect su bmission to the spi r it, which
wil l make it t ruly i ts t empl e . I n French, however, the
l i ter a l t ranslation spirit ual body risks cr ea ting worse
misundersta ndings . For most French r eaders, be i ng more
or less conscious ly Ca r t e s i a ns , yield to the tendency
of i de nti fying the spiritual with t he non - ext e nded and
of cou rse with the immat e r i al as wel l, whi ch i s the
oppos ite of Pauline idea s and creates , moreove r , It

contradictio in adjecto; for what wou ld be a body
without either exte ns ion or matter?»

Hi ring therefore s uggests that it is be tter t o tran sl ateo~uo

. ",rullon.. &'" as the opposi te of na tu ra l body ( OWllO ,"ux... &'" ),

t hat is , as supernatural bod y.- Although th is has the

3 7 H~ r i ng , Premiere ~pj tre, p . 147 .

3B 1t is i nt er e s t i ng t hat the RSV and NEB t ranslato r S
also us e supernatura l to render ' ''' E UUOTlo ~b ", in t he
expr e s s i ons . ", rllllon. ~b ", 8p ~1I0 KO'" '.0110 in I Cor . 10:3- 4: - a l l
ate the same s upernatura l f ood a nd a l l drank the same
supernatural dr ink. - The ma nna and water i n the desert were
certainly not imma t e r ial o r une xtended , ra t her t hey were
f r om hea ven (LXX Ps . 77 : 24) and t hus be l ong i ng to t he
s upe r natu ral order .

•
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di s advan t a ge of i gnor ing the connotat ion of . "'tVllmt ..K& t as

- sp i r i t - domi nat ed , - it avoids the inevitable
misunder st andi ngs engendered by - spi r i t ua l body . M As Her ing
right l y comments, this lat ter te rm und erstood subs tantive l y
is practica l l y a self-cont r adiction. By t he same toke n,
"phys i ca l body- is rea l l y a tau tology . ThUS , natural
body/ s uper na t ur a l body i s a bette r r ende r ing of Paul 's

meani ng here .

The Two Adams
Having des cr i bed t he fou r differ ences be t ween the

present bod y and the resurrection body, Paul elaborates the
doctrine of the two Adams . ~ He cites Gen . 2:7 LXX t o pr ove
that the first Adam became t ~ ,. ""Jx ~\l tli)aa", , and he adds t o
this that the last Adam became r':,. . ",·r ulla t",ot:o..ou", . By
thi s last expression he doe s not mean t ha t Christ turned
into a di sembodied spirit a ny more t ha n he means by the
fi rs t t hat Adam turned int o a d i sembodied s oul.~ Rathe r

39There haS bee n much discu ss ion of the rela t i on
be t wee n Paul's doctrine of the t wo Adams a nd phi l o' S theory
of God's creat ion of the eart h l y a nd heavenl y man ( P~ il o De
opi f i ci o mundi 134 ' i dem, Legum allegoriae 1. 41- 43; 1dem, De
pl ant at i one Hoe 44:4 5; i dem, De confusione linguarum 62 -64 ) .
I n content Pa ul ' s thought is utterly diverse. phi l o ' S
theor y co ncerns t he Neoplatonic dichotomy between the r~a lm
of the universal a nd t he pa r t i cu l a r . The heavenly ~a~ 1S. 4
Platonic form or i dea ; the earthly ma n i s an exemp11f1cat10n
t he r eof . For Paul t he distinction is historical, not
phi losophica l . The first Adam i s the historical fa ther of
t he human r ace; the s eco nd Adam I s Jesu s the Mes s i a h and
r edeeme r of mankind. Philo bas no soteriology and Paul no
Platonism in mind . Cf . In . 3:3 4.

40TWNT, " ."' t\lUO , ~ by Kl e i nkne cht , ec . e i . I am
astounded by t he number of s chola r s who appea l t o I Cor .
15: 45 ; I I Cor . 3:17-18; et c . to prove t ha t Christ t ur ned .
i nt o the Spirit at the r e sur r ec t i on a nd so is now immater1al
a nd invis ible (eg . Robinson, "Eas t er to Valentinus, - p. 13).
Morissette shows f r om J ewis h text s t hat - l i f e- g i v i ng - means
- t o resurrect- and comments , .

-The appel lat i on ' Spi r i t , ' f or its part , is somet 1mes
used by Pa ul t o des ignate Ch rist. L~ None t he l e s s , there
is no forma l i de nt if i ca t ion wha tever. 110 The
ident if ication is always f unc t i onal : i t serves to sh ow



t he same entit ies are d es c r i bed a s cr..Jwa <J,uxuov ( v , 44 ) ,
lJ;vx ri ""'a [v , 45 ) , ,0 <J,VX~HOV (v , 46 ) and as

~ aWlJa ."fvwa'~H6"

(v , 44) ""t\lwa c:",OllOlO\l,, ( V . 45 ), TO l'.'t uWQH Mb" [ v . 46 ) . I t is
be ca use of t he paral l elism of his play on t he wor ds of Ge n.
2 : 7 that Paul omits exp l icit r eference to Christ's body in
v . 45 . Pau l teaches in v . 45 that t he natu r a l body came
int o being at creation, whi l e the supernatura l body came
i nt o existence via the resurrection (cf. vs . 42-44a ) .41

Similarly, we bear first the natural body, but we s hal l in

t he resurrection bear the supernatural body pa t terned aft er
Jes us ' s (vs . 46 , 49).

Now Paul calls t he na t ur al body XO~ MOS a nd co nt rasts it
wi th the heaven l y body (vs . 47-4 9 ), whi ch mig ht l ead us to

th i nk t hat the di fference be t we en t he two is, after al l , the

stuf f of which t hey are made . But whi l e Paul does seem t o
associa t e t he <J,UX ~HO S a nd t he XOi:MO S, he i n no way implies

t ha t the heave nly body wi l l be imma t er i a l. Tha t material i t y
is not the iss ue seems clear from v . 47 :

~ .P~TOS &,,~pw .o s iM Y~ S xO~M 6s
o -tltuu:pos a " ap", . o s it oupa "o i)

what Chr ist mean s 'now' f o r the fa ithfu1. 13l The
statem~nt of I Cor. l 5 .45b i s no exception , as t he verb
t'llo~a~o uv • • a nd t he en tire cont ext indicate .

. L~C ~ . I I Cor . 3.l 7a, l8c; compo Rom. 8 .9 -1 1 . Thi s
~if1,rm2a t 10n is implied occasionally by Luke : comp o Lk .

. 1302 1.15; Act s 16 . 6 , 7 .
Between II Cor . 3.l7a ( 'the Lord is the Spiri t ')

a~d ~8c !'the Lord who is t he Sp i r i t ' ) , Pau l
d1st1ngu1shes i n v . l7b ' where the Spirit of the Lor d
is , etc .'

. IlIThe Apostle frequent ly attributes similar
f unct i ons to Christ and the Spirit; w. o. Davies in Paul
and Rabbini c Judaism, p . 177, has a good summa r y of
these texts" (Rodolphe Mori s s et t e "L ' a nt i t he s e entre
I e 'psychique' et Ie 'pneumatique' , en I Corinthiens,
XV, 44 a 46, " RScR 46 [ 197 2 J : 141 ) .

41Tha t t he o ne verb 'C Y{Vt TO holds t he sentence
toget~er 7an not f orce the conc lusion that t he same a ct o f
~re~ t 10n 1S . r efe rred to, a s is thought by wei s s,
or~ntherbr~ef, p . 473, for this violates the context .

,.
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Ther e i s something conspicuous ly missing in this para llel

betwe en ,~<itUX~~O" and ,0 "ucu\.JaT ~Mou (v , 46 ): the f i r s t
Adam is from the earth , made of dust; the s econd Adam is

f rom heaven, but made of--?~~ Clearly Paul r ecoi ls f rom

s ayi ng the second Adam is ma de of heav enly substan c e . The
cont r a s t between the two Ada ms s eems to be their origi n , not

thei r s ubs t an ce . Thi s is r einforc ed by a compari s on of

thes e vers es with II Cor . 5 :1-3. Her e the f i r st ma n i s
ca lled i~ yTj l; XOi:MO <;: ; ther e the tent dwell i ng i s de scri bed
a s in'yc~os (cf . I Cor . 15 : 40 ) . Here the second man is cf;
o0 pa voi) ; t here what is va r i ous l y ch a racterized a s t he

building, hous e , or dwelling is desc ribed a s if; oupauav (cf.

I Cor . 15: 40) . Aga i n i t s eems evi dent that the contras t i s

one of origin, not subs ta nce. Thus , t he doctr i ne of t he two

Adams seems to confi rm the philolog i ca l a na l ys is ab ove .

-Flesh a nd Bl ood Canno t Inherit The Kingdom of God ­

Then comes a phrase that ha s caused great diff i cul t i es
for i nterpreters : " r t ell you this, brethr e n , fl esh and

blood ca nnot i nheri t the kingdom of God, nor doe s t he

per i s hab l e inherit the imperishable- (v . 50 ) . ° Doe s not

420r al te r na t i vely , the f i r s t Adam is made of t he
dust of the ea r t h , the second Adam is from heaven. The
first speaks of constitution, the second of origin . Se e
also TWNT, s . v , " ~ v t v \l a , " by Kleinknecht , et. . al . ; SuI t man n ,
Theologi e, p . 249; S.H . Hooke, The Res urrec t i on of Chris t as
Hi s t ory and Experi e nce (London : Darton , Longman, , Todd,
1967 ), p . 146; Gundry , Soma, p . 166 .

43Accor di ng t o J e r emi as, the misunderstanding of
t hi s verse - ha s played a disastrous r ole in the New
Testam~nt theology of the last sixty years until the present
day ; - 1t has led to a spiritualizing of the r e s ur r e ct i on so
tha t only the ~u t O\.la survives-- "This is near ly commonplace
i n New Testament scholarship- (Jeremias , - ' Fl es h and
Blood, ' - pp . 157- 58 ) . Typical i s t he disastrous exegesis of
McLeman :

"I f Paul had been able to read and accept the last
chapt er of the canonical Gospe ls , he woul d not have
be en s o i ns iste nt that flesh and blood (s arx kai hairna)
ca nnot i nherit t he ki ngdo m of God ( I Cor . 15 :50) . The
belief that the risen J e su s had f l es h a nd bones (sarka
kai ostea, Luke 24: 39 ) s t and s i n contrast t o t he view
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t hi s s ee m t o clearly i nd icat e that the resurrection body

wi ll be immater i a l? Jer emias has t ri ed t o escape this
conc lusion by argui ng that ~ f l e s h an d blood- re f ers to t bos e
a l i ve a t the Parous i a , whil e t he ~perishabl e· r efers t o t he
dead in Chri s t i Pau l means that neither living nor de ad as
tbey a re can inherit God 's kingdom , but must be trans f ormed

(v . 51) . " This however, s eems unlike l y , f or i t r equire s

t hat v. SO go wi th v . 51. But not only doe s v. SO appear to

be a su mmary s t a t ement of the f oregoing paragraph, but v. 51
i nt r oduce s a new par agraph a nd a new t hought , as i s
i ndicated by the i nt roductor y words , - Le i I tel l you a

mysteryZ " and by t he fact that s omet hi ng new and previ OUsly
unknown i s abou t t o be communi cated . u Neithe r ne ed one
adopt t he expedi ent of Bornha user t hat Paul means flesh a nd

that we mu st be changed (allagesomet ha , I Cor . 15:51),
and th at the resurrection body i s quite different from
the body of flesh . ' Pa ul be lieve s in the r esu r r ec t i on
of the body, not of t he f l esh . The f lesh i s the power
of death , whi ch must be des t r oyed . ' .

· 0. Cullmann, I mmor t a l i t y of the Soul or Resurrection
of the Deed? p . 46 - (James HcLeman, Res urr ect i on Then
and No~ [London: Hodder ' Stoughton , 1965J , p . 202 ) .

HcLeman not only co nfus es f l e s h- and - bl ood wit h anatomic al
f lesh, but both these wi th the e t hical mean ing of - f l e s h- '
Ha enchen also t r i es t o play Paul off agains t the author of
Act s , dec laring , "For Pau l Jesus was no longer ' flesh and
bl ood' • . . aft er his r esur r ection--he and Pet e r had been
a l l owed to See the t rans figured Lord ( I Cor. 9:1 ), and the
idea that the r isen Christ has eaten and drunk with the
disc iples would have r ung like a bl asph emy in Paul 's ea r . "
(Ernst Haenchen , The Acts of t he Apostles, 14t h ed .; trans.
B. Noble , G. Shi nn , R. HcL. Wilson (OX fo r d : Bas il Blackwel l,
1971 J, p . 114). Precisely the oppo s ite i s true . Al s o
stumbling at this verse a r e Robe r t son and Plumme r
Corinthians , p . 369; Cl avi e r , -Remarques,- pp. 348- 49; Ha ns
Grass, Ostergesch ehen und Osterberich te, 4th rev. ed.
(GBt t ingen: Van~en~oeck , Ruprecht , 1963) , p. 164; Raymond
E. Brown, The V~rg~n~l Conception ~nd Bodily Resurrecti on of
J esu s , (London : Geoffrey Chapma n, 1973 ) , p. 87; J ames W.D.G .
Dunn , Jesus ~nd t he Spi r i t (Londo n: SCM , 1975) , pp. 121,
391; Robinson, - Eas ter to Va l entinus ,- pp. 11-12.

44Jeremias , -' Fl es h and Bl ood, ' · pp . 151-59 .

45sand, -Fleisch , · pp . 152- 53 .

H I

blood will decay in t he grave , but t he bones wi ll be

raised . ~ This fails to reckon with the fact t ha t v . 50
r e f e r s to the living at the Parous ia as well a s the dead and
fals ely assumes Paul i s here speaking of anatomy.

Rat her, most commentators are agr eed that - f l e s h and
blood - is a typica l Semit i c express i on denot i ng t he frai l
huma n neeure." I n other words it means pr et ty much t he
same t hing as to ~UXI.XOV , applied to human na t ure generally.
It emphas izes our f eeb le mortality ove r aga ins t God; hence ,
t he second hal f of v . 50 i s Paul's elaboration in ot her
wor ds of exact l y the same t hought .~ The fact t ha t the ve rb
is in the s i ngu l ar may a lso suggest that Paul is not t a l king
of physical aspects of the body , but about a conceptual
unity : - f l es h and bl ood is not able to i nherit .. • •"
El s ewher e Paul a l s o empl oys t he expres s i on "fl esh a nd blood "
to mean simply - people- or · mor t a l cr eatu res · (Gal. 1: 16;

Eph. 6: 12) . Therefore , Paul i s not talki ng about anatomy

46Kar l Bornhauser , Die Gebeine der Tot en , BFCT 26
(Gut er s l oh : C. Bertelsmann , 1921 ), p . 37 ; Wa lther KUnneth,
The The ology of the Resurrect ion , t rans . J .W. Leitch
(London : SCM Pr es s , 1965), p . 94.

47I t is f ound i n ae , 16 :17 ; Ga l. 1 : 16; Eph . 6: 12;
Heb. 2 :1 4; see also Sirach 14: 18 and the refe r ences in Paul
Bil1erbeck, Komment a r zum Neuen Testament aus Tal mud und
Hidrasch, 6 vols ., ed . Her rmann Strack (HUnchen : Beck , 1922­
63 ) , 1:730-31 , 753. The Semi t ic word pa ir oci,,( xQi. otuo is
first attested by Ecc les iasticus 14: 18; 17:31 and its
equivalent occurs frequently in rabbinic t exts , espec ia lly
rabbinic pa rables. See K.G. Kuhn, - nEl.pQ"\l O ~ -- 'O\lOOT ':O - ­

OQot im Neuen Testament und die damit zus arnme nha nge nde n
Vorste llungen , " ZTK 49 ( 1952) : 200- 22; J. N. Sevens t er , "Some
Remarks on the Y Ul.lv o~ i n I I Cor. V. 3,· i n St udia Pau lina,
ed . J .N. Seven s ter and W. e. Unnik (Haarlem , Nether l ands :
Erven F. Bohn, 1953 ) , p . 205 ; Mou le, "Dua l ism," p . 109 ;
TWHT , s.v . - odoC, - by Schweizer , et . al .; Bultmann,
Tbeologle , pp . 234-35; Sand, -Fl eis ch ,- pp . 152- 53, 295;
Pearson , Pneumat i kos-Ps ychi kos , pp . 22 , 25; O· Coll in.,
Easter , p . 113; Gundr y, Soma, p . 166; Sider, -conception,·
pp. 436-37; Gi l l ma n, "Trans forma t ion,- pp. 317-18.

48we i ss , Korint herbrie f , p . 377; Conzelmann ,
Korinther, p . 346 .



50A d't h ccor 1ng to Baruc h the old bod ies are r a i sed for
th: ~~rpose of recogn ~t ion , t hat the living may know t ha t
Ch . ad have been ra1s ed . But f or Pa ul , bel ievers l ike
Hi~~~; ' emerg~ g l orified f rom the tomb (Kirsopp Lak~ , Tbe
W.I l ' iea l Ev~dence f or th e Resurrection of Jesus (London:
p~ ~:~s '" N, orgae e , 1907 ) , pp. 24 -2 7; Weis s, Korintherbrie f,

, , ; Grass, Ostergeschehen, pp . 151 ) .

here; rather he means t ha t morta l human beings cannot enter

into God 's eterna l kingdom; t herefore , t hey must become

imperi shable (cf . v . 53) . This imper i s habi l i t y does not
i mpl y i mmat ' l ' ter~a ~ y or unextendednessi on the contrary,
Pau l' s doctr i ne of the world t o come is that our
resurrect ion bodies wil l be part of, so to speak, a

resurrected creation (Rom. 8 :18 -23). The universe wi ll be

del ivered from sin and de cay, not materiality , end our
bodies will be part of that universe . 49

The Transfor mati on at t he Parousia

In the fo llowing paragraph , Paul tells how this will be

accomplished . When he say s · We shall not all sleep, but we

shall a ll be changed " (v . 51) it is not clear whethe r he

means by -a l l - Christians i n general or Christians alive at

his t ime . In the first cas e he means that t here wil l be

Christians alive at Parousia, but that they and the dead

a l i ke wi ll be changed . In the second case, he means some of

us wi l l not die, but a ll of us, whether dead or living, wil l

be changed. The same ambiguity exists in I Thess . 4 :1 5, ·17 .

But i n e i t he r cas e , t wo things are clear: ( 1) Paul held

that the transformation would t a ke place instantaneousl y at

the moment of the resurrection (v . 52 ) . I n th i s he d iffers

sharply from II Baruch 50 - 5 1 which holds that t he

r es ur r ect ion y ields t he old bodies again which a r e

transfor med onl y af ter the j udgment . ~ Pa ul's doctr ine is

that we are ra i sed i mper i s ha b le an d g l or if ied . (2) For Paul

47 ,
49Cu l l mann , I I 'mmort a ~ ty, pp . 37-38 ; Gundry, Soma, p .

,
I

'"
t he resurrection is a transformation, not an exchange . SI In
the resurrect ion, t he "e go R o f a man does not trade bodies.

Rat her t he na t ur al body in the grave is miracu lously raised

and transformed int o a supernatural body . The metaphor of

the sowing and raising c l earl y po i nts to this: RIt is sown

51Robertson and Pl ummer, Corinthians, p . xxxvi i ;
Brooke Foss Wescot t , The Gospe l of t he Resu rrection (London:
Macmi lla n , 1906), p. 94; Hering, Premi er e ~pitre , p . 148;
M.E . Dahl, The Resurrection of the Body, SBT 36 (London:
SCM, 1962) pp . 27 -33 ; Berthold Klappert, -Ei nl e i t ung, - in
Diskus s ion urn Kreuz und Aufer s t ehung , ed. idem (wuppertal:
Aussaat verlag, 1971 ), pp. 14 -15; White l y , Theology , p. 249 ;
O'Co l l i ns , Easter , p. 44 ; Sider , -Conception-, p . 435;
Gi l l ma n , RTra nsformat i on , R pp . 330-32; ~oseph Plevni k, -The
Taki ng Up o f t he Fa i t hfu l and the Re s ur r ection of the Dead
i n I The s s a l oni a ns 4 :13 -18 ,- CBO 46 (1 984) :274-83 ; Pamment,
"Rai sed a Spiritual Body , - pp. 383-84; Ben Mey e r , -Di d
Paul's Vi ew o f the Resurrection of the Dead Undergo
Deve l opme nt ?" T5 47 (1986): 376 -77; i dem, "Pau l an d t he
Resur rection of t he Dead , " T5 48 ( 1987 ) : 157- 58 . Grass i s
s i mp l y wrong when he charac t erizes the r e s urrec t i on as a re­
c r eat ion , not a transformation (Grass, ostergeschehen, p .
154 ) . He f a l s e l y appeals t o v. 50; his stat ement tha t Paul
ha s no interest in t he emptying of the graves i gnores the
s t a t eme nt s of I Thess. 4.16 ; I Cor . 15. 42- 44 , 52 . He
attempts to st re ngthen his ca s e by a rguing t hat the re l at i on
of the old world to the ne w is one of annihilation to r e­
cr ea t i on and this is analogous to the relation of the o ld
body to the new ( Ib i d . , pp. 16 7-71). But Grass's texts a re
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
t r a ns f or ma t i on of creation (Rom. 8:18-23; cf . I Cor . 7 :31).
And even t he other passages l eave mixed impressions.
Accord ing t o Pa ul i t is this creation which will be
de liver ed from its bondage t o sin a nd decay .

Ac co r di ng t o Dahl, the wide ly ac cept ed exege s i s o f wha t
he calls "he t e r o- soma t i sm- i s due more to wes t e r n philosophy
t han the true biblical outlook. He emphas izes that the very
word "r es ur r ec t i on - impl ies the restoration of something
lost , not the provision of something new, that t he seed­
plant analogy shows the organic uni t y of the beginning and
end of the change, a nd t hat the "i t" whi c h is sown and
raised in v. 43 haunts t he "acc ept ed exegesis - (Dahl ,
Resurrection , pp . 27-28, 33 ) . Dahl ' s own view of somatic
continuity ( Ib i d. , pp. 93 -94 ) pre sses exi s t ent i a l i s t views
of o W\J(I. ont o Paul , f or he t hi nks OW\J(I. . whole personal ity;
but in Dahl' s favor it mu s t be said that he rega rds a
phy s i ca l body a s an integr al aspec t of t he who l e
personality .



,,,

.. , it is r ais ed , · Paul r epeats fou r time s . Hi s

sta t emen t t ha t we s ha ll al l be chang ed inc ludes the dead as

wel l as t he liv i ng , and the chang e co ncerns t he ch a ng e in

the body ( v . 35 ) . When Pau l says "the dead will be raised

i mper ishable - (v. 52) and "the dead in Chri s t will r ise
fi r st" (I Thess. 4 :16), he c an only mea n t he dead in t he

graves . Hi s us e of 10010 fo ur time s in VS. 50 -55 emphas i zes

the c ont inuit y be tween t he natura l a nd s upe r na tura l body :
thi s peri sh able , mort al body will put on i mperis habi l i t y and
i mmortalit y . In fac t, as we ha ve seen , t he very concept of
re s urrect i on invol ves a n emptying of the grave , f or in a n
exchange of bod i e s t here is no rai s ing a t all .

The i dea o f an ex chan ge of bodie s seems t o be a

peculiarly modern not i on . In t he Ol d Tes tament it i s
c learly t he resurrec tion of the body whi ch i s contemplated
( Is . 26: 19; Dan . 12:2 ; d . ae . 37: 1- 14) . In J ewi sh
literature on the resurrect ion cont empo r an eou s with the New
Tes t ament , t he r esurrect ion is co nc e ived of a s the re­
uni ting of the souls of the dead , wh i ch are i n Sheol or he l l
or chamber s, with t he bodies, which a r e int er r ed i n t he
ea r t h ( I Enoch 51:1; II Baruch 30: 2- 5 ; cf. 21:2 3; 42:8; IV
Ezra 7: 26-44 ) . Resurr ect i on means the ra i s ing of the dead
man i n the grav e . For the J ews the pr i ma ry obj e ct o f the
re s ur rect i on was the r emains of the dead, whi c h t hey
conceived to be the bones . Ac cor d i ng to thei r

understanding, the f lesh de cayed, but the bo nes end ured . It
was the bones, therefor e , that were the pr incipal subj ect of
the resurrection, a nd wit h thilS hope in mi nd, the J eWB

carefully preserved t he bon es of the dead , collecting t hem
into ossuaries af ter the f l e s h had decomposed.~ Only in a
case in which the bones we r e destroyed, as with t he Jewis h
mar tyrs , did God's creating a r esurrection body ex ni hi l o
come into question (c f. I Enoch 61 :5). Otherwise , the body

. 52Se e E.M. Meyers, Jewish Ossuaries : Reburial and
Reb~rth, BO 24 (Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1971) .

in t he grave was rai se d . !] In the New Test ame nt we seem to

fi nd the same emphas i s on t he raising of the de ad i n t he
graves . I n Mt. 27:52-53, we find an old t radi tion in which

r es ur r ec t ion ~i s conce ived in terms of t he bodies of the

dead coming out of t he tombs i n whi ch they wer e l aid . " ~ I t
i s t he same i n In. 5:28 -29 : - . • • the hour is comi ng when
a l l who are i n the t ombs wil l hear his voice and come f orth

We mus t r emember , too , t ha t Pau l was a Pha r isee
and t hat Luke identifies hi s doctr ine of the resurrection
wit h that of t he Pha r isees. pa ul' s language is t hor oughl y
Pharisaic, and i t is unlike l y that he should employ the s ame
t ermi no l ogy wi t h a n entirely differ ent meaning. 55 Pau l,
l ike Ba r uch a nd others , he l d to a r esurrection and
t r a ns f or mat ion of the dead i n the graves . He could not be
mor e expl i ci t: "I t i s sown a natura l body , it is raised a
supe r natur a l body - ( I Cor. 15:44) .

S3As Hengel notes , " I n J ewi s h Pa lestine , t here was
onl y one concept i on of the resurrection : the bodi ly • • •
I t was not possible to spea k of t he resurrect ion of a de ad
per son wi t hout taking int o account his co r pse - (Mar tin
Hengel, "1s t der Ost er gl aube noch zu retten?- TQ 153 [ 1973):
225 ) .

540unn, J esus , p . 118.

55Gundry empha s i zes that Paul as a former phari s ee
coul d not us e suc h t rad i t ional language wi thout intending t o
impl y a phys i c a l resurrect i on (Gundry, Soma , pp . 176-77) .
Smi th .:ldds l

"Pa ul ' s conception of the new body of t he Chr i st i a n i s
not as r adical l y diffe r e nt from all J ewish ideas as
Grass and other s mai ntain . Certain l y he did not retain
t he hope of a crass l y mate r ia l r e su r rection of t he old
body which was t he cont ent of t he popular hope . But he
does i ndi cate that he believes t he spi r itua l body will
be pr oduced by a t ra ns f ormation of the phys i cal body
(or what is lef t o f i t--according to Jewi s h i deas, the
bo nes i n t he gr ave o r t he one i ndes truct i ble bo ne ) "
(Smi t h , - Resur r ec t i o n Fa i t h , " p . 406).

Paul's outlook is -thoroughly Phar i s a i c , " according to
Davies , Paul, pp . 303-08; so a lso Sider, "concept i on,- p.
438.
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I f thi s were not clea r enoug h, Paul's doctrine of t he

ne w c reatio n in Rom . a seems to drive the point horne. He
wri tes ,

But i f Chr ist is in you, a lthough your bodies are dead
becaus e of sin, your spi r its are alive because of
r i ghteous nes s . If t he Spirit of him who ra ised J esus
from t h e dead dwell s in y o u , he who r a ise d Chri s t ~esus

from the d ead wi l l give li f e to your mortal bodies also
through hi s spirit which dwe l ls i n you (Rom. 8:10- 11 ) .

Note : it i s our mortal bodi es t o whi ch God wi l l give l i f e .
Gras s attempt s to e s cape th i s conc lus ion by a r gu i ng that t he

verses have not hi ng to do with esc ha t o logica l re s urrection.

I t would be ve ry odd, he s ays, if t he present indwel ling
Spirit were the f actor t o transform our bodies at t he
resurrect ion.~ This point certainl y has weight; but
nevertheles s thi s does appear t o be a n eschatological
pa s sage . S7 The eschato l og i ca l resurrection would s eem to be
in view in light of the f uture tense (- wi l l give life " ) and
the context of Christ ' s resurrect i on as t he paralle l t o our
be ing gi ve n lif e ("to your mortal bodies al so -) . The body 's
being dead in v. 10 is equiva lent t o i ts being mortal i n v .

11 and is the curse of s in (c f . Rom. 5: 12- 21). But our
sp irits are a l ive thr ough regenerat i on by God 's Spirit . So
our spi rits are a l i ve , but our bod ies are mor t al . Paul's

answer t o t hi s pr edicament is that just as God ra i s ed Jesus
from the dead , so he wi l l gi ve life t o our morta l bodies
a l s o (c f. I Cor . 15:22 , 54-57; II Cor . 5: 4) . The oddity

noted by Grass f inds something of a parallel in II Cor . 5 : 5;

the point may be that the Spirit which wi l l raise us f rom

the dead has already in measure been given to us.
But however we resolve the oddity , the decisive

confirmation that the passage does concern es cha t o l ogi ca l
re s ur rect i on seems to come seven verses lat er in Paul ' s
discuss ion of the del i verance of cr eat i on f r om s in and

56Gras s , Osterges chehen , p. 165.

57See Gu ndry , Soma, pp . 44-46 . I
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decay . Here t her e s eems no doubt that the passage i s
es chatological . Paul says that the creation wai t s with
eager l onging fo r t he day when it will be delivered from its
bondage to de cay. He co nt i nues , "We know that the whole
cr ea tion ha s be en groaning in t r ava il toge t her unt i l now;
and not onl y t he creat i on, but we ourselves, who have the
first fruits of the spirit, groan i nwar d l y as we wait for
adoption as so ns, the redempt i on of our bodies · (Rom . 8:22­
23). Here the Chr istia n di lemma is poignantly expressed:
the first fruits of the Spi r i t are our spirits which are
alive. But t hey are united with mor t a l bodies . So we groan
inwa r d l y--fo r what ?--for t he redempti on of our bodies (cf .
II Cor. 5:2, 4) . Thus, vs. 10-11 conce rn an eschatological
event . Therefore, Rom. 8 attes t s to the fact that the

resurrection is a change wrought on our mortal bodies . It
is not an exc hange of the mortal body for a new one; r at he r
God will give l ife t o our mort a l bodies , and we t hus await
t he redemption of our bod ies. In saying that i t is the
mortal body t hat will be given resurrection life in t he
es ch aton, Paul precludes a ny att empt t o vi ew t he

i •resurr ection a s a n exchange , and not a tra ns fo r mat on .

58St ill more con f irmation of th i s fac t comes from
Paul 's discus s i on of the s anct i t y of the body ( I Co: . 6:12­
20 ) . I n this passage, he is t al ki ng about the phys1cal
body, as t he cr ass l y phys ~cal proverb i n v . 13, t he
admonitions to s exua l pur1ty in vs. 15- 18, a nd t he
comparison between the body a nd t he temple i n v . 19 s how.
In v . 13 Paul a ffirms that the body is meant f or the Lord
and the Lord for the body . Then in v . 14 he states t hat
just as God rai sed Jes us, he wi l l al so r ai se us up . . And in
v . 15 he asserts t ha t our bodies are member s of Chr1 s t . In
t hese ve r ses Paul a f firms i n strongest t e rms t he va lue of
our phys i cal 'bodies . Our mortal bodies a re members . of
Chr i st and a re int end ed for the Lord . Hence! God w11l r aise
us up, i .e., raise our bodies . I n ve r r phY~1ca l . terms,

then Pau l affirms t hat ther e i s nume r 1cal 1dent 1ty be twe e n
t he ~ortal a nd resurrection body . The on l y reason t o doubt
t hi s conclusion woul d be v. 13 , that God wi l l destroy the
bOdy, and v . 17, that a man united to the Lord becomes one
spi r i t with him. Bu t the destruction of the b?dy may very
well be part of t he quotation f r om the Cor inth1ans
t hemselves, who scorned t he significan ce of the body. In
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Alt hough t hi s i s perhap s dif fi cult t o conceive, an

i nteresting analogy t o the sort of transformation envisaged
by Paul i s Jesus' s changi ng the water i nt o wine at Cana (In.
2: 1- 11) . Why did J esus command the servants to fi ll t he
jars wit h water? Clearly it wa s t he water that Jesus

c hanged i nto wine, according t o John . He d id not command

j a r s f ul l of wat er t o be empt ied 50 that he could fill them

wi t b wi ne c r ea t ed ex ni hilo . The water was not poured out
or disca r ded; rather it was transformed. Similarly, Paul's
doctri ne is t hat t he old body is not ca st aside ; r ather i t

is c hanged . Thi s may be diff icult t o conceive , but it seems
to be what Paul be l ieved. Thus, fo r him res urrect i on
impl ied an empty tomb . Scho lars who appeal to Paul ' s
doctrine of the resurrection body t o s how that the t omb
might not be empty would t herefore appear t o be ser i ously
mi s take n . ~ Of cours e , God could create a new body (o r
wine ) ex ni bilo , but t he que st i on is not what God could do ,
but what God does do . Pau l fervently bel ieved t hat God

woul d rai se and t r a ns form ou r bod ies a t the Parous ia .

The Personal Return of Jesus
I n fact, to my mi nd, perhaps one of the most convi nc i ng

argume nt s tha t Paul be lieved that Christ'S r esurrection body
was physical is his ea r ne s t adherence t o t he hop e of t he
pers ona l return of Christ ( 1 Thes5 . 4 : 16- 11; II Tbess . 1:7-

a ny case , t he de s t ruction probably r efers to dea th , a
c i rcums t a nce that is t hen ove r come i n the r esurrect ion (v .
14 ). As f or v . 17, t he unity in spiri t which one has wi th
God is not meant s ubstant ive ly , fo r t his woul d contradict
chapter 15 , which affi rms a r esurrection of t he O~~Q a nd
perso na l immorta l i t y . Bes ides , the ve r s e r e f e r s t o our
being one spirit with t he Lor d now; t hi s i s our Chr i stia n
experience , not a n eschatologi ca l expectation . That
expecta t i on is express ed in v . 14b : God wi ll a lso ra i se us
up by Hi s power .

59Gr as s , Ostergescbehen , pp. 146- 73; Ge r ha rd Koch,
Di e Auf ers tehung Jesu Ch r i s t i, BHT (TUbingen : J.C . B. Mohr ,
1959), pp . 168, 171; Jacob Kre~er , Die Os t er vange l i en- ­
Gescbicht en um Gesch icbte (Stuttgart : Katholisches
Bi be lwerk, 1977) , p , 49.
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8, 10; 2:1 , 8; 1 Cor . 15: 23; Phil. 3:20-21; 4: 5; Col. 3:4) .

Though some of these r efe rences taken alone cou ld be
i nterpr eted in a s pi r i t ua l way (Phil . 4:5 ; Col . 3:4 ), most
of t hem r efer t o a l i teral even t a nd thus serve as t he
ya r dst i ck f or the i nt e r pr et a t i on of t he other s . Pau l s eems
to have awa i t ed the personal , vi sible retu rn of Christ.
Thi s hope r uns through t he entir e New Testament (Mt . 24-25 ;
Mk . 13; Lk. 21:5-36 ; In . 14:1-3; 21:22 - 23 ; Acts 1:6- 1 ;
17:31 ; 1 Tim. 6:14; 11 Tim. 4:1; Tit. 2 :13; xeb • 10 : 37; .res ,

5:1 , 9; I Pet . 1: 13; 11 Pet . 3:4 , 10; I I n . 2: 28; 3: 2) . The
par ousia was conceived to be the pers ona l return of JesuS at
whi ch believers would be r es urrected a nd t ransformed and
t ak e n by the Lor d i nto his kingdom. Gr ass dismi sses t he
~ me et ing t he Lord i n t be air~ (1 Thess . 4:1 7) as so
myt hol ogi ca l t hat it may be unde rstood as a n expres s i on t he
wholly othe r nature of the eschatological mod e of being .~

But the point i s , Paul rea lly believed it and re-iterated it
( -Now co ncerning the coming of our Lord JeSUS Chri s t and our
assembling to meet him • • • ~ 11 The s s . 2: 1 ) . This blessed

hope was eviden t l y no symbol for Paul , but an immine nt
f utu r e event whi ch he hope d to see . But th i s would s eem t o
be possible onl y i f t he ri sen an d coming Chr i st has, at
l ea st In t hi s d i me ns i on, a physical , extended body.

11 Cor. 5:1-10
The Earth ly Tent a nd the Heavenly Dwell ing

But this a t once rais es t he puzz l i ng questi on : what
happens t o t hos e Christ i a ns who die befor e the parous l a 1 I n
I Thes s . 4 Paul assures us t ha t they wil l be r aised f i rst.

But a re t hey simpl y ext i ngui s hed until the day of
r es ur rect i on? The c lue to Paul 's a nswer may be f ound In
ano t her important passage concer ni ng our hope for the nex t
life , 11 Cor . 5 :1_10 . 61 The ear t h l y t ent we live i n is the

60Grass , Ostergeschehen , p. 151 .

61For a survey of t he va r i ous interpr etat i ons of
thi s passage , see Friedr ich Gustav Lang, 2 Korintber 5, 1-10
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present body, the ,,';'ua <¥llx \,. M05 .... [v , 1 ; ct. 4 : 1 ) . 62 By way o f

contrast the bUilding we have f r om God is the resurrection
body, the cWjJQ ( V (U\l QT\.. MOV . The contras t be twe e n the tent

and t he building is one of stability a nd permanence. The
CXOlJ EV does no t imply that the re s urrec t i o n body i s already

wait i ng in heave n for us; r at her i t expres ses certa i nt y of
pos s es s i on, as when one says t hat one has a n inheri tance i n
heaven. ~ Similarly t he fact that the house i s ete rna l

( at wv\.ov) d o e s no t mean tha t it has existed from e tern i t y

past, but that it e nd ur e s foreve r . 64 The p h r a s e ( \I t o i. ~

oupavoCt does not go wi t h [ XO\lt" , but wi t h the immed iate l y

in der neueren For schung , BGBE 16 (Tubi ngen: J .e. B. Mohr ,
1973 ) . I n th i s pa s sa ge Pa ul t ak es account of dying befo r e
the pa r ous ia, according to H.A.W. Meyer, Handbuch fiber den
zwei t en Brief an di e Korinther, 6th ed. , r ev . Geor g
Heinrici , KEKNT 6 (Gottingen: Va ndenhoeck & Ruprec ht ' s
Verlag, 1883) , p . 132 ; Grass, Ostergeschehen , p . 157; C.K.
Barret t, A Commen tar y on t he SeCond Epis tl e t o the
Cor i nthians , BNTC (LOndon: Adam & Char les Bl ack , 1973) , p.
159 .

62The figure of a tent f or the body i s common in
Hellenistic literatu r e . See Plato Phaedru$ 81C; Phi l o
Q~aestiones in Gene s i n 1 . 28; Corpus herm eticum 8 . 15 , a nd
11terature cited in Rudol f Bultmann, Der Zweite Bri ef an die
Korinther, ed. Erich DinkIer , KEKNT (Gottinge n : Van denhoeck
& Rupr echt, 1976), pp . 132-33. In the Old Tes tame nt it
appear s only i n Is . 38:12 ; see also Wisdom 9:15 . In the New
Testament we fi nd t he metaphor i n I I Pet . 1:13; Heb. 8: 9;
cf . .In .l :14 .

63 (Heinrici_ ) Meyer, Zweiten Brief, p . 134; Alfred
Plummer , Se cond Epi s t l e of St Paul t o the Corinthians , I CC
(Edinburgh : T&T Cl ar k, 1915), pp . 143- 44; Erns t-Bernard
Al l o , Se conde epltre d UX Corinthiens (Par i s : Librairie
Lecoffre, 1956), pp . 120 -21 , 138; P. E. Hughes , Paul's Second
Epi stle t o the Cor i nthians , NLC (Edi nbur gh : Mars hall , Morgan
& Scott, 1962 ) , p. 163 ; Fuller , Format ion , p. 20; Barret t ,
Second Epi s t l e , p. 151; Bul t ma nn , Korinther , pp . 133-34;
Paul Hoffma nn, Die Toten i n Chris t us, 3d rev . ed. , NTA 2
(Munster : As chendorff , 1978), p. 270 . This seems to be
nearly fata l t o Grass' s a t tempt t o s how t hat t he
resurrection co ns ists i n the exchange of the present body
f or a heavenly one .

64Pl ummer, Cor i nt hi ans , p . 144; Allo , Second e
epitr e , p . 121.
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pr eced i ng words as a description of t he hous e .M The idea
t hat ou r house or body exists already in heaven may be seen
t o be unt enable by r eflecting upon t he f act that t he
resur rection body is a o!i>ua ~ V ( Uuan M6' v . The not i on of an
una nimated o~\la "V( \J\lo.H M~V , stored up i n the closets of
hea ven unti l t he Parous i a, is a cont r adiction in t erms ,
since I V( O\lo. i s the essence and sou rce of life i t s e l f.

"Put t i ng On· t he Resurrect i on Body
Paul goes on to say t hat while we are here we groan and

long t o put on our heave nly dwelling (v . 2) . The metaphor

i s mixed (c f . II Pet . 1 :13-14 ): t he word tuv6UoO:Jo -&Qt. has
r e f er ence t o pulling on top-clothing, but Paul us es it of
t he house we s hall r eceive from God.u We long t o put on

65Bultmann , Korin t ber , p . 133.

66Thi s i s a very rare verb bot h i n the New Testament
and in anc i ent Gre e k lite rature . It ha s the sense of
pulling one ga rme nt on ove r anothe r one. Taken i n isolation
t his might be thought to indi cate t hat the r esu r r ect i on
cons ist s in drawi ng on t he new body "ove r " t he old , so that
the old i s anni hilated and onl y the ego is conti nuous
( [ KUmme l -) Lietzmann , Kor inther II , p . 119 ) . This, however ,
is to press the met aphor too f a r . Paul is not t r yi nq to be
t echnical, as is evi dent by his us e of the ordinary i:'J6uoau t vo t.
in v. 3 (cf . I Cor . 15 : 54) . He want s on ly t o say t hat
r athe r than los e the body i n death , he would r at he r be
changed di rectly at t he Parous i a , t hus avoidi ng the
necess ity of ·undressing. · I n t hi s s en se, the .
t rans format ion of the bodies of t hos e a l ive at the Parous 1a
is analogous to putting on t op-clothing, viz., one need not
undress firs t . For Paul the r es ur r ec t i on i s not an exc ha nge
of the body, but a t ransformation of the body . Indeed , t he
"put t i ng on " consists precisely in being transformed . Thi s
is hint ed at in I I Cor . 5 : 4, f or the swallowing up of the
mortal in lif e corresponds with God ' s giving l i f e to t he
mortal body (Rom. 8 :11 ) . The mortal body i s not l ef t alone;
rather i t is · swa l l owed up , · i t is t rans formed, i nto a .
resurrection lif e. The fi rst-f rui t s of the Spirit are g1ven
t o us as a gua rantee of this even t (II Cor. 5 :5; Rom 8: 23 ).
Note also the paralle l between II Cor. 4 :1 4 a nd I Cor . 6: 14,
where t he res urrection of the mortal body is in view.

I t i s a lso press ing the metaphor t oo far to emphasize
parallels i n Religionsgeschichte conce r ni ng t he reception of
a hea venly robe by the righteous ( I Enoch 62:15; I I Enoc h
22 :8 -10; I Baru ch 5 :2; As cension of Isaiah 7:2 2; 8 :26; 9,
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the heavenly dwelling so that we may not be f ound nake d (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

fur ther clothed ( CU"OOOilO{l (). 1 ) s o t hat mortality is

s wallowed up by life ( ~(lTa l 0 Il ';: to ll"'lTOV L.o Tn!: ( ,., fi s. ) • The

language is i r r esistably remi ni s cent of I Cor . 15 . Ther e we

saw that the mortal ( TO 1l\l'1'O\l ) must put on ( £voJoMllilo. ) t he

immortal , and the perishable the i mper i s habl e (I Cor.
15: 53) . This had r eference to t he transformation of the ol d
body a t the Parousia . Whe n this occurs , then death i s
s wallowed up in victory ( :>lQ u lt o ll n (; <'I av(JT o !> Ei.S. VC IIOS, ) ( I

Cor. 15 :54 ). This makes it likely that the building f r om

God in II Cor . 5 : 1 is not r eceived immediately upon death ,
but at the Parou s ia . ~ This f act also s eems cl ear from a

Odes of Solomon 11 :1 1; 21 : 3; 25 :8) . I t i s not a t all
evident that the robes of glory gi ve n to t he righteous a r e
new bodies , rather than new clothes . Much closer t o these
pa r a llel s than Paul' s doc trine of the res urrecti on body are
the whit e r obes of Rev. 4 : 4; 6 : 11; 7 :9 , 13, 14 . Paul does
not r efer to the resurrect i on body as a ga rment, but as a
bui l d i ng . The poi nt Paul wis hes to express i s that he wants
t o possess the resurrect i on body wi t hout the necess i ty of
dying so t hat ther e woul d be no interval of s epa r ation of
soul from body . This woul d pr ev ent the disquieting state of
being fo und na ked (Pl ummer , Corinthians , pp. 147-48;
[Kummel- J Liet zmann , Korin ther II, p. 117; Sevenster ,
MRemarks , " p . 207; Al l o, Seconde ~pitre, p . 123 ; Grass,
Ostergeschehen, pp . 158-59; Cul l mann, Immor t al i t y , pp. 52­
53; Mou le , "Dual i sm, " pp . 118-19, 122; Hughes, Epi s t le , pp .
168-69, Barrett , Se cond Epistle, p . 156 ) .

67The evidenc e of I Thess . 4; I Cor. 15; and Rom. e
s eems to stand deci sive l y aga inst those wh~ t hi nk the new
body is r eceived immediately after death ([Heinrici- ] Meyer ,
Zweiter Briet, p . 122; Davies , Paul, pp. 311 , 317- 18;
Wh i te l y , Theology, p. 260 ; Bultmann , Korinther , pp . 135 -3 9;
Meyer , "Pau l' s View of t he Res urrection , · p. 379) . As Al lo
s ays, it i s unbe l i evabl e tha t had Paul changed his mi nd on
the dead 's receiving t heir resurrection bodies at the
Parousia , he would not have t old t he Cor i nt hi ans , but
cont i nued to use precisely t he same l anguage (Al l o , Second
epltre , p . 151 ) . If a new body is receive d i mmedi a t e l y,
then the r e is no r esu r r ection of the dead . But Pau l in his
later l ette rs did not abandon the doctrine and hope of t he
r esurr ection . The whole point of I I Cor . 4 : 7-5 :1 0, whi ch
ought to be read as a unit , is that t hough our weak and

compar i son with Rom. 8. 68 There the groaning ( a t Ev eit", ; cf.
I I Cor . 5 : 2) concerned our waiting f or the es chat ologi ca l
r edempt i on of our bod ies (v. 23) . God wi ll t he n give life

t o our mortal bodi es ( ~~a 1. a l,. n a€: t. to: &vrno: OWUOTO ULJ~ \I ) {v •
11) , a phra.s e reminiscen t of I I Cor . 5 : 4, 1:\10 XOT0 1. 0a ~ t o a\ln t ~\I

be l eaguer ed bodies a re gradua l l y fa i l i ng , we hav e t he hope
of the r esurr ect ion . The "out e r nature " (4: 16) is not t he
ol d man of s i n, but the earthen vessel (4:1 ), the body
( 4 : 10 ; 5 :6, 8, 10), t he rqor tal flesh (4 :11 ), t he earthl y
t e nt (5:1) , the mor tal ( 5:4) . As God r ais ed J es us, he wil l
also r a ise us (4:1 4; c f . I Cor. 6 : 14) . Thi s hope i s t ha t
whic h is expr es s ed in 5: 1. I t would be a des perate
expedi ent t o pos i t a th i rd inte rmed iate body between the
present body and the resurrec t i on body; t his would
cont r adic t t he permanence of the building we receive , t oo .
I f we receive a body i mmed iately upon death, v . 8 becomes
uni nt e l l i gi bl e . The r e would a l so be no r eason f or t he fear
of nakedness . Thi s viewpoi nt s e ems t o forget as wel l that
t he resurrection body wi l l be a trans f or mation of the
phys i ca l body in the gr ave . "Fi na l r esult : t here i s a
t otal l ac k of pe rsuasive evidence t hat Paul 's t eac hing on
t he r es ur recti on of the dea d unde rwent significan t
deve l opment e i t her be t ween I Thess . 4 and I Cor . 15 , or
be t ween I Cor . 15 a nd 2 Cor. 5M (Meyer , "Paul ' s View of the
Resurrec tion , · p . 382).

68Rom. 8 a nd I I Cor . 4 :7- 5 :1 0 on the res urr ection
s er ve to i lluminate each othe r . Tha t the SUbj ect mat t er is
the same is evide nt f r om the c l ear pa r al l e l s between them:
our qui ckened spirits i n mortal bodies (Rom. 8 : 10; II Cor .
4:7, 16); the pres ent SU f fer ings ve r s us t he incomparable
gl or y to come (Rom .8 :1 8; II Cor . 4: 17); the groaning while
i n the present body unt i l the time of del i verance (Rom .
8 :22- 23; I I Cor . 5:2, 4); the mortal body' S be ing given life
(Rom. 8: 11; I I Cor. 5 :4 ) ; the first-f ruits of the spi r it
havi ng bee n given as a preparat i on (Rom. 8 : 23; II Cor . 5: 5 );
a nd the patient waiting fo r that whi ch i s not ye t seen (Rom.
8:2 4- 25; II Cor . 5:6-9). This i s exceedingly important, for
i t sho ws, since Romans was written a f t er II Cor i nth i ans ,
t ha t Paul retained the doctrine of the resurrect ion and
t r ans f or mat i on of the body from I Cor . 15 . We a lso s ee th~t

while the continuity of the ea r t hly and resurrection body 1S
masked by t heir purpose ly s harp cont r as t in I I Cor . 5:1, the
cont i nui t y i s ne vertheless there, f or the mortal's being
swallowed up in life in v . 4 can onl y re f er to the morta l
body 's be ing given l i f e (Rom. 8 :11), s i nc e our inner spirits
are a l r eady alive . It needs t o be emphasized that in both
thes e passages , t he l onged fo r deliverance is not from
cor por ealit y as s uc h ; i t is f r om t he sin and co ns equent
decay that infect s our bodies . Pau l looks forward , not to
r e lease from t he body , but t o the r edemption of the body.



Uwe. tfis I;wfls The indwe l ling Holy spiri t , alternat ely
designated as the f irs t f ruits of the s pir it ( t nV <'Ila.px h .. TOU

WVU5Ua.TOS ) (Rom. 8 :23) or the down payment of t he spirit
( . TO.. a pp Cl j3,;,va. TOU l .. £ UUa.TOS ) ( I I Cor . 5 :5 ) , i s our gua rantee
of eschatological r edemption (c f . II Cor . 1 : 22; Eph. 1 :13­
14) . This ma kes i t evident t hat t he ~ putt i ng on- of the
heavenl y body i s an eschatologica l event .

The Intermediate State
In I Cor . 15 Paul did not speak of a st a t e of

na kedness; the mor t a l s impl y -put on - the immor t al . But i n
I I Cor . 5 he speaks of the fea r of being unc l ot hed a nd the
preference t o be f urther c lothed , as by top-c lot hing, rather
than undr ess i ng and then being r e-clothed . It s eems likely
that Paul is s peaki ng here of t he l oss of the ear t hl y tent
or body t hrough de at h as being unclot hed a nd hence naked. He
would rather not qui t t he ol d body but simply be t rans fo rmed
a t the Parous i a wi t hout experiencing the na kedne s s of death .
Thi s na ked nes s is thus the na kednes s of the individual 's
spirit or soul a pa r t f r om t he body .~ Thi s is con fi rmed in
vs. 6- 9 where Paul contrasts bei ng at horne in t he body and

690n nak ednes s a s a des cription of a di sembodi ed
so ul , s ee plato Cratylus 4038 ; i dem Gorgias 523, 524 j idem
Phaedo 67D, Ej 81C; i dem Republic 9; 317B j Corpus herme ticum
1.2 6; cf . 9 . 18 ; Phi lo De virt ut ibus 76; idem Le gum
al l egoriae 2.57, 59 ; Lucian Hermotimus 7. The normat i ve
~iew o~ firs t century J udai sm was ant hropologica l dua lism,
1nclud1ng the continued ex i ste nce of t he disembodied soul
a f t e r death (Hof f mann, Toten , pp . 26-174; Gundry, Soma, pp .
87-93) . See a l s o we i s s , Korintherbrief, p . 370 ; Plummer ,
Corinthians, p . 147; Seve ns t er , "Rema r ks ," pp . 202-14; Allo ,
Seconde ~pltre , pp . 121-22 ; Grass , Os t er geschehe n, p. 161;
CU l lm~nn , I mmortality, p . 52 ; Jean Her ing, Le seconde ~p!tre
de Sa~nt Paul aux Cor in t hi ens, CNT 8 (Neuch atel,
Switzerland: Del achaux & Niestle , 1958) , pp . 48-4 9; Hughes ,
Epistle , pp . 169-70; Barrett, Second Epi stle , pp . 153-55 .
Hof f mann also finds conf i r mat or y ev i de nce f or an
intermedi ate sta t e from the us e of t he t e rms h cis""O"os (Rom .
10 : 7 ), l ~ VUPW\l ( I Cor . 15 :1 2, 20 ) , and lClOci6t~0'0S (II Cor .
12 : 1-4j cf . Lk. 23:43; Acts 2 : 7 ) (Hoffmann, Toten , .pp . 177­
86) . But t he decisive pas s age proving Paul 's belie f i n such
a state i s Phil. 1 : 21-2 6 ( I bid. , pp , 286- 320) .

"
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be i ng a t home wi t h the Lord as mutual l y exc l us i ve
condi t i ons. pa ul is saying that whil e we are in t hi s body
we s 1gh , not because we wea nt to l eave the body by dea t h and
exi s t as a disembodied soul, but be ca use we, bur den ed by t he
mor t a l body SUbject to sin a nd deat h, want to have ou r
heavenl y body, but without the neces s i ty of pas s i ng through

the intermediat e s tate.
Despite the uns ettling prosp ect of sucb an i nt ermediate

stat e, Pa ul sounds a note of ch eer (v . 6 ) . Wh i le we are in

thi s body we are away from the Lor d , and even with t he
nakednes s it is bette r to be away f r om t he body a nd wi th the
Lord (v. 8). Christ makes all the di f f erence ; f or Paul the
so ul s of the de par ted a r e not s hut up i n caves or ca s kets
unt i l the e nd time as i n Jewish apocalyptic; r ather they go
to be with Jesus and enjoy a near er a nd deeper f ellows hi p
with him until he comes aga in to claim his kingdom . ~

Hence, Paul coul d wr i te, "For t o me to l ive i s Chris t, and
t o di e is gain- (Phil . 1 : 21 ). Paul 's desir e , des pi t e his
di s t as t e f or the nakedness of the soul, was - t o depart and
be wit h Christ , fo r t ha t is f a r be t ter - (Phil . 1 :23 ).

From t his i t s ee ms t o fol l ow t hat the i nt e rmediate
st a t e of bel ieve r s is cons c ious , bliss f ul communion wi t h
J es us . Paul explicit l y cont radicts a ny notion that the sou l
- s l eeps " or is unconscious unti l the pa rous ia . 71 When Jesus

returns aga i n t o earth he brings with hi m the souls of t he
depar t ed , a nd t hey are reunited with their r esur r ect ed ,
tra ns f or med bodies , wher eupon those alive a t t he Parousia
are simi l arly t ra nsformed , and toget her they all go to be

70Cf . II Baru ch 30:2 -5; IV Ezra 7 : 26-44 ; I Enoch
22: 1- 14 . See a lso Hoffma nn, Toten , pp . 286- 320 .

71Bornhau s er, Auferstehung, p . 44; Plummer ,
Cor i nt hi ans, p . 150; Allo , Seconde ~pltre , p. 132; C.F .
Evans, Res ur r ect i on and the New Testament, SBT 12 (London :
SCM Pres s , 1970) , pp . 22- 24; Whitely, Theol ogy , pp . 262-69 ;
Rober t E. BaI l ey , - I s ' Sl eep ' the Pr oper Bi bl i ca l Term f or
the I ntermediate St at e?" ZNW 55 (1964 ): 161-67; Hof f ma nn ,
Toten, pp . 186-2 06.
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witb the Lord (I Thess. 4: 14, 16-17). Paul's hope was to

live t o see t he Parousia; nevertheless , his comf ort wa s that
shou ld he die he wou l d go to be with 3esus. Whi le he was in

the fl esh, in the body , he meanwhile sought to bonor his

Lor d in all t hat he did (Phil. 1 : 24- 25 ; I I Cor . 5:9)n

Pa ul ' s doctri ne o f t he nature of t he re s urrection body

woul d now s e em t o be rea sonab ly clear . When a Christian

dies, hi s co nscious s pi r it or soul goes to be wi th Chris t

unt i l t he Parousia, while his body lies in t be grave. When

Chr is t r et ur ns , i n a singl e ins t an t the r ema ins of the

72Thi s inte rpr etation of Pa ul ' s doctr i ne wou l d
appear t o involve the f ollowi ng inconsistency : on t he ooe
hand , he wants to live to the Par ousia so as t o avoid t he
state of nakedness ; on the other hand, be explic i t l y sa ys it
is be t ter t o di e and be with Christ t ha n to go on l i ving in
t he fle sh. Now ev en shou l d ther e be a n irreconc i lable
i ncons istency he r e, that would not of i tself f alsify the
f or egoi ng i nterpretati on , f or to be ca ught betwee n
conflicting de s ires, espec i a lly with regard t o l i fe and
death, is a common human experience. Alter native
i nt er pr et ations o f II Cor . 5 s e em to be l e s s plausible
exege tically . But is the i nconsis t ency so i r r e concilable ?
I t hink t ha t i f we look at the three s t ates i nvolved, we
shall s ee that Paul ' s desi r e s a r e not s o co ntrad i ctor y . The
body a nd s oul could ex i s t in thr ee s t a tes: ( 1) the sou l
unit ed witb the pr esent morta l body away f rom t he Lord , (2 )
the disembodied sou l wi t h the Lor d , and (3) the soul unit ed
wi t h the resurrection body with the Lord . Pau l desi r es ( 3 )
above all, and (2) in preference to (1) . Thus, with regard
t o s tates , it is be t ter , ev en wi t h t he nakedness , to be with
t he Lord tban to be in the present bOdy; but even better
than being wi t h the Lord as a disembodied sou l i s be i ng with
him united with a r esurrection body, since then one avo i ds
the nakedness . Paul's de s ires therefore seem to be
consis tent . But the problem a rises fo r the apos tle whe n one
considers how one r eaches t he s e s tates . For in or de r to ge t
(3) without going th rough the nakedness, one has to remain
i n ( 1) 1 So what is one to do? Doe s he stick i t out i n t he
present i n hope s of at t a i ning t he best, or doe s he sett le
f or s econd best rathe r than endure t he present? I n other
words , to get t he best state, one has to go on living i n the
worst state , hoping only t ha t the Lord will soon r eturn I
What I am sugges t i ng is that t he tension whi ch we see in
Paul 's desires i s not t he res ult o f exegeti cal
i nt e r p r et ation ; r a t he r it was a rea l d ilemma whi c h
c onfronted Paul himse l f , such t hat wha t eve r he c hos e t o do
would invo lve him i n a sort o f incon s ist e ncy .

,
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na t ur a l bod y are transfo~ed into a po_er ful , glorious, a nd
i mpe r i s hab l e supernatu ral bod y under the co mplete lordshi p

a nd d irection of the Spirit , and t he soul of the departed is

s i mu l t a neous l y r e uni ted with the body, and t he man i s raised

to ever lasting life, Then t hose who are alive wi l l be

s i mi l a r l y transformed, t he old body miraculously changed

i nt o the new wi t hout ex ces s , and all be l i eve rs wi l l go t o be

with t he Lord.

Paul 's unders t anding of the Resurrecti on Body
This doctr ine pr oves ve ry fru i t f ul i n il l uminat ing

Paul 's conc ep tion o f the resurrect i on body of Chr i s t, for
Chr i s t is · t he fi r s t f rui t s of those who have fa lle n asleep·

( I Cor . 15 : 20 ) and · will chan ge our l owl y body t o be like
hi s glorious body· (Ph il . 3 :21 ) . I n no sense did Paul

appea r t o have co nceived Chr ist's r e sur rection body to be

i mmat er i a l or unext ended , The notion of an immaterial,
unext e nded body seems to be a self _co nt r ad i ction; t he
nearest t hing to i t would be a shad e i n Sheot, and t h i s wa s

certain ly not Pau l ' s concept ion of Chr i s t ' s g l or i ous
resurr ection body l The only phrases in Paul ' s di scuss ion

that could lend t hems e l ve s to a -dema t er i a l i zi ng · o f
Chr ist 's body are · " ';;110 l \l t \.l\jll n.~ d'U and · f l e s h and b l ood

c annot inhe r it the kingdom of God.· But virtual l y a ll
mode r n commentators seem to ag ree that these expr essions

have nothing to do with s ubstant i a l ity or anatomy, a s we

have seen . Rat her the first speaks of the heaven l y

orientat ion of the resurrection body, while the second
r e f ers to t he mortality and feebleness of the na t ura l body

in cont rast to God .
So it is difficult to under s tand how theologians c an

persis t in describing Christ's r e sur rect i on body in terms of

a n invisible , intangible spirit; t he r e seems to be a great
l a cuna here be twee n exegesis a nd t heology . I can on l y agree
with O'Co l lins when he asserts i n t hi s co nt ext, · Pl at oni sm
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may be har die r t han we su spect. on With a l l the best will
in the wor ld , i t is extremely di fficult to s ee what is the

difference between an immat er i a l , unextended , spiritual
-body · and t he immor tality of the soul . And this again i s
certainly not Paul ' s doct rine I

We have a lso s een t ha t Pa ul gives appare ntly DO clue as
t o t he natu r e of Chri s t ' s appea r anc e to bim, though he does
make clear that it was 40 appe arance a nd not 4 vi s i on . From

Paul' s doct r ine of t he resurrection body it cou l d
theoretical l y have been as physical as aoy gospel
appea r a nce . In des cr ibi ng Pa ul 's appearance as a heaven ly
vis ion , Luke portr ays i t a s one of a ki nd; be cons idered the
appearance to Paul t o be di f f er ent because it was a post ­

ascension encounter . Pau l himself gives no hi nt t hat he
co nsidered the appear ance t o him in a ny way determinative
for a doctrine of t he res urrect i on body or i n any sense
normati ve f or t he other appearances . On the contrary, Paul
a lso s eemed t o r ecognize t hat the appearance to him was
unus ua l and was exercis ed to bring it up t o the level of
obj ectivity and r ea l i t y of t he otber appearances . The
upshot of al l t his is the startling conclusion that Paul 's
doctrine ot the nature ot the resurrection body is
potential ly mor e physical t han that of t he gospels, and if
Chri st's r esurrection body i s to be conceived in any less
than a physical way, that qual i f i cation mus t come from t he
side of the gospel s , not of Paul . with t hese r esults i n

730 'Co 11ins , Easter, p. 94 . He remarks that the
position of some t heolog ians ~looks scarcely distingui shable
from t he i mmor t ality of J es us ' s soul ~ ( Ibid) . Cul 1ma nn
agrees ; ~ I Cor . 15 has been sacrificed f or the phaedo ·
(Cul 1mann, Immort ali ty, p . 8) . In fact, the posit ion of
many t heo l ogians toda y could , accord ing t o the expos ition
gi ven by Robi nson, · E~ s te r to valentinus , ~ pp . 1-1 7, r ightly
be de scribed as neo- Gnost ic {Cf . Va l entin i an Treatise on the
Resurrection (NH 1, 48 ;3 0-49 ; 25] ): Gundry obser ves t hat
Paul ' s unders t a ndi ng of ow~ ~ in re l ation t o t he resurrec t i on
i s as Sca ndalous t o twenti et h centu r y minds as t o the
a nc i en t Gr eeks and pr ot o-Gnos t i cs . ~Th e scanda l i s
d i ff i cul t - - i mpos s i bl e __to avoid w (Gund r y , Soma, p. 168 ) .

,,
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hand , we are now prepared t o go ove r to an i nves tigat ion of

t he gospe ls .
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PART II
THE EVIDENCE OF THE GOSPELS
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CHAPTER 5

THE BURIAL NARRATIVE

Introductory Remarks

I n examining the hi storical value of the gospel
acc ount s of t he resurrection , we shall ha ve to answer two
di stinct quest ions : ( 1) what are t he tradit ions underlying
the gospel accounts, a nd, (2) what is the hi s tor ica l
r e l i abi l i t y of these tradit ions and accounts? It i s not
enough s i mpl y t o s how t hat s ome pr i or tradi tion unde r lies a

particu l a r appeara nce s tory , for this does not explicitly
a nswe r the questi on of histor i city. The tradition may, in
f ac t , be false . Merely rediscovering ol d traditions does
not, t herefore, go fa r enough; indeed, from the ver y nature
of the cas e , we s hould expect that the bulk of what the
gospels narrate i s t raditional, especially where John and
the Synoptics or Pau l and the gospels agree, rather than an
e l abor at e s tory spun out of the imagination of the writer •
So t he isolation of tradi t i on does not it itself carry t he
verdic t of historic i t y f or t hose t radi t i ons.

On t he other hand, it i s equal ly unwi se t o dismiss out
of ha nd as unhi s torica l informati on supplied by the
evangelist whi ch was not part of t he tradition before him.
Agai n the f act alone t hat a pi ece of information is
r edact i ona l does not i n itse l f addres s the ques tion of
historicity. Thi s is especially t he case wher e t he
informat i on cou l d poss i bl y stem f rom reminiscences of an
eyewitness, as is claimed for the Johannine narratives (In.
19:35 ; 21 :24) . The redactional materi a l , too, must be
examined for historicity .
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I n assessiog the hist oricit y of a passage, we must
res is t the f r equent t endency t o reg~rd tradit ions in t he

later gospe l s as ipso f ac t o themselves late and s i mpl y
deve lopments of early t r aditions . Though it is universally
acknowledged that a late gospe l may contain earl y
traditions , it s eems to be an irresistible temptation fo r
scholars to show the line of evolution of a t r adition f r om
Mar k t o Matthew and Luke to John, just 4S Strauss
co nfidently s howed the development f rom Ma t thew and Luke t o
Hark . Too often t he crit e r i a of - l at ene s s · employed seem to
be very subjective a nd me r ely to a ccord wit h the wr i t e r ' s

view of what he cons i de r s to be truly · primi t i ve. - So
caution mu s t be exercised in pronounci ng judgment on the
evol ut i on of a t radition .

In assessing t he historicity of a t r ad i tion or account,
we inevitably r un up agains t the problem of the bu r den of
proof. Al t hough i n historiography in general , one
approaches a docume nt with an attitude of non- commi tment,
such t hat a l l t hi ngs being equa l i ts testimony wil l be
accepted rather t han re j ec t ed , many biblica l scholars
maintain t hat this rule doe s not or a t least no longer
appli es t o gospel studies . Accor d i ng t o James M. Robinson ,

the old quest of the hi storica l J esus came to an end because
of a basic cha nge i n New Testament scholarship: the
discovery of t heology i n t he gospels. 1 No l onger were t he

oldest sou rces of t he gospe l s s ee n as object i ve ,
positivi s t ic sour~e s, but a8 devotional literature of t he
ea r l y ch ur c h . In t his century the ba sic r eor ientation of
New Tes t ame nt scholarship has been that -al l the tradit i on
about Jesu s s ur vived only in so far as it ser ved some
f unction i n the l i f e a nd worsh ip of t he pri mitive Church . "1

IJ ames M. Robi nson, A New Qu est of t be Histori cal
Jes us , BT 25 (London : SCM Pr ess , 1959 ), pp. 34-39. Cf.
Norman Perri n, Wba t is Redact ion Cr i t i c i sm?, GBS / NT
(Phi lade l phi a : Fortress Pr es s , 1969 ), pp . 1-24 .

2Rob inson , Qu es t , p . 31 .
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This in t ur n r adi ca l l y affects the prima fa ci e credibility

of t he gospels: - The t we nt i eth century presupposes the
ke r yqmat i c na t ure of the Gospels a nd fee ls r ea l l y confiden~

i n as s er t i ng the historicit y of ita details only where the1r
or i gi n cannot be explained in terms of the l i f e of t he
Chur ch ."' Thus, the norma l historiogr aphical appr oa c h to the

t r us t wor t hi nes s of a document must be aba ndoned: accor ding
to Robinson , t he burden of proof now res ts on the person who
s ees an obj ective , factual sou r ce i n the gospels . If s ome
e l ement of tbe gospels can be explained by the chu rch' s
l i f e , tbe burden of proof is to s how why we need to posit an

addi t iona l so urce in Jes us himself .
Robinson ' s co nclusions, however , may be overdr awn. His

under l yi ng pres uppos i t i on appears to be that hi s tory a nd
theo logy a r e mutually exclusive categories , such that t he
discover y of theology in the gospe l s au tomatically expels
hi s t or i ca l accuracy at tha t point. Thi s , however , appea r s

to be a non sequ it ur. ~ An event l ike the piercing of
Jesus ' s side could be bo t h historica l a nd regarded as

3Ibi d . , pp . 31-38 . Cf . the judgment of Perrin :
t he nature of t he synopt ic t radition is such that the

bur den of proof wil l be upon the c l aim to authenticity·
(Norma n Perrin , Rediscovering t be Teacbing of Jes us [New
Yor k: Harper and Row, 1916), p. 39 ).

'Mol t mann observes t hat t he understanding of the
resu;rection narratives as no l ong er s tatements "about
somet hi ng- but as - expr es s i ons of - personal and corporate
faith came about t hr ough t he alliance of f orm- crit i cal
research and di a l ec t i cal theology, es pec i a l l y in ita
existential interpretation . But , he protests, "The Eas te r
r epor t s i n the New Testament proclaim in the f orm of
narrat i ve and narrate history i n the form of proclamati~n .
The mode r~ al te rnat i ve , readi ng t hem !i~ her as hi storica
sour ces or as kerygmat i c calls t o dec~s~on , is f or e ign t o
them as the modern di s t i nct ion betwee n fa ctua l truth and
eXis~ent ia l truth is a lso f or e i gn to them- ( Jij rgen1~~ itmal nn,
Tbeo logy of Hope , trans J . W. Leitch [London: SCM , , p.
188).
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t heol ogi ca l l y significant . s Si nce one ca nnot assume a

priori t ha t history i s fal s if i ed because i t is s e en t o be
preg na nt with theo logical significance , the only way to

pr ove t his woul d be empir ical l y , by a hist orica l examina tion
of the gospel s . But since thi s i nvestiga t i on preced es the

pr e suppo s i t i on in que s t i on , it mu st begi n without assuming
the basic un r e liabi l i t y o f t he gos pels . undoub t ed l y ,
Rob i nson would conte nd t hat this was done i n the las t
cent ury and t hat t he results have established the

incompat ibility of hi s t or y a nd t heo l ogy i n t he gospe l s. But

t hi s conc l us i on may be f a r from c er t a i n . A. N. Sberwin­
Whi te , f or example , has compar ed f avorably t he gospels with

Roman hi s to ry with regard to exter na l confi rmation of

na r rat ed eve nt s . ' He rec ognizes t ha t Roman hi s t ory and the

gospel s a re of a d i f f e r en t ge nre , but , he i ns ists , t hi s need

not af f e ct the hi s t or i c i t y of particular s t ori e s . I n Acts ,

he a sserts , the hi stori c ity is ind i sput ab l e. Yet Ac ts i s

j us t as mu ch propa ga nda as t he gospels . Moreover , i n t he

gospels whe never J e s us comes into the J er usa lem or bit , t he

exter nal c onf i rmat i on i nevitabl y begins. Therefore, t he
hi s t ori ca l t r us t wor t hi ness of t he accounts of t he Galilean
min i stry, whic h by i t s natur e is l es s susceptible t o
e xte rna l co nf irmation, ought t o be presumed . According t o
Sherw in-W hi t e ' s a nalysis, not on ly a re t he cat egor i e s o f

5The s pea~ thrust a s a mea ns of e ns ur ing death is a
proven cus tom (Qu1ntil lian Declama t iones majores 6.9 ) , and
t~e "b l ood and wa t er " (In . 19 : 35 ), whi ch could have bee n
e1ther a serum i n the pericard i a I s ac p l us b l ood from the
heart or a hemorrhagic f lu id in t he pleural cavity be tween
t he ribs and t he lu ngs , wa s apparently seen by J ohn to ho ld
t heo logical s i gn if icance (Raymond C. Brown, Tbe Gospel
accordi ng t o J ohn , Anch Bi b 29A [Ga r d en City, N. Y. :
DOUbleday & Co., 1970 ) , pp. 93 5, 947 - 52 ) . Another example
where his t orical a nd t heo l ogical interests combine is t he
so l di ers ' d i Vidi ng of Jes us 's garmen t s , fo r they had t his
r ight (A.N . She r wi n Wh i te , Roman Soci e t y a nd Roman Law i n
t be New Tes t ament [Oxf or d: Cl arendon Pres s , 1963), p . 46 ),
and John saw it as a f ulf i l lment o f prophe cy (In . 19 : 24).

6Sherwin-White, Roman Society, pp . 186-89 .

•
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,.,
t he o l ogy and hi stor y not mutua l l y e xc l usive , but t he

ext er na l conf irmat ion of t he gos pels is of suc h a degree
t ha t t he ir trus t wor t hi ness ought t o be accepted eve n in

ca s e s where spec i fi c conf i rmat i on is lacking . It i s
t he r e f or e by no means t o be t aken f or granted t hat the

di s cover y of t heology i n t he gospe ls ha s vitiated t he i r
hi s t or i ca l c r ed ibilit y, so that they must now be pre s umed t o
be hi storically f a l se unti l t hey a re proved t o be true . If
She rwi n-Whit e ' s a nalysi s i s co r r ect, t he exact opposite is

t ru e : they shou l d be pres umed t o be histori cal l y true unt i l

the y a r e proved fa lse .
Robins on a l s o s e ems to be guilty o f mi sus e of one of

the t r adi tiona l cri t er ia of a uthent i city : the dissimilarity

crit erion . As has f reque ntly been po i nt ed ou t , t he
cr i t er ion can l ogically be us ed only t o e s tabl i sh t he
au t hent i c i t y of a trad i t i on , not t o di s prove it . ' If a

t r adit i on ca n be exp l a i ned i n terms of the l ife o f the

chu r ch , that does not give grounds f or assuming t hat i t is
ina ut he nt i c ; it could be both histori cal ly au thenti c "a nd

significa nt f or the church . The criteri on can only be us ed

pr operly i n a po s it i ve r o le: i f a t radi t i on ca nnot be
exp l ained in t erms of Juda i sm on t he one ha nd o r the church

on the ot her, t hen i t i s pr oba bly hi s t or i cal ly authent ic .

Ther ef or e , if one co uld explain a ce r t ain as pect of a
resur r ection narrat ive by an e l emen t pres e nt i n later church

l i f e, by no means ha s one t her eby proved that t ha t e lement

was i n fact t he fo unda t i on of t he narr at ive . One ha s only
opened the pos s i bi l i t y ; but he who would assert that this

el eme nt wa s the sole f oundat ion in a bs t r a ction f r om the

hi s torical event s in the narrat ive bears a s much the bu rden

of proof as he who f i nds t he f oundat i on in t he events

7See Morna Hooker , "Chr i s t o l ogy and Met hodology,·
NTS 17 ( 1970 - 71 ) : 480-87 ; i dem, · On Usi ng t he Wr ong Tool , ·
The ol 75 (1 972 ) :570- 81; Rober t K. Stein , -the Cr i t er i a f or
Authentici ty,- i n Gos pe l Per s pec t i ves I, ed . R.T . France and
David Wenham ( Sheff ie l d , Eng l a nd : JS OT Pr ess , 1980) , pp.
225-63 .

I
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t hemselves and the mot i ve f or t he ir pr ese r vation part l y i n
t he element of later chu r ch life .

Now i n t his study I sh a l l not assume Robinson's
hi s t ori ograp hy , but neithe r s ha l l I pr es ume that a n account
i s accurate i f it ha s not bee n fa lsif i ed . Rather any
pr of fered hypo thesis will have to bear t he bur den of pr oof .
Wha t we want t o de t e rmi ne is whi ch explanat i on provides the

most plaus ible recons truction of what happened . In mAny
part i c ular cases, t he r e may be alternat i ve explanations,
none o f whi c h can be sa tis f a c t or i l y proved , and t he qu e s t i on
shou ld be l e f t open. With rega rd to a pa rti cu l ar tradition

or mot i f , we may simply not know whethe r i t goes bac k to

his t orica l events Dr whether it or i g i nated in the life of
t he c hur ch . But t here may be ot her impor t ant i nstances i n
whi c h t here is good r eason to accept a n i nc i dent a s
hi s t orica l , an d t hes e can be pos itive l y a f f i rmed .

Al l the gospels conco r d with the pattern of events
recor ded in t he formula of I Cor. 15: t hat J esus died, was
buri ed , was raised , a nd appeared . We sh a l l step into t hi s
seque nce of events at t he buria l , since i t cons t i t ut es t he
pre l ude t o t he re s urrect i on .

Tradi tional Mater i al
The bu r i a l na r r a t ive i s genera l ly r ecogn i zed as a

s t raight forwa r d , tradit iona l recount i ng of Jesus 's

interment , uncol or ed by t heo l og i cal motifs . Bul t mann ca l l s
Mark ' s account "a histor ica l r eport wbich makes no
imptession of being l eg enda ry , apart trom the women who
appear aga i n as witness es in v . 47 a nd vs. 44, 45 , whi ch

Mat t hew a nd Luke probabl y did not ye t r ead i n their Hark.~'

8Rudol f Bultma nn, Die Gescb icbte der synoptiscben
Tr adi t i on , 2d ed . , f RLANT 12 (GBttingen : Vande nhoec k ,
Rupr echt , . 1970), p . 296. Taylor s ays that Bul t ma nn ' s
es t i mate 15 "a not able u nd ers tatement ~; ~ The narra tive
be l ong~ to the best t radition " (Vi ncent Taylor, The Gospel
accord~ng to St . Mark, 2d ed. [LO ndon : Macmi l l a n, 1966), p .
599) . Cf . Gunth er Bor nkamm , Je sus von Nazareth, 8th ed .
(Stuttgart : Kohlhammer, 1968 ) , p. 154 ; Berthold Klappert,

•

•

•

The burial peri cope was undoubt ed l y part of t he pre-Harkan
pass ion s tor y a nd served as a transi tion by clos i ng the
9ass i on aod l ook i ng fo r ward t o t he re surrect ion. ' Although
i t i s customary to see Mat t hew a nd Luke' s difference s from
Ha rk as mer e editori al changes, t he sporadic a nd uneve n
nature of t hei r ve r ba l agreemen ts with Mar k, the i r omis sions
f rom Har k, a nd the i r nume r ous agreements wi th each other
against Ha r k'o s ugge st tbat whil e Ma t t hew and Luke sh ared
the s ame s tream of t radit ion as Hark, t he Mar kan na r rative
as we have i t was not t heir (onl y) sou rce, which they s imply
r e - wor ked , but tha t their so urce s were generica lly s imi lar
to t hose under l y i ng Mark . 1I At any r ate , t he narrati ve of

~ E i n l e itung ,· i n Diskus sion um Kre uz und Auferstehung, ed.
i dem (Wuppertal: Aus sa a t Ve r l ag , 1971) , p. 12 .

9So ~douard Dhani s , - L' ens eve l i s sement de Jesus et
la visite au tombeau da ns l ' evangi le de sa int Harc (He XV.
40 -XV I .8) , ~ Greg 39 (1 958) : 367- 410 ; Rudol f Pes ch, Das
Har kusevangel i um, 2 vols . , HTKNT 2 (Fr eibu r g : He r de r , 1977 ),
2 : 509 , SIlo

lOsee Wi l l iam R. Fa r me r , Syn opt i con : The verbal
agr eement be tween t he Greek Texts of Ma tthew, Mark and Luke
cont ext ual l y exhibited (Cambridge : Cambridge Un i ver s i t y .
Press , 1969) , pp . 81, 135 , 225 ; Edward Lynn Bode , The F~rst

Eas t er Morning, AB 45 (Rome : Bi bl i ca l Inst i tute Press,
1970) , pp . 8-10 .

l1Lohmeyer agrees t ha t Mat t hew foll ows his own .
t r adit i on -i n the burial st or y . His l i te rar y i ndepen de nc e 18
c l ear f rom t he impe r f ec~ act ive in t he dependent clause of
v . 60 i ns tead of Mark 's ~ast perfect passive ; also ( ~ l ~

. { lOIi instead of i • • {l O(l ~ . He also t hi nks Ha t t hew is not
de pe ndent on Hark for t he empty t omb account ( Erns t
Lo~meye r , Das Evangeli um des Matth§us , 4t h ed . , ed . W.
Schma uch , KEKNT [G~t tingen : Vande nhoeck & Ruprecht, 1967] ,
pp . 398-9 9, 404 , 408 ) . Simi l arly Grundmann ma i nt a i ns Luke is
not dependent on Ma rk for t he burial s tory , as the tradition
in 23 : 53b; I n. 19: 41 makes cl ear (Walt er Grundman n, Das
Evange lium nach Lukas , 8t b ed . , THKNT 3 ( Berlin:
Eva ngelische Ver l agsa ns t a lt , 1978], p. 436 ) . Accordi ng t o
Bode , it i s rathe r diff i cul t to expla in a ll t he add i t ions of
t he later eva nge l i s t s t o t he basic Ha rkan narrative as
stemmi ng out of t he tradition preserved by Ma r k . One i s
there fore j us t if i ed i n spea ki ng of i ndepe nde nt trad itions
within t he framework of t he empt y t omb t radit i on (Bode ,
Easter , p . 18) .



Joh n i s appa rently li t e r a r i l y independent of Marku and
s erves to conf i rm t he cardina l point s of t he burial
pe r icope: tha t late on the day of Prepara tion Joseph of
Arimat he a asked f or and rece i ved permi ssion from Pi l a t e t o
take t he body of Jesus , t hat he did s o, wrapping the body in
linen , and tha t he l a i d the body i n a t omb . Thi s much , at
least, would s eem to be t radit ional.

The Ti me ot t he Burial

According t o Mark, Joseph went to Pi late "when evening
had come, s ince it was t he day of Preparation, t hat i s , the
da y befor e the sabbath~ (Mk . 15 : 42) . I t is typica l f or Mark
t o give two t ime indicators , t he s econd qua lifyi ng a nd
making mor e precise the f irst. 13 Thus , while · evening~

alone ~ight ma ke one think t ha t t he sabbath had begun, Hark
add s t hat it was stil l t he day of Prepara t i on before t he
sabbath . That Joseph i s able to bUy t he l inen shroud
s uggests t hat the Passove r had not ye t begu n, which wou l d

impl y t hat Ma r k and John agree ch ronologically that that
yea r Pass ove r (15 Ni san) fe ll on Sat urda y, so t ha t the

Passover co incided wi t h t he weekly s abba th (3n . 19 : 31 : 1
~ that sabbath ....a s a hi gh day ~) .1. This su gges t i on is
rei nforced by t he tradi t i on embodi ed in Mk. 14: 2 .

I t i s paradox i cal t ha t J ohn, who describes the mos t
elaborate bu r ial , i s a lso t he evangel is t who s enses most
ke enl y t he ur gen cy of the hour and shor t nes s of t i me allowed
f or t he buria l . He records t ha t t he Je....s asked Pila te to

12So Brown, John , p . 958 .

13See Bode , E' 11as er , p . .

14So Taylor, Har k , p . 601; Josef Bl i nz ler, "Die
Gr abl egung J esu in his t orischer Sicht, · i n Res urrexit, ed ,
Edoua rd Dhani s (Rome : Li be r i a Edit rice Va t i ca na , 1974 ), p.
61; s ee also F. God et , Commenta r zu dem Evange l i um Lucas ,
ed : E. R. ~unde: li ch (Hannove r : Ca r l Meyer , 1812) , pp . 464­
66, Joac~1~ Gnllka, DdS Evange l i um ..ach Mar k us , 2 vols . ,
EKKNT (Zur1ch: Benziger Verlag , 1919 : Neukirchen-Vlu yn ,
1919 ) , 2 :333 .
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brea k t he vict i ms' legs to preve nt the bodies from remaining
on t he cr os s on t be sabba t h and tha t because of t he
impendi ng sabbath Jesus's body was pl aced in a tomb whi c h
was close at hand to the pl ace wher e he was c r ucif ied (In .

19: 31, 42) . By cont rast , the cour se of eve nt s i n Mark i s

mea sur ed and steady; there i s no s e ns e of urgency : Joseph
as ks f or ~e su s' s body, Pilate su mmons a nd ques t i ons the
cent ur i on, Joseph after receiving t he body wr a ps i t i n a
shr oud , l ays i t i n a tomb, a nd rolls a st one across t he
door . Ther e i s a sense of complet e nes s and f i nal i t y i n that

l ast act- -there is no hint of a rushed and unfin ished
bur i a l . u This is paradox ica l because i t is Mark who is
usua l l y associa t ed with a hasty burial . But Mark ha s no
l eg- br ea ki ng due t o the i mpendi ng sabba t h and mentions no
neces s i t y of choos ing a t omb nearby because of the l ateness
of t he hour; i ns tead he r elat es Pilate's i nt ervi ew with t he
cent ur i on, ....hi ch would consume what one would think to be

pr ecious time .
Wh ence John ' s co nce rn over the impe ndi ng sabba th?

Accor d i ng to Deut. 21 : 22-23 the body of a man ex ecu t ed by
hangi ng cou ld not be allowed to r ema i n on the tree over ni ght
beca us e he was acc ursed by God a nd wou ld t here f or e def i le
t he land (cf . Mi s hna h Sanhedrin 6.6; B. Sanhedr in 46b Bar ;
~os ephu s AntiqUities ot the J ews 4.202 ) . The Jews applied
t hi s principl e t o c ruci f i xi on as well (Jos ephu s Jewish War
4, 317) . Hence , because the day was beginning to wane , the
J ews as ked Pilate t o employ t he cr uri f r agum, a breaking o f

the vict im's legs wi t h a ma l l et , which haste ned death
bec a us e the vi ct i m co uld no l onge r brace himself on hi s l eg s
i n orde r to breathe, but would da ngl e helpless ly , his l ung
ca vi t y collapsed , unt il he died shor tly t hereafter. The

15So a lso Bl inz1er , " Grabl egu ng , ~ p . 62; Robert
Ma honey, Two Discipl es at the Tomb, TW 6 (Ber n : Herbert
La ng, 1974 ), p. 144. It is i ronica l that Taylor should
s tat e t ha t there a r e t ....o t r adit i ons of t he bur ia l : in Mark
a hasty one a nd in J ohn an elabora t e one (Taylor , Hark , p.
602) 1



practice i s at tested as a Roman met hod of execution , and t he
J ews apparent ly Bought its us e to preve nt the bod ies from
ha ngi ng on the cross es over ni ght . This, however , created
another problem: f or the Jews always bur i ed t he dead ( I I
Sam. 2 : 12- 14; Tobit 1:17- 19; 2 :3-7; 12 :12-13; Sirach 7 : 33 ;
38: 16], even the dead of t heir ene mies (Josh . 8 :29; 10 :27;
Jos ephus Je wish Wa r 3.377 ). But although Jewish law would

permit bur ia l after nightfall (J os ephus Antiqui t ies of the
Jews 4 . 264 ) , i t d id not allow bur ial on a sabbat h. Since
according t o Jewish reckoni ng each new day be ga n in tbe
eve ning, J esus ' s body had t o be disposed of be fo r e
nightfal l, t hat i s , the breaki ng of the sabbath day . This

seems t o be i n the back of John's mi nd when be reports that
J esu s ' s body was la id in the tomb in t he garde n because of
t he day of Preparation a nd because the tomb was c lose at
ba nd .

Ther e is t hus in John a s en s e of ur gen cy t hat one would
pr obably not infer f rom Mark alone . I ndeed, Mark' s phrase
~ whe n evening had come~ (cf . Mt. 27:57) might ma ke one think
that i t was al r eady night ; but he no doubt means the f inal
quarter of t he day , since Jes us died at 3 p. m.u Luke's
expression is interesting: ~ I t was the day of preparation
a nd the s abbat h was beginning ~ (Lk . 23 :54). The word
C,l'WC MtV lit er al l y mea ns ~ dawnin9 ~ a nd has either lost here

all s ens e of il lumination (as when we say, a new age has
dawned )11 or pe rhaps refers to the appearance of t he fi r s t
evening star wh i ch marks the beginning of t he new day . l.

16M. _J • Lag r a nge , £vangile selon s ai n t Marc (p aris:
Li br ai ri e Lecof f re, 1966), p . 439 ; Taylor, Mark, p . 599 ;
Bl inzler , "Grablegung, " p. 60 .

1750 Alf r ed Plummer, The Gospel accordi ng to S .
Luke, 5th ed. , ICC (Edinbu r gh: T&T Clark, 1964 ] , pp . 542- 43.

18K.H• Rengstorff, Das Evangel ium nach Lukas, NTD
(Gottingen : Vanden hoeck , Ruprecht , 1937) , p . 266;
Grundmann , Lukas, p . 437; I . Howard Mar s hal l , The Gos pe l of
Luke, NIGTC (Exet er : Paternoster Press, 1978 ) , p. 881 .

Luke's pic t uresque phrase thus de s cribes t he hour of dusk as
t he time of J esus' S buria l. Hence, al l the gospel s ag ree
t ha t J esu s was i nt erred i n t he l a te aft ernoon on Fr i da y .

Joseph of Ari mat hea
The gospe l s a l l record t he reques t of Joseph of

Arimathea fo r t he body of Jesus . Ar i mathea is pr obably
Ramathaion- zophim, the home of Samuel (I Sam. 1: 1; cf.
Eusebius Onomast i con 32), jus t north of J er usa l em. Mark
reports that he waS a member of t he co uncil, which probably

refers to t he Sa nhedri n itself . Matthew states t hat he
owned the t omb i n whi ch J esu s was l a i d (Mt . 21 : 60 ) , a nd this
seems plausible as one cannot deposit a body in jus t
anybody 's r ock t omb t ha t happens t o be close at ha nd . This
suggests t hat Joseph was barn in Arimathea , but now mad e his

home in Jerusa lem.
Accor di ng t o Mark, Jos eph was look i ng for the kingdom

of God (Mk. 15 : 43); Luke al so us es the phrase and adds that
he was a - good and righteous man, ~ who had not consented t o
the purpose or the deed of hi s fel low cou ncilmen (Lk . 23 : 50­

51); Matthew and John i ndepend en t l y record t hat he was a
disciple of JesuS, but John adds ~ s e cret l y , for fear of the
Jews~ (In . 19:38 ; Ht. 21 : 57]; Ma t t hew says f urther that he
was a rich man. Al t hough these details are of t en regarded
as redactional or legendary embe l l i s hments of J os eph' S
person,~ t hi s conc lus ion cou l d be has ty . That he was rich

as Mat t h~w ~ays is a lready i mpl i ed by Mark 's £~~ xnuwv

19Ha ns Grass, Os t er gesch ehen und Ost er ber i cht e , 4th
r ev . ed . (Gottingen : Vand en hoeck , Ruprecht, 19;0 ) , ~p. 173­
76. It i s customary t o se e part i cular ly Jose~h s be7n9 .a
disciple as a n evolutiona ry deve lopment . Aga~nst th~s ~t
might be pointed out t ha t such a developmen t .would be
count er-pr oduct ive fo r Christians , since bur1a l by a
Sanhedr in member would insure that no hoa x was pe rpetrated
by the di s c iples t o pro~uce a " d~ s covery · ~f a n emp;y t omb
as al l eged i n ear l y Jew~ 5 h polem~c (Mt . 2B. 13 ) . Th
suppos ed pattern of Christianization of J oseph may be
illusory , s ince t he Gospel of Pet er cal ls him only a
"f r i end" of Pilat e a nd t he Lord .



(appea r i ng on l y here in Mark , the word is f r om pre- Ha r ka n
t r ad i t i on and mea ns "nobl e , " "i nf l ue nt i a l , - or "wea lthy " ) as
well as by t he type a nd location of the tomb he employed f or
t he buria l (see below) . These su gges t that Jos ep h real l y
was a wealthy i ndi vi dua l .

I t i s not c lear whet her Ha r k ' s descript i on -looking f or
the kingdom of God - implies t hat Joseph was a d i s c i ple. The
phr ase might mean onl y that Joseph was a godl y Jew who
awaited t he Me s s ianic comi ng. On the othe r hand , t hes e are
pr ec i sely t he words us ed t o desc r ibe J esus' s gospel (Hk.
1: 14, 15) , and it is not evide nt t hat Hark he l d t hat a man
co ul d s i ncere l y be l OOking f or the kingdom of God a nd not

be l ieve in J esus . And the act i ons of Joseph ar e certair. l y
t hose t aken by one who had s ome spec i a l car e f or Jesu s . ~

Hi s a r e no per fu nctory dut i es discharged as a co l d emis sa r y
of t he Sanhedr i n. Ma rk s ays he da r ed ( t o'\ llriO(,l ~ ) t o go t o
Pilate a nd as k f or t he body . Accor di ng t o the Roman
pract ice the bodi es of crucifi ed c riminals woul d remain on
the cr os s f or days until decayed 0= de voured by bi rds or
a ni ma l s, but when re l a t i ves or f r iends reques ted the body,
it was us ual ly granted (Pluta rch An t oni us 2; Cicero
Orationes Philippicae 2 . 7 . 17; Phi l o Against Fl accus 10 .

83) . But in cas es of maj or of f e ns es , t he body was not g i ven
Over . Si nce J oseph was neither a relat ive nor a friend of
Jes us a nd since Jesus bad been con vic t ed of treason aga i ns t
the s t ate, it t ook co ur age f or Joseph t o reques t the body .
That Pi l ate ga ve it over r einfo r ces t he pictu re pa int ed by
the gospels t hat Pilate really believed tha t ~e&us was
innocent ; at a feas t t ime, t oo , he cou ld be mo re lenient . 21

20J ames Or r , Th e Res ur rec t i on of Jesus (London :
H~dder & Stoughton , 1909 ), p , 96 . -The ac t of embalming was
b1S act of love , and the grave was bis own new f ami l y tomb ­
IE . Earl Ell i s , ed ., The Gospe l of Luke , Nea [Lo ndon :
Ne l son, 1966 ] , p . 270) .

21So Bl i nzler , -Gr a bl egung, " p . 87; Wil liam L. Lan e,
The Gospe l ac cording t o Mark , NLCNT (London : Harshall,
Mor ga n & Scot t, 1914) , p . 579. On the Roman practice of

,
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As noted , one gets t he i mpress ion from Mark t ha t ~oseph

gives Jes~ s a proper and ca r e fu l buria l ; most s urpr ising of
all , i nstead of throwing the bod y i nto a s ha l low gra ve i n a
dirt pl ot r ese rved f or c riminals ,n Joseph l ays t he body in
a r oc k tomb of t he most expe nsive variet y, a t omb that was
pr obably his own . I t has been s uggested tha t Joseph laid
J esus there on ly be ca us e t i me was s hor t a nd his tomb was
c l os e, and he i nte nded t o later t r a ns f er the body to the
crimina l s ' common graveyard . n But t hen one s eems t o be a t
a l oss t o explain what happen ed t o the t wo t bi eves cruc i fied
wi th Jesus (Hk. 15:27 , 32) . Why wer e t hey not a l so
deposit ed in t he tomb with J esus ? The r easo n why t ime was
short f or Jes us 's interment , accordi ng t o J ohn, was
precisely because of t he e labora te burial procedures (I n .
19 : 40) , procedures which would probably not be was ted on the
t wo t hi eves . Accordi ng t o John, the Jews as ked t he Romans
t hat t he bod ies be t aken away af t er thei r l egs were br oken,
but Jos eph came t o Pilate a nd as ked that he might t ak e
J esu s ' s body. None of t he gospe l s su gges t s t hat Jos eph WA S
act i ng as a de l egat e of t be Sanhedr i n; t he re was noth ing in
the l aw tha t r equired t ha t t he bodies be buried i mmedi at e l y,

a nd the Jews may have bee n content to l eave t ha t t o the
Romans . That Jos eph dared to go to Pilate and ask
s peci fica l ly f or Jesus ' s body is dif f i cul t t o unde r stan d if
he was s imply an emis s a r y of the Sanhed ri n, assigned to
dispose of the bodies . If he was not act ing as an emissary
of t he Jews but as a private citizen , theo the t hi ev es '
bodies wou l d naturally have bee n di spos ed of by t he Roma ns ,
while Joseph took Jes us's bod y . On t he other ha nd , i f

giving over bodies, s ee Josef Bl i oz l e r , Da s Pr oz ess J es u
( Rege ns bur g : Pust et , 1969), pp . 385-87 .

22There wer e t wo s i t e s for the buria l of execu t ed
crimina ls outs ide the city , one fo r t hos e stoned or burned
and a nother f or the decapitated or hanged (TOseph ta
Sanhedr in 9 .8-8 ; Mi s hnah Sanhedri n 6.5-71 . The re the bod i es
cou l d be buried i n shal l ow ea r t h gr aves .

23So Bl inzler, "Gr abl egung , - p . 97 .



J oseph was a del egate of the Sa nhedri n and a s ecret di sciple
as we l l , he may have di rected t ha t the thieves' bod ies be
taken down and immedia t e l y dumped into some common grave ,
whi le Joseph tended f or Jesus 's body pr oper ly , knowing t hat
hi s own tomb was nea r a nd intending t o l ay Jes us t he r e .

Thus , it s eems possible t ha t J oseph was a di scipl e or
a t least a sympathizer of J esus ; his dari ng to as k Pi late
fo r a r equest l ack i ng l egal f ounda t i on, hi s pr ope r bur ial of
Jes us 's body a l one , and hi s laying t he body i n hi s own ,
expens i ve tomb a r e acts that go beyond the dut ies of a
mer ely pious J ew. But perhaps mos t i mpor t a nt l y, Mat t hew and
J ohn give i ndepend ent t esti mony of t he fact tha t Joseph was
a d i sciple of J esus. Thi s s uggest s t ha t Jos eph ' s
d i scipleshi p i s not a r edacti ona l i nf er e nce , but has
tradi t iona l roots . To rega rd t hi s t radition as a l eg enda ry
development may not take s er i ous l y enoug h t he evi de nce of

Mar k t ha t Joseph di d act i n a mann e r t hat befits a disc i ple
mor e t han a Sa nhedrin member. John s t ates t hat many even of
t he authorities be l i eve d i n Jes us but were afraid t o confess
i t (I n . 12:42-4 3) , and he describes Jos eph i n t he same way.
It is not even impos s i bl e tha t J os eph ref rained from
attending the meet ing t hat condemned J esus or that he

absta i ned f r om the vote , as Luke i ndi cates . J os eph's be i ng
a secret believe r does not t heref or e s eem t o be implausib~e ;

John a nd Ma t t hew' s tradition coul d be accurate--one must be
ca r eful t o avoid the i nf e r en ce t hat because a gospel is
l a t e , t he traditions cont ained therein are also la t e . I n

a ny cas e, most sc hola r s grant t hat Joseph was a genui ne

histor i ca l individual , s i nce it woul d be unl i ke l y t ha t t he
ea r ly bel i ever s woul d i nven t an i ndi vi dua l , give him a name
and a city of origin, and pl ace this f i ctiona l c harac t e r on
t he histor i cal council of the Sanhedr i n.

The Granting of Jesus's Corps e
The story of Pilate 's ques t ioning the gua r d is

s omet i me s he ld t o be an a pologet i c motif ag ains t J esus 's
merely appa rent deat h, espec ia l l y since Matthe~ a nd Luke do
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not record the i nc ident . On the other hand , one cannot

r egard 0 na r r at ive as unhist orical simpl y becaus e it i s
apologetic; t he question of apo l oget ics concerns t he

i · N Ai nt ention of a pas s age , not i ts hi sto r C1ty . n
apol oge t i c i nt ent i on may sometimes tel l us why an evange l i s t

incl udes an inc ident , not why he invents an inci dent.
Tha t Matthew and Luke are si l en t abou t this i nc ident

cannot be decis i ve either ; they may have regarded it as
supe r f l uous , especia l l y Matthew, as he has t he guard at t he
t omb t o prevent a ny hoax . Styl is tical l y, it does not seem
t o be t r ue t hat v. 43 goes wi t h v . 46, as t his leaves a gap
in t he story concerni ng pi l at e ' s decis i on. I n leaving out
vs . 44-45 of Mar k, Luke c reates s uc h a gap i n Lk. 23:52- 53,
whe r eas Mat t hew f i l l s the gap with Mt. 27: 58b . These t wo

verses contain Ma r kan expr es s i ons ( &au\,lckw ' >;QooMc.llo\,la l. ,

. ") . but , ..,'" " .", is a unique coc. structionMt \l T UP,:'W\I . E l t PWT""" . ..

here , a nd !>r.lo to\lal. a nd ,, ';'\,10 are techni ca l t erms , together
r eflecting perhaps t he offi cia l l anguage of t he governor ' s
or der : dona vi t cadaver . This would i nd i cat e t r adi t i ona l
ma t e ria l . The s t ory i tself i s pl a us i b l e and does not seem
t o me r it Bul t man n 's judgment as l egendary . ~

Al l t he gospel s indicate t hat Joseph then took down the
body of J esus a nd car ried i t away. This does not
nec essitat e t hat Jos eph himsel f asce nde d the ladder and
pu l l ed out t he nails. The Roman s may have t a ken down t he
body fo r him; i n a ny case Joseph no doubt had , as a man of
a uthority, serva nt s to help him. In teresting i s that Mk .
16: 6 s t a t es, "See the place where they l a i d him ~ (cont r as t
Mt. 28:6) . Joseph hi mse lf would probably not have touc hed
the corpse, as he woul d then have been def i l ed and coul d not

24Thi s i s r ecogni zed by Gera ld O' Col lins , The Eas t er
Jesus , 2d ed . (London: Darton , Longman, & Todd , 1980 ), p .
24.

2550 Grass, oster geschehen , ~ . 174; Lagr ang e, Mar c,
p . 441; Tay l or, Mar k , pp . 600 -01 ; B l ~n z l er, "Gr abl egung ," p.
59 .
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have eate n t he Passover (Nurn . 19 :11). Simi lar l y, se rvants

could hav e taken ca r e of the buying of the l inen sh r oud .

Accor di ng t o John's account , Nicodemu s assisted Joseph i n

t he burial. Like J os eph, Nicodemus i s i n J ohn one of those

among t he authorities who s eem to be incipi ent bel ievers i n

Jes us (In . 3:1-1 5; 7: 50-52). Joh n reintroduces hi m he re in

the same way as in c h. 7, wh ich is characteris tic of John

(cf . 11:2; 12 :1; 12 :21; 21:2 , 20) . It mi ght be t hought that

Nicodemus is an unhi stor ical f igure becaus e he d~e~ not

appea r i n the Synoptics; but t here a r e other individua ls in

John who do not appea r in the Synoptics, but seem to be

nonetheless histor ical pe rsons . There is no inherent

impossibil i t y i n Ni code mus's a iding Jos eph in t he burial or

even in his haVing corne t o laith i n Chr i s t , which may be i n

the background h ere .~

The Burial i n t he Tomb

The ma nne r of J esus ' s bur i a l is a matter of great

controversy. Though none of t he gospel s mention it, t he

body would norma lly have been was hed, as was cus t oma r y (c f .

Act s 9: 7), r athe r than wrapped bloody a nd swea ty i n fresh

linen. The waShing of a corpse prior t o buria l was

con s i dered so ne ces s ar y that i t was even allowed on the

s abbath (Mishnah Shabbat h 23.5; B Moed Qa tan 2ab ). But it

. 26schna ckenbur g th i nks that John did not i nve nt
N1codemus ; but his being at the burial is John 's addition

(Rudolf Schn~ckenburg, Das Johannesevangelium, 3 vol s. ,

HTKNT ~ (Fre1bur g : Herder , 1976 J, 3 :3 47-48) . Blinzler s ta t es

t here 1 ~ no r eason he could not ha ve helped in the buria l ;

and it 1S possibl e that he was a counci l o r and disciple of

Jes~s (Sl inz l er , -Cr abl egung , - p . 77; so also John A. T.

Rob1nson , The Priority of John , ed. J. F. Coakley (Londo n:

SCM , 1?85l , p . 287 ) . Remarkably , Mahoney thinks t ha t the
J ohannlne t r a di t i on was t hat Nicodemus buri ed J es us
(Mahoney , Di~cjpl es, pp . 129-30 ). But his reasoning is

rather cont~1ved : l or example , J oseph is not said to be

bold in aSK1ng for the body, whil e in In. 7 :50 Nicodemus

boldly speaks out ; or a9ain that J oseph brings no spices

(but these are not men~ 10 n ed in t he Synoptics either) , while

Ni cod! mus does; or ag a1n t hat J oseph is not said to be rich,

but Nlcode mus ca n af f ord t o buy 100 pounds of s pi ce s .
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could have be en that time did not pe rmi t t he corps e to be

washed . The sy noptics state simply that the body was

wr apped (Mk . 15 : 46: (vnAl", ; Mt. 27: 59 . Lk. 23 :53 :

t vtvA,;'aa", ) in a s hroud ( al.v6..!v ) . John says t hat it was

bound ( 6l"'l in linen cloths ( 066vl.o ) wi t h the spices, that

i s, the myr r h and a loes brought by Nicodemus , i n t he bur i al

custom of the J ews . v undoubtedly , John g i ves us to

unders tand that Jesus was bu ried in t he same t ypica l fa~hion

as Laz a r us , who came out of t he tomb wi th his hands a nd feet

bound ( 6l",) with banda ges ( "tI.P,;'o ) and his face wrapped

( 'tPI.6lo\.l<l 1. I with a cloth ( cou6QP I.O\l ) (In . 11: 44) . John

r epor ts that at J esus's resurrection the oO\l6&p l.o" was

r olled up ( lvl"l;A ~oo", ) in a place by itself and not l ying

with the 0&6,,1.0 (I n . 20:7) . Remarkably, Luke hims e l f , who

had sp oken only of the ol."6..!,, , al s o s ays t ha t Pe ter fo und

t he 0&&,,1.0 lying i n the tomb on Easter morning (Lk 24 :12) .

Thi s makes i t evi de nt that the Synopt i cs see no

cont radiction be tween speaking of the OI."6l.!" and a pluralit y

of 0&6,,1.0 . I t may be that t he 01."6w,,, signifi e s simply t he

mat e rial of whi c h 0&6" ,,0 wer e made . Or it cou ld be that the

066,,1.0 in which J oseph and Ni codemus bound t he body refer to

t he "tI.P':o which bound the ha nds an d f e et toget he r ; t he

oov6&p l.o.,. may have been a j aw band that kept the dead man ' s

mouth closed (c f . Mishnah Shabbath 23 .5) . The body thus

bound could have been wrapped in a large sheet with t he dry

spices, whi ch were proba bly fragran t resin and powdered

27Haenchen points out that since J ewi sh buria l

practices did not include embalmi ng , the co rpse could not

have been wrapped l i ke a mummy becaus e the gases pr oduced by

its corruption would hav e then ca used i t t o explode .
I ronical l y , however , instead of concluding t hat J ohn did not

therefore i nte nd us to understa nd t ha t J e sus' s body was
wrapped l i ke a mummy, Haenchen con c ludes t ha t the evangelist

was unfami l i ar wit h the J ewi sh pract i ce of buri a l (Er ns t
Haenc hen, Daa Johannesevangel i um, ed. Ulr i c h Bus s e
[TUbingen: J . C.S. Mohr , 1980 ) , p. 556 ) . For mor e o n Jewish

burial pr ac tices , see Cni lka , Hark us, 2 :334-36 .
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sandalwood, who se scent served to of fset the s tench o f

decay.

An issue (which unt i l rec e nt ly was a matte r of genui ne

debate) inevitably arises at this point , namely, the
au thenticity of the Turin Shroud. Al thou gh Grass was abl e

in 1956 to brush as ide the Anbanger of the Tur i n Shroud wi t h
a couple of sentences , scientific t es t s conducted on the
shroud during t he 1970's made the authenticity o f t he shroud

a serious ques tion. ~ The shroud, which belongs t o t he

former royal family of Italy and i s kept dnd periodically
exhibited in t he Cat hedral o f San Gi ova nni Bat t i s ta in

Tori no, is reputedly t he burial s hr oud i n whi ch ~oseph of
Ar i mat hea wrapped J esus's corpse a nd laid i t in hi s tomb .

Accor di ng to t he gospel accounts, the graveclothe s of Jesus
were f ound l yi ng in the empt y tomb on Sunday morning (Lk .
24:1 2; I n. 20 : 4-9), a nd i f t he sh roud is ge nuine, t hey wer e
pres umably kept by the disc i ples a nd ha nded down through t he
church. He nce , if the shrou d were a ut henti c, it would sh ed
dramat i c light on the manner of Jes us ' s bur ia l . One' s
in i t ial r eact i on to the shroud is scept i cism, since t he
medieval Catholic church f a i r l y swa rmed with su ch r el ics of
J esus 's l i f e , f or exampl e , t he cords which bo und Christ,
nai l s or pieces of wood f r om the cross , the spo nge lifted to

280n the background of the sh roud see I an Wi l son ,
The Shroud of Turin (Gar de n Ci t y, N.Y. : Doubleda y & Co. ,
1978 ) ; P.M. Rinald i , The Man in the Sh roud , r ev. ed t
~ Londo~ : Sidgwick & Jac kson: 1974 ) . On scientific
~nve st ~ ga t ion see S.F. Pellicor i, ·spectra l Pr opert ies ot
the Shroud of Tur in, · Appl i ed Opti CS 19 (19 78 ) : 1913- 20; J . S.
Accetta and J. S. Baumgart, " I nf r ar ed Ref l ectance
s pectroscopy and Thermogra phic I nve s tigat i ons of t he Shroud
of T~ r i n , · App l i ed Optics 19 (1980 ) : 1921- 29; R. Gilbe r t and
M. Gllber t, "Ul t r avi ol e t -Vi s i bl e Reflectance a nd
Fl uor es cence Spectra of the Shroud of Tur i n, " Applied opt icS
19 (1980) :1930-36; John H. Hel ler a nd Allan D. Adl er , "Bl ood
on the Sh:oud of Turin · Appl i ed Op t ics 19 (19 80 ) : 2742-44 ;
R.A. Horr~ s, et . al •• · X-Ray Fluoresce nce I nvestigation of
the Shroud of Turin ,· X-Ray Spec t r omet r y 9 (1980) : 40- 47 .
For a report of the r esul ts of radio carbon dat ing of
samples of the s hr oud , see Steven Dickman, "Shr oud a good
forgery,· Nature 33~ (20 Octobe r 1988 ) , p. 633 .
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his lips, and so f or t h . Given such a historical milieu , it
is d i f ficult , i ndeed , to r eg ard the s hroud as anything more
t ha n jus t another medieval fo rge ry . Moreover, when t he
shroud was f i r st exhibited in the thirt eenth century i t was
de nounced as a fraud by the local bishop, who c laimed to
know the identity of the artist who pa i nt ed the image .

Despite this cir cumstant i a l evidence , howev er,
scien t ific data concerning the shroud began t o make the
hypot hes i s of forgery s eem unlikely. The most i mportant
evidence prior t o rad io-carbon dating, whi ch appea r s t o have
been an experimen tum crucis for t he shroud , may be

summar i zed unde r three heads:
( 1) The sh roud has marks of au thent icity . pollen

samples t ak en from t he sh roud have bee n identi fi ed as pollen
f r om s ev en types of pl ant s t ha t gr ow i n Pa l es t ine ,
su ggesting that the sh roud was likely onc e in t hat area .
Some of thes e identifications may be t enuous , howeve r , s ince
the pollens are extremel y c l ose to Europ ea n variet i es;
mor eover , no olive pol l e n has been identified, which i s
st~ange i f the c l oth stems f rom Jerusal em . Text i l e ana l ys i s
of the cloth i s i nconclusive, bu t consistent wi t h
au t hent icity . The cloth is linen , norma l l y used i n
Pales tine f or gravec lothes , wit h traces of cotton of a
Middle Eas tern variety. The thread is handspun, r athe r t han

spun on a wheel, which a lso indicates an old 4ge. The
t hr ead may have been b leached prior to wea r i ng, whi ch was
also an a ncient practice. The weave itself is of a pattern
not unknown in the ancient world, t hrou gh not as common as a
s i mpl er pa t t ern . The most rece nt tests, including X- r ay and
ul t r avio l et radiation experiments, have s hown tha t the bl ood
on t he sh roud is r ea l blood. The wounds on the body ar e
ext r emel y r ea l i s t i c . The flow of bl ood from the wound on
the side passes around to t he sma l l of t he back , appea ring
on t he back image of the s hroud, something t hat a forger
would perhaps have overlooked . The angle of t h blood flow
f rom the wr i s t wou nd is also appropriate f or crucifixion .
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Ul traviolet fl uorescence pho t ogr aphs r evea l auras a r ound the

side wound and the blood on the wrists and one f oot , whi c h
may be a serum whi c h is squeezed out o f clotting blood . The

s ame p hot ogr aphs revea l that th e body is covered not onl y

wi th lash wound s apparent ly inflicted wi t h a flagrum, a

multi-thonged Roman whip t ipped wi t h metal or bone, bu t a l so

wi t h fi ne , diagona l scratc h mar ks , especia lly on the legs .
(2) A forger would probably not have produced such a

shr oud. The Shroud of Tur i n i s not unique, but a compa r ison
of i t s image with those on othe r medieval f orger ies is
dramat ic , to say the least . The ghos t ly i mage on the Turin

Shroud is extremely r ea l istic, whi le other sh rou ds di splay
pi ct ures of cartoon-li ke figu res, typical of pre -Re na i s sance
pa i nting . It is bewilderi ng to t hi nk that a medieval
painte r could ha ve produced so anom~lou s a n image as t he man
on the Turin Shr oud . It has been su ggested that the i mage
was produced by l aying the c l oth over a heated s t a t ue or by
a r ubb ing , but it seems improbable that the dorsal image
would have been so produced , since a statue of t he dead
Chr i s t woul d natura l l y be lying prone so that no scul ptur e
of the back would be available . Nor woul d medieval f orger
hav e known to pl ace t he na il wou nd in the wr i st r athe r t han
in t he hand . All medieval paintings show the wounds i n the
ha nds , but this pos ition of the nail cou ld not su pport t he
weight of t he body, as was disco vered by the Fre nc h surgeon
Pierre Bar be t in 1931 . The term xctp includes the wrist and
f orearm as wel l as the hand , and victims were cr uc i f i ed by
t heir wri s t s , a fac t no medi eva l forger woul d know. Whe n

one thinks of t he rel igious significance at tached to the
stigmata , it s eems very puzzling that a forger woul d locate
t he wound i n t he wri st r a t he r t ha n t he hand.

(3 ) There are no known mea ns of producing the image on

t he shroud . The f i r st ,phot ogr aphs of t he shroud , t ak en i n
1898 by Secondo Pia, r evealed i t t o be a negative
photographic image , a r emarkable fact wh en one cons i der s
that it would hav e to have been forged hundr eds of years
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pr i or to t he invention of photog raphy . In 1973 resea r chers
discove red that the image l i es only on the topmost fibrils
of t he th reads and that there is no trace of pi gment . The
mos t recent examinations i n 1978 confi rm t his , but also
found that the blood stains had penetrat ed the c l oth ,
i nd i cat i ng that t he blood had been absorbed into t he cloth,

while t he man's i mage only colors the s urface . Paint co uld
not have produced such an image . This conclus ion i s
reinforced by the evi denc e stemming from a fi re t ha t damaged
the s hr oud in 1532 . Both the heat of t he f ire as well as
t he wa t e r used to extinguish i t wou ld have disco lor ed a n
i mage made by pa int i n t he areas nearest the burn marks .
But t her e is no trace of su c h a n effect : t he color of the
image is constant r i ght up t o the burn a r eas . A Brazilwood
solution rat he r t han pa i nt has been used by mode r n art i sts
t o produce an image remarkabl y like t he shroud ' s , but th is

cannot duplicate what i s per haps t he most ama zing discovery
co nce rning t he s hroud . Using a VP-8 I mage Analyzer , a n
inst rument used to study the re l ief of the s urface of t he
moon a nd of Mars, scientis ts in 1978 discover ed tha t the
image contains thr ee-dimensiona l data, so that the orig ina l
body t ha t produced t he image can ac t ually be recreated . No
paint ing or ordinary photograph yields such three ­
dime nsiona l data. I t has been sugges t ed that the image may

have been reprodu ced by a forger's sco rch ing the cloth by

layi ng it ove r a hea ted s t atue . But i n t hat case, t he
scor c h shou ld be deepe r where t he most contact is made, f or
example, the nose . But i n fact th i s does not occu r ; eac h
fibri l i s a n identica l shade, and certain areas are darker
only because there are more col or ed fibrils there . Hence,
there simply i s no known mechani sm by means of which a
medieval forger could have produced the image on the shroud .

In the fa l l of 1988 , however , the results of r ad io­
ca r bon dating of pieces of the s hroud , carr i ed out at the
uni ver s ity of Ari zona , Oxfo rd Uni vers ity, and t he Swi s s
Federa l polytechnic I ns t i t ute, revealed t he sh roud to have a
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mid- t hi r t ee nth centu ry date. Thes e were blind t ests ,
per form ed by the t echnicians of eac h laboratory on
previously dated samples of ancie nt Egypt i an c l ot h a nd
medieval cloth as well a s the bits cut f rom a corner of the
shroud . The res ul t s una nimousl y yielded a medieval date fo r
the sh roud . Unless future da t i ng tests (none of which a r e
planned at t he time of t hi s writ i ng ) contradict these
r esults, they constitute deci s i ve proof that t he Turi n
Shr oud is a f orgery, just as t he good bi s hop clai med . Thi s
discovery do es not , i t must be said, remove t he myste r y of
t he s hroud; on the contra r y , i t deepens i t , fo r now i t
rema i ns t o be expl a i ned how it is t hat so a nomalous an
object coul d have been produced by a med i eva l f orger .

The f raudul ency of the Turin Shroud ma kes l i t tl e
ob j ective difference fo r t he r esurrection of J esu s , but
chiefly deprives us of what would have been direct and
dramat i c evidence co nce r ni ng t he manner of J esus' s burial .
Despite the s hroud 's fai l ure , however, i t does seem qui te
pl a usibl e t hat J esus was in fact wrapped a nd bur i ed in the
manner envi s i oned by the creator of t he shroud .

It has been s ugge s ted . t hat t he amount of s pices br ought
by Nicodemus (a bout 75 mode r n pounds) r eflects John 's desire
to make Jesus's burial a kingly one . But by the s ame token,
it might also hav e bee n Jos eph 's or Nicodemus ' S, who knew
t hat Jesus had been unj us tly co ndemned by t heir own cou nc i l
a nd crucified as King of the J ews (Mk. 15: 2, 9, 12 , 13, 18,
26 , 31, 32). Whe n Gamal ie l di ed in AD 50, hi s f o l l ower
Onke l os burned 80 pounds of spices , referring t o J e r . 34 :5
and commenting , "Gama l i el was better than 100 kings· (8 Ebe l

Rabbathi 8 .6) . Thus, it i s not i mposs i bl e that so great a n
amount s houl d have been employed in Jes us 's bu r i a l . ~

29The Johannine figure is quite wi t hin the bounds of
c redibi l i t y ~s ~ rich man' s last tribute, accord ing t o
RObi ns on, pr l or l ty of J ohn, p . 283 . For the interes ting
suggest ion that the Johan ni ne measu reme nt concerns volume,
not we i ght , and so i s not in excess of t wen ty l i t e rs see
T. e . de Krui jf , · · Hor e tha n ha lf a hundr edwe i ght ' Of ' spices
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Some have felt that the time bet ween J esus ' S death and

t he br eaking of t he sabbath was too s hort t o perroit s o
elaborate a buria l , but Acts 5: 7 may i nd i ca t e that Ana nias
was wr apped ( ::l'Vv<lT{ U ",) and buried wi t hi n a s pace of three
hour s . Though he did not , of course, need to be taken down
f rom a c ross l i ke Jes us , neither did one on t he ot her hand
expect hi s deat h l i ke J esus' s , s o t ha t the wrapping cloth

could be purchased and a grave s i t e determi ned i n advance .
At any rate , 3esus 's bur ial i tse l f may not ha ve been so
l en gthy- - the hands a nd fe et had to be bound , perha ps the jaw
t i ed, the dry spices pa c ked arou nd the body, and the whol e
wrapped up i n t he sh eet .~ 30hn states that because
Jos eph 's t omb was nea r and t i me was short, the body was laid
there (knowing the s abbath was coming, 30sep h may ha ve
i ntended t hi s a l l along , not a. an afterthought), and all
t he gospels agree t hat the sabbat h was breaking whe n the job
va s f i ni s hed. So t he bur i a l procedure carries the marks of

authenticity and seems qui te plaus ible .
Jos eph laid t he wrapped body i n a rock-hewn tomb and

roll ed a stone against t he door (Mk. 15 : 46). I n this the
other gospels agree. ]l Matt hew, Luke , a nd John al l agree
that the t omb was new and unus ed (Mt. 27:60; Lk. 23: 53; I n .
19: 41 ). Matt hew s t a t es tha t it was Joseph's own . Both
t hese details are ver y like ly, as a bod y of a condemned
cr i mina l would defile t he bod ies of othe r family members

(John 19, 39 NEBI. Abundance and Symbol i sm in the Gospel of
John, · Bi jdrage n 43 (198 2) : 234·39 .

30After Gamalie l II (AD 90 ) it was cus t oma r y to bury
a corpse in l inen ; pri or to t hat t i me burials coul d be more
e l abor a t e . See re ference s i n Paul Bi llerbeck, Kommentar zum
Neuen Tes t ament a us Talmud und Midrasch, 6 vo l s ., ed.
Herrmann L. St rack (MUnchen : Beck , 1922-6 3), 1: 1048 .

31The a l l egat i on that Luke mi stook a t omb hewn out
of rock f or a tomb bui lt of hewn stones is refuted by the
use of A(ltCVl6~ i n LXX Deut . 4: 49 . Lake ' s cont e nt i on t hat
30hn's grave is a mau s oleum wi t h a stone l id seems equ al l y
f ounda t i onl es s (Kirsopp Lake, The Hi s t ori cal Evidence f or
the Resurrection of J es us (Londo n: wi l l i ams' Nor gat e,
1907 ] , p , 134 ) .



rest ing in the tomb , a nd Jos eph cou ld not take l iber ties to
deposit a crimina l's body i n an y t omb he happened t o f i nd .
The gospe l s give t he i mpression that ~oseph had a s pec i fic
t omb in mi nd , not t hat it was a chan ce di s cove r y . So ther e
is good reason to believe that a l l t he gos pels pres uppose
t hat it wa s his own. Mark sa ys that ~os eph shut the door of
the tomb with a stone whi ch was ve r y l arge (Nk. 15:46 ;

16 :4 ) ; t he other gospe ls al l ment ion the s t one either i n
conn ect ion with the burial (Mt . 27 : 60 ) or t he empty t omb (Lk
24: 4 ; I n. 20 : 1 ) , but su pply no additiona l inf or mation about
it . Pres cr ipt i ons for r oc k t ombs are la id down in Mi s hna h
BB 6. 8 . The t omb was s hut with a l a rge stone ( ~ ~ l J) , whi ch
was made f ast wi th a small stone (i' l1) .

Arc haeo l ogica l di scoveries hav e r evea l ed t hree
dif f erent types of roc k t ombs i n us e during J es us's t i me :
( 1) kok im or t unne l s perpe ndicula r t o the walls of the tomb ,
about s ix or seve n fee t deep , t hr ee i n each of the t hree
inne r wal l s of t he tomb, i nto which t he body was i nser ted
headf irst ; (2 ) acrosolia or semi- c i r cular ni ches 2~ fee t
above t he floor a nd t wo to t hree feet deep cont aini ng ei t he r
a f l at s he lf or a t rough f or t he body ; (3 ) be nc h t ombs
co ntaining a bench that went a r ound t he thr ee wa lls of the
t omb on whi ch t he body could be laid ,.2 Thes e t ombs could
con s i st of t wo chamber s : a n a ntecha mbe r at t he back of
which was a smal l rectangula r door about tvo f eet hi gh,

whi ch l ed t o an inner chamber where the bod i es wer e pl aced .
The t omb was sealed wit h a s tone s lab to ke ep out animals .
I n a very expensive tomb , a round disc - s haped s t one about a
yard in di amete r could be r o l l ed dOwn a slan t ed groove to
cover the ent rance . Al t hough i t woul d be easy to c l ose the

• 32R•H• Smith , -The Tomb of Jesus , · BA 30 ( 1967 ) : 87-
88, B:own, John , pp . 982-83 . On kok i m tombs see R.A. S.
Maca 1 1 ~ te r, -Jewish Rock Tombs, - i n P. Gardne r-Smith , The
Narrat~ves o f t he Res urrect i on (London : Methuen , 1926 ) , pp .
19 1-92 • . Because he on l y knows t hi s t ype of t omb , Lake's
co~c l u s 10n s con cerning the bur ia l are vitiated (Lake,
Ev~dence , pp. 170 - 76 ) .

tomb , it would t a ke severa l men t o r o l l t he s tone back up
away from t he door . Onl y a f ew tombs wi t h such disc-shaped
stoneS have been discove red i n Pa l es tine , but they a l l date
f rom Jesus ' s era . I t is evident f r om t he gospels'
des cript i ons of t he empty t omb t hat i t was either of the
acrosolia or be nc h t ype of t omb with a ro l l - stone fo r the
door : In Mk. 16 :5 the women s ee t he a nge l s eat ed on the
right s ide; in ~n. 20 : 12 t he angel s are sitting at the head
and t he f eet where the body had l a i n . I n Mk. 16 :6 the angel
t e l l s t he women to - s ee t he p lace whe r e they laid him; - in
Mt. 28:6 t he a ngel invites t hem to ·see t he place wher e he

l ay.- Both Lk. 24 :12 and I n . 20: 5, 11 ment i on t he neces s i t y
of s t oopi ng in or der t o en t er or l ook t hrough t he l ow door
of the t omb. Lk. 24:12 a nd In . 20:5-8 indicate that the

gr a veclothes whic h had been around the body were visibly
l yi ng out. Mk . 15: 46; 16 :3, 4 ; Mt . 27 :60; 28:2 ; Lk. 24:2

indi cate t he stone had been rol led bac k f rom the tomb' s
entr ance ; In . 20 : 1 s ays it had been t aken away. Thes e
deta i l s prec l ude a kok i m sort of t omb.

Thus , ~oseph's tomb i s descr ibed as be ing a be nch or
acr osol i a tomb; thes e types of t ombs were scarce in ~esus' s

day and were rese rved f or pe r sons of hi gh r a nk . Bu t such
tombs were in f act us ed i n ~erusalem dur i ng t hi s per i od , as
the tombs of the Sanhedr i a attes t . Near the Chur ch of t he
Holy Sep ulc hr e , t he t radi tional s ite f or ~esus 's grave ,
acr osol i a tombs from J esu s ' s t i me hav e been found .

~ohn adds t he fu r ther detail that the t omb WAS i n a
garden (I n . 19: 41) . Some have consider ed this a ~ohannine

addi t ion t o emphas ize the ki ngly nature of J es us' s bur i al ,
since i n II Kings 21 Ma nasseh and Amon were buri ed in t he
gar den of Uzza and LXX Neb. 3 :16 says David 's tomb was i n a
garden . But the context of I I Kings 21 s eems to make th i s
suggestion far-fetched , f or in one breat h the writer is
des cr i bing t he abominat ions , idolatry, a nd mu r derousness of
Hanasseh a nd Amon and i n t he next stating matter of f ac t l y
that they died and we r e buried in the garden of t he i r house-



- no regal buria l s eems in sigh t her el That leaves LXX Neh.
3: 16 a di s t ant a nd rather unlikely source for John ' s
de scription of t he burial s i te. I n f ac t i t seems qui te
plausible that the det ail is historical . D The word M~10~

means ~ p l a ntation~ or ~ orchard , · a Mn l 0 ( cou ld contain rock
tombs . Si gnificant ly one of the f our ga t es i n t he North
Wal l of t he c i t y was called t he Garden Gat e , and Josep hus
attests t o ga rde ns outside t he Nor th Wal l (Jose phus Jewi sh
War 5 . 57, 147, 410) . The t ombs of t he Hasmonean high
pri es t s John Hyrcanus a nd Al exander Jannaeus were in t hi s
area (Jos ephus Jewi sh War 5 . 259) , and so i t may ha ve be en a
pres tigi ous place f or bur ial . I n AD 350 Cyril of J eru sa l em
said t ha t the rema i ns of a ga rden we r e s til l t o be s een next
to the Chur ch of t he Hol y Sepul chre whi ch Constantine had
rece ntly bui l t ove r t he t r adit iona l s ite of J es us ' s tomb
(Cyr i l Catechesis 14. 5; PG 33 .829B) . The expe ns ive bench or
acrosol ia tomb with a r oll - stone a nd the locat ion of this
t omb i n some sor t of or c ha r d near the tombs of other
notables is cons onant wit h t he descript ion of J osepb as a
wealthy member of t he Sa nhedrin . Tha t he would give hi s
t omb to J esus bespeaks a devotion t hat ex ceed s that of a
me r e l y rel i gious Jew.

The Women Wi t nesses
Final ly , Mark st a t es that Mary Magda l ene a nd Mary t he

mother of Joses saw where J esus was laid (Mk . 15: 47). J ohn
doe s not mention women in co nnec tion wi t h t he burial , but in
I n. 20 :1 Ma r y Magdal ene is mentioned as comi ng t o the t omb ,

of wh i ch she ev ident l y knew t he locat ion . Ma tthew s ays Mary
Magda lene and t he "ot he r Mary ,M t hat i s , t he Mary of v . 56
"Ma r y t he mot her of J ames a nd Joseph," we r e sitting oppos i t e
t he s epulchre duri ng t he interment (Mt. 21 : 61 ) . Luke stat es
t ha t t he women who had come wi t h J esus f r om Gal ilee (cf .
23:49) s aw t he tomb and how the bod y was l aid and r e t ur ned

33See C.K. Barrett, The Gospel accor di ng t o St . John
(London : SPCK , 1972 ) , p . 465; Brown, John, p. 94 3.
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to t he tomb Sunday morning--they i nc l uded Mary Magda lene,
Joanna, a nd Mary the moth er of James as well as other
unn amed wome n with them (Lk. 23 : 55; 24: 1, 10 ) . From t he
accor d between Mark and J ohn alone it s eems clea r t hat at
l eas t the name Mary Magda l ene was trad itionally connec t ed

with the tomb of J esus .
I n order to asses s t he va l ue of t he l i s t of women

wi t nes s es , it i s necessa r y t o ret urn t o t he crucifixi on a nd
t he wome n t here (Mk. 15 : 40- 41) . Ma rk names Mary Magdalene ,
Ma ry t he mother of J ames the younge r a nd of Joses , and
Sa lome ; ther e wer e also other Galilean wome n t he re who came
with t hem to J erusalem. These t wo ve rses a r e not an
independent piece of tradit i on , s i nce they on l y have sens e
in this context. ~ But ne i t her do they seem t o be

edi toria l l y cons t r uc t ed out of the names in 15: 47 an d 16 :1
becau s e t hen t he a ppel lat i on ~ t he younger " is i nexpl icabl e ,
as i s the f us i on of what would no~ally des ignate t he wife
of James a nd wi f e of J os es i nt o on e woma n, t he mother of
James and Jos es . This Seems to imply that the names in
15 : 40 a re part of the pre-Harka n pass i on tradition . ~ The
lis t ser ves t o name witne s s es of t he cru c i fi xion from t he
Ur gemeinde and intr oduces some i mpor tant drama tis personae
who have yet t he i r greatest role to pl a y .

I t i s quite i nt r i gu i ng t ha t women are named as t he
witnesses of the crucifixion a nd bur ial a nd as t he

34See Pesch , Mar~ u se va ngel i um , 2: 504. Pes ch notes
t he " looki ng on" in v . 40 and the f l as hback in v . 41, the
t hreefold us e of the per so nal pronoun a Ul i!' i n v , 41 wi t h its
a nt ecedent ' InooOs i n v. 37, a nd t he r eference of v . 41 back
to Mk . 10 : 32- 34 and fo r wa r d to the bur i al a nd empt y tomb
stor i es , thus bindi ng t hem toget he r with the c ruci fixi on .

35pe s ch a l so t hinks the verses give i ndica t i on of
be longing t o t he pre -Ma r kan pas s i on s t o ry : t he nami ng of
persons known to the urgemeinde (cf . 10 :4 6, 14 : 3; 14:10, 43;
15 : 1, 2, 5 , 9 , 12 , 15 , 44-4 5; 15: 7 , 11 , 15 , 21), t he
paraphr ase of 10:3 2, and t he words 0..0 \.I0~OO~ (" (1 4 : 54),
~c",pl", ( 12 : 41; 15 : 47; 16 :4), avoSa,;'"", (10 :32 -33) , cC:,.
· I tooo6 ~ v\.la ( 10 : 32; 11 :1, 11, I S, 21) (Pes ch ,

Markusevangeli um , 2: 504 ) •
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dis covere r s of t he empty t omb, gi ve n not only thei r l ack of
lega l status as wi t ne s s es, but a l s o t he l ow r ung on t he
ladder of J ewish so ciety whi c h they occupied . ~ Alt hough
some schol a rs ha ve attempt ed t o avoid this oddity by
assert i ng t ha t the women a r e not j uridical witnesses t o
hi stor i ca l f acts , but rathe r wi t ne s ses , tha t i s ,
proclaimers, of t he gos pel , s uc h a n escape is not very
pl a us i bl e. For even i f t hi s were t he case , it i s fa r f rom
c lear why t he pre- Markan pas s i on tradit i on woul d empl oy
women as t he pr i ma r y proclaimer s of t he good news of
Chri st' s resu r r ection r at her t ha n t he male disciples (c t . I
Cor . 15: 5 ) i f this had not been the cas e . And t he ca r e f ul
l isting of t he different women who attend ed t he crucif i xion,
t he bur ial , a nd the di scovery of t he empty tomb s uggest s
t ha t it is t hei r witnes s t o t he f ac t s that is be ing
recalled, not mer e l y the i r proclamat i on of the Easter
message . I n a ny case , the dichotomy be tween t heir being a
wi t ne s s e i the r to the his t orical f act s or t o t he gospel is
doubt les s a twent i et h century import which i s foreign to
these accounts: the women bore wi t ne s s to t he t ru t h of t he
gospel by beari ng wi t ness to the events t hey experienced .

Why do women app ear i n t he tradit ion as wi t nesses a nd

not men? Probab ly not because of any suppos ed f light of the
di s c iples to Ga l i l ee infer r ed f r om Mk . 14: 50, a theo r y which
von Campen haus e n rightly di s mis s es as a f iction of t he
cr i t i c8; J7 t he s t or y of the denia l of Peter indicates tha t

36As evi de nt f r om s uch ex pressions as these :
MSooner l et the words of the Law be burnt t ha n de livered t o
women M (J Sot ah 19a) ; MHappy i s he whose chi l dr en are ma le,
a nd a l as f or him wh ose childr en are female M (B Kiddu shin
B2b ) . See a l so c hapt e r 2 not e 3 .

3'Hans Freiherr von Campen haus en , Der Abl aut der
Os tererei gni s s e und das l eer e Grab, 3d rev . ed ., SHA
(Hei de l ber g: Carl Wi nte r , 196 6) , pp . 44-4 9 . Ear l y crit ics
of t hi s t heory included Orr, Resurr ec t i on , pp . 217-18;
Johannes ~ei s s, Der erste Korin therbrief , 9th ed . , KEKNT 5
( G~tti nge n : Vandenhoeck , Rupr ec ht , 1910) , p . 350: MI cannot
conv i nce mys e l f of t he scholarly lege nd that t he apostles
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al l the gospels he l d t he d i s c ip les to be i n Jer us alem. So
t he r e seems to be no reason why t he y could not have bee n
us ed as witnesses j us t as eas i l y as t he women . Tha t t he
male disciples were not cast i n t hi s r o l e sugge s ts t hat t he

t r ad ition i s histor ically credible ; t he r eason why the
unqualifi ed women are named as witnesses is most likely

because, l ike it or not , t hey ~ere the witnes s es, t he
d i s c i pl es l y i ng l ow in fear of r eprisal s by t he J ews aga i nst

themselves as followers of J esus .
John conf i r ms t hat t he re wer e women a t t he c ross ; he

names J esus 's mother a nd his mother' s sis ter , Mary t he wife
of Clopas , and Mary Magda l ene (I n. 19 : 25) . Matthew names
Mary Magdale ne , Mary t he mothe r of JameS and Joseph, a nd t he
mot her of t he s ons of Zeb edee (Mt . 21: 56 ) ; Luke states t hat
a l l Je sus's acquaint a nces and t he women who had f ollowed hi m
f r om Galilee witness ed t he c r uc i f ix i on ILk . 23 : 49) . Pes ch
has argu ed that Ma rk actual l y names fo ur women : Mary
Magda l ene , Mary of James (Lk. 24:10); Mary mot her of Jos es

(Mk . 15 : 41 ) , and Sa l ome . - The f irst t wo Ma r i es are
i de nti f i ed wi th an ar tic l e pl us a n addition a nd the othe rs
with a preced i ng gen i tive or nothing. I n or de r t o ma ke Ma r y
t he mother of James and Joses , Ma r k would have wr itt en !lClpLa

,:, ", l\ tllP + t he t wo names. Howeve r , th is exege s i s seems
r at he r art if i cial. To s ay t he t hi r d an d f ourth women are

ident i fi ed by a ge ni t i ve or noth i ng a ppears to be question­
begging , s i nce t here is only one examp l e of each . Against
this theor y is t he fa ct that the mother ot Joses wuuld now

fl ed t o Galilee ' " a nd Mart i n Al bertz , "Zur Formgeschichte
de r AU f e rs t ehungsberichte , · ZNW 21 (1 922 ) :26 9: Ma cri tic' S
l egend ." Kreme r obs er ves t hat t he de nial of Peter pr ec l ude s
any flight to Ga l ilee (Kr emer, Ost erbot s chaft , p . 19 1. ~och
admi t s t hat t he · s cat t er i ng of t he s heepM i n no way 1mp11e s
a f light to Gali lee (Ger hard Koch, Die Auf er stehung Je~ u
Chri sti , BHT [Tiibingen : J .C. B. Mohr, 1959], p . 41 ). Th1S
undermin es Grass's theo r y that the wome n w!r e .made
di s coverers of t he empty tomb be ca us e no d1s c1pl es were
avai lable (Grass , os t er geschehen , p . 182).

38pes ch, Markusevange l i um, 2:506- 01 .



Cleopas's own
Becaus e a l l

lack a definite artic l e (this beinq s ur r en der ed exc lusive l y
to Ma pCa " ' I a Hweou ) and wcuLd be unnamed here as jus t
Rmot her of ~os e s , " but named in 15: 47 as Mar y . It is
perfect ly good grammar to take the definite art i cle wi t h the
so t hat both sons ' name s a r e e nclosed wi t h t heir mother 's :
Moo Co 1J 'h~.:ie ou TaU \l~ ~oo ij H(/:~ ' I WO f\TOl; \l ~ tT)j) Schottrof f

r ema r ks t hat we probably ha ve here a r eliable , old
tradit ion, s ince it would be unusu a l to identify a woma n by
he r two sons (ra ther t ha n her husband) unless t hey were
prominent figures in the Urgemeinde .» Ma t t hew agrees with
Mark, ex cept that he ca l l s J oses by the variant J os eph a nd
does not name Salome but apparent ly identifies he r as the
mother of t he sons of Zebedee. Luke speaks of HaoCa Ii 'Ia~",80u

which may r eflect Hk. 16:1 , where ~oses is omitted; he adds
~oanna to the list , whom he i de nt i f ies as the wi fe of
Herod ' s steward Chuza (Lk . 8: 3 ) . He states t hat t here were
other women as wel l , whi ch co ul d i nclude Sal ome or perhaps
even someone like Susanna (Lk . 8 : 3 ) . ~ohn 's Mary the wi fe
of Cl opas could be the mother of ~ames a nd ~oses . If t he
wi fe of Cl opas and ~esu s ' s a unt are not t wo persons ,~ then
James and Joses would be ~e s u s ' s co us i ns . But some have
wanted to ident i fy Mar y the wi f e of Clopas with Matthew's
mother of the sons of Zebedee. Thus, ~ames a nd ~ohn t he
sons of Zebed ee woul d be J esus's co us ins . This l a t ter
i dent i f i ca t i on would be nice for those who wi s h to identify

t he Beloved Disciple with J ohn, f or then J esus ' s bo nd with
hi m and Jes us 's giving of his moth er to him woul d become

mor e unde r s t andabl e . But t his is , of course, speculative.
Cl opes could also be ident i f ied wi t h Cleopas (Lk. 24 :18;
K),( d'.e~ i s an abbreviated f orm of K),~ d' .Qt oo£ and was
equivalent to the Semi t i c K),,,,.o l: ) of t he Emma us appea r a nce ,

39Lui s e Schottroff , "Ha r i a Magdalena und die Frauen
am Gr abe JesU,R EvT 42 (1 982): 8-9; see also Pesch ,
Harkusevangelium, 2 : 507; La grange , Hare, p . 439.

40AS is held by 8 t' h 458arret , wO n , p. •

;

but then Lk. 24:22 -23 make l ittle s ens e , s ince
wife was among those who f ound the empty t omb .
t he l i sts conta i n unnamed women , mul t i p l e cr os s ­
ident i ficat ions ar e pos s i ble, but none provable . Mark says
there wer e many other women at the cross be s i de s the three
he names, and i t s e em s likely t here was a group no s~~ll e r

than five or s ix. 41

I n Mk . 15 : 47 Mark says that of t he wome n a t t he c ross,
Mary Magda lene and Ma ry the mother of Joses saw where he was
laid . The verse i s obviously not i ndepe nde nt ; i s i t a
r edactiona l construct ion? This seems unlike l y s ince the
r edactor would have to arbitrarily select out o f tbe longer
i dentifi ca t i on j ust t he words Maot(/: ~ .1...ol'l t o £ ; t he work of
a r edactor i s more like Matthew's · t he other Mary · upon the
second ment i on. And why, too, was Salome omi t t ed? More
l i ke l y i s t hat onl y two women of the la rger group a t the
cr oss sa w t he bur ia l; rather t han repeat the long
i dent i ficat ion of Hary, t he pre -Harkan tradition names her
by one son i n 15: 47 and t he other in l6:l . 4~ Thus 15 : 47 and
16: 1 seem t o presuppose ea ch ot her 'S ex is tence ; i f one i s
t r a di tiona l , s o i s t he ot her. H

I n 16 :1 Hary Magdalene , Mary the mother of ~ames , and
Sa lOme go to the tomb . Ma ny crit ics r egar d this verse as
e ither a redact i onal cons t ruct ion o r evidence tha t the empt y
tomb per i cope was not pa r t of the pre-Harka n pa s sion s tory ,
s i nce the juxtaposition of 15 :47 a nd 16:1 c r eates a use l ess
duplication of names . Now I have a lready suggested t hat the
two verses ac t ua l l y s eem to pr esuppose ea ch othe r . And i f

41So Taylor, Mark, p. 652.

42so Lagrange, Harc , p . 444 ; Grant Osborne, - His t ory
and Theology in the Resu rrection Narrat ives: a Redactional
StUdy - (Ph .D . thes is, Uni ve r s i t y of Aberdeen, 1974) , pp.
146- 47 •

43Aga i ns t t he view tha t 16 :1 is a much l a ter
addit ion based on Mt . , s ee t he crit ique by Taylor, Hark, pp .
652- 53; cf. Blinzl er, -Gr abl egung, - pp . 65-66 .
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the pe ricope does be l ong t o the pa ss i on story, can we be so
certain that the list is a need less repetition? The f act
that Salome 's name i s re - introduced suggests t hat wher eas
only two women saw the burial, t hree women of t he origina l
larger group at t he cross r ose early to go to the t omb. As
Pes ch expl a i ns , the different r oles played by individuals
known in the urgemeinde a re be ing here recal l ed. ~ This may
be no useless duplication at al l-- rat her the me nt i on of the
di f f e r ent wi t nes s es to the crucifixion, burial , and empty
t omb begins the pattern of I Cor . 15 : Christ d i ed- -was
bur i ed--r os e . . . • Just as the f ormul a emphas i2es the
wi t ne s ses to t he appearances of Jesus, so t he pre-Mar ka n
passion story carefu lly l i sts t he women witne sses ,· who were
not appare nt l y add uce d in t he evangel ist i c preaching but
were nevertheless remembered i n t he life of the chur ch , t o
ea ch of t he eve nt s preced i ng t he appearances.~ Luke's

addition of Joanna to the list may ref lect a local t radit i on

tha t remembered her r ole, whi c h was not s o i mpor t ant to the
J erusalem congregation; ~ his us e of t he unpa r a lleled
;, l'!ay 6a).rl',>n MapCa suggests t ha t he did hav e an other s our ce .

So I see no compelling reason to consider the juxt apos i tion
of the di f fe r ent l i s t s in 15: 47 and 16 : 1 as evi dence fo r
e i ther redactional editing or i ndepende nt t radi tions . All
thr ee l i st s were pr obabl y part of the pre- Marka n tradi tion
remember i ng t he role of the wome n in those da rk and c ruc i a l
hour s before the dawn of resurrection hop e .

Traces of Other Burial Tradit ions
Grass ha s said that the his tor i c i t y of the buria l stor y

can be de nied only if a n earlier bur i a l tradition can be
discovered and if the present s t ory ca n be s hown t o co nta i n

Gn ilka ,

229 .

44pesc h, Ma rkusevangelium , 2 : 508.

45Taylor, Mark , p . 651; Lane , Mar k , p. 577; cf .
Markus , 2 : 339 .

46Tayl or , Mark, p . 652; Osborne, ~Resurrection,~ p.

•

improbabilit i es .~' He add uces t her e f or e what he cons iders
to be three i mpr obabi l it i es in the burial account: (1)
there was insuff i c ient time f or burial in the t omb , (2) the
linen s hroud could not have been purchased on a hol i da y, a nd
( 3) c riminals were normally buried in a common grave . But
if our analysis has been correct , none of t hese
i mpr obabi l i t i es ne ed prove insuperable . Grass himsel f
acknowledges that Mark 's account is not impossib l e and t hat
i f it is re liable, then the si te of J es us ' s tomb would have
be en known to both J ews and Christians . But Grass also
c la ims to hav e found other t r aditions in Act s 13:29 a nd In.
19 : 31 fo r burial of the body by e i t her the J ews or the
Romans . This, however, seems doubt ful . In Ac t s Luke t ends
to pOlemicize against the Jews, and t he remark here probab ly
r epresents no s epa rate bur ial tradition . 48 In any case ,
t his does not r eso l ve the problem of t he empty tomb , since
Acts 13 : 29 speaks of a w"utCO\! and not a common cr iminals '
grave. I n John the Jews ask only that the victims' l egs be

broken and the bodies taken away, but be fo re they are taken
down, Joseph requests Jesus 's body. It seems entir ely
possible that the Romans did bury t he t hi eves' bod i es ; i n
any ca se there is no suggestion that Joseph did not
personally take charge of J esu s' s burial i n the tomb . So
ther e appears t o be no evi dence of any burial tradit i on

apart from t he bur ial by Jos eph of Arimathea .
Gras s ' s conclusion tha t a l l we a r e left wi t h is an

uncertain tradition of burial by Josep h with othe r poss ib le
t r adi tions seeming to appear the r efore seems overl y
t imorous. Rather the buria l s t ory seems quite pl ausible in
itsel f , and ha s s eve ral pos i t i ve ma r ks of hi stori cal
credibil ity. Thi s i s an impor t a nt co ncl us ion, f or as Gr as s

47Gra s s , Ostergeschehen, p. 178 .

48W i l cke ns , Die Mi s s i ons r eden der Apos t el ge s chi ch t e ,
3d ed .. , WMANT (Neuki r c hen-V l uyn: Neukirchner Ver l ag , 1974) ,
p. 135; Gnilka , Markus , 2: 336.
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acknow ledges , i f the buria l s tor y is his torical, t hen i t

s eems imposs ible that the gr ave of J e sus would have remained
unknown t o eithe r t he J ews or t he Chri s t ian s , ~ That

consideration woul d s eem t o be relevant , in light of the

disciples ' proc lamation of Jes us 's resurrect i on in

Jerusalem, in assess i ng t he histor i ca l credibility of the
empty t omb.

I.

I,

CHA I' T ER ti

THE EMPTY TOMB NARRATIVE

Tradi tional Material

When we t urn t o the empty tomb narrative , we aga in find

evidenc e of t r ad itional mater ia l in the agreement between

J ohn and the Synopt ics . The va r ious traditions apparently
related tha t on t he first day of t he week wome n , or at l east

Mary Magdalene , came to t he tomb ea r l y and found t he stone

t a ke n away , t ha t they saw an ange l ic appeara nce, t hat they

inf or med t he d isciples , or a t least Peter , who went , found
t he tomb empt y wi t h t he gravec l othes s t il l l y i ng in the
grave , and retur ned home wonde r ing, t hat the wome n s aw a

phys i cal appea rance of Jes us shortly thereafter , and that

J e s us gave them cer t a in instructions f or the disciples . Not

al l the Synop tics record a l l these traditions ; but John
does, a nd at l east one Synoptic confi rms each incident ; t hus

gi ven J ohn's i ndependence from t he Synopt i cs, thes e
inciden t s woul d seem t o be traditional. I

The story o f the discove r y of t he empt y t omb was in a l l
l i ke l i hood the conclusion or at least pa rt of the pr e- Markan

49Grass
-Gr ab l egung ," p :

Ostergeschehen, p. 179; so also Blinzle r,
64 ; Gnilka , Markus, 2 :346 .

I
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INeirynck has rece ntl y argued t hat John knew the
Synoptics a nd f ormed chapter 20 on the ba s i s of t hem, His
st r at egy i s t o show that'the appearanc e t o t he women an d t he
di s ci ple s ' investigation o f t he empty t omb are r edactiona l
crea t ions of the eva ngelists ; since J ohn also narra t e s these
events, he must have used the Synoptics (Frans Nei ryn ck ,
"J ohn a nd the Synoptics : The Empty Tomb Stories," NTS 30
[1 984 ] : 161- 87 ) . But whil e Nei r ync k succeeds in showing the
possibility tha t the eve nt s narrat ed by John and the
Synoptics are the same , t he evidence f or redactional
creation is spar s e , i ndeed, and Jo hn's account evinces no
di r ect dependence o n t he Synopti cs. Shared tradition i s
t her e fo r e t he mo r e plausib le explanation .
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5verbal : t he t ime indi cators ( 15 : 42 ; 16:1, 2); the
buyi ng of l inen and s pi ce s (15: 46; 16:1 ); mention o f lay ing
t he body i n t he t omb ( 15 : 46, 47 ; 16 :6 ) ; a lternate us e of
UVi'\ua / lIvnucCc',' fo r t he tomb (15 : 46 ; 16 :2, 3, 5 , 8); the

clos i ng of the gr ave with a stone ( 15 : 46; 16 :3 , 4); the
women 's seeing ( 15 : 47 ; 16 :4 ) , and the l i s t of names (15 : 47;
16:1) . syntact i ca l : t ime i nd icator s in genitivus absol ut us
( 15 : 42 ; 16 : 1 ) ; ~a'~ series broken by 6l ( 15 : 44 ; 16 : 6 ); fou r
par t ici pia conj unc ee ( 15: 43, 44 , 45 , 405 ; 16 : 1, 4 , 5 , 8) ;
i nt r odu c tion of the action of characters by a chan ge of
SUb j ect wi th the a rticle ... 6i in 15 :44 , 47; 16 :6 , but no t i n
15 :46 ; 16: 8 .

toget her by ve r ba l an d syntactical s imilarities. s But
especial l y significant a r e the data i n 15 :42-4 7 whi c h a r e

presuppos ed in 16:1 -8 : the "when the sabbath was past ~

( 16 : 1 ) presupposes the burial on "the day of Pr ep a rat ion,
that is t he da y before the s abbath" ( 15 : 42 ); the us e of t he

personal pr onou n aVT6v for Jesus ( 16 : 1) has its ant eced ent

in the naming of Jesus i n the bur ia l s tory ( 15 : 43) ; t he

vi s i t to the tomb (16: 2 ) presuppo s e s the knowledge of t he
grave's location ( 15 : 47 ) ; t he d i s cus s i on between t he women

( 16 : 3) presupposes t he knowledge of t he shutt i ng of t he tomb

wi t h the roll-stone ( 15 : 46) ; t he enter i ng of the t omb ( 16: 5)
pres uppo s es t he natu r e of the tomb ( 15: 46); a nd t he words of

the a nge l ( 16 : 6 ) pr es uppo s e Joseph's a ct i on (15 : 46) .
Mor eover , t he empty tomb na r r a tive is t ied to t he wider
context of t he pa s sion s tory : the lis t of names ( 16 : 1 )
r ememb er s 15 :40 ; the t ime i nd ica t or lPWt ( 16: 2) harks back

to t he trial a nd cruci fixion ac co unt s (15 :1, 25, 33, 34; cf .

14 : 17) ; on &n,pEw (16 : 4) compare 15 :40; f or t he
identifica t ion of J esus as a Nazarene ( 16 ;6 ) see 10 : 47;

14 : 67 an d as t he crucifi ed (1 6: 6) s e e 15 : 13, 14 , IS , 20, 24,

25 , 27 ; t he proc l amation of the r esur r ection ( 16 : 6 ) f ul f i lls
the prophecy of 14 : 28, and the motif o f f ea r (16 : 8) r ecall s

10 : 32 .

pa s s i on s tory . ~ About the only argument against th is s eems
to be t he juxt apos i t ion of the l is ts i n 15: 47 and 16 :1 . At
t he very most, however, this could onl y warra nt expl aining

one list or the other as an edi t oria l ad dition ; it wou ld no t

s erve to break off t he empty tomb story from the passion

narrative . 3 Pe sc h exp l a i ns t ha t t he empty tomb story is no

i ndependent pericope, but i s bound up wi t h the passion stor y

and the immediate context.~ The burial stor y looks f orwa rd
wi th expectancy to t he empty tomb: J oseph's laying the body

in the tomb a nt i c i pa te s the angel' S proclamation, "He is not

here; see the place where they l a id him; ~ the ment ion of the

r ol l-stone a nt icipates the women' s question i n v . 3 and the
open t omb in v . 4 , a nd the women ' s witnes s i ng t he l oc at ion
of t he tomb prepares f or the visit on Sunday morning . The
buria l s t or y a nd the empty t omb story are al so bound

2Rudol ph Pesch , Das Markuse vangelium, 2 vo l s . , HTKNT
2 (Freiburg : Herder , 1977 ) , 2 :51 9- 20; i dem, "De r Schluss de r
vormarkinische Pa s s ionsges chichte und des
Markuseva nge liums, · in M. Sabbe , L 'E va ngi le selan Marc
(Leuven : Gemb l oux, 1974), pp . 365-409. Taylor a lso f i nds
tbat tbe buria l an d empt y t omb stories were part of t he pre­
Markan pa s sion story ; his qua l i fication t hat 16 : 1-8 cannot
hav e been a part o f t hat tradition i s entirely a rbitrary and
canno t explain what happened t o t he or igina l s tor y and why
(Vincent Tay l or , The Gospel accordi ng to St . Mark, 2d ed .
[London : Macmillan , 1966] , p. 659 ) . See a lso Edouard
Dhanis , ~ L ' ens eve l i s s eme n t de Jesus et l a visite au t ombeau
da ns l ' evangile de saint Marc , (Me XV.40 -XVl .8 ) , " Gr eg 39
( 1958 ) :391-92, 396; Joachim J er emias, · Di e al t es t e Sc hicht
der Os terUberlieferu ngen, ~ i n Res urrexi t, ed . Edoua r d Dha nis
(Rome: Libr e ria Edi t ice Vaticana, 1974 ),p. 186 ; Joachim
Gnilka, Das Evange l i um nach Markus , 2 vol s . , EKRNT (Zuri ch :
Benziger Verlag , 1979 ; Neukirc hner - ver l ag , 197 9) , 2 :348- 50 .

3Thus Wi l cke ns argu e s t ha t 16: 1 i s a later addit i on
de s igned t o p r ot ect the women aga i ns t the charge of br eak ing
the sabbath . Originally 16 .2- 6a wa s the close of t he
Pas s i on stor y (Ulrich Wilc kens , Auf erstehung, TT4 [Stut t ga rt
& Berl i n : Kre uz Ver l a g, 1970 ), pp . 56 -6 3) . Fo r a critique
o f Wi l c kens ' s hypot hesis see Josef Bl i nz l er, wDi e Grablegu ng
Jesu i n historischer Sicht, " in Resurrexit , pp. 65-66 .
Sl i nzl er a rgue s that al l the lists a r e o l d and unchanged
(Ib i d . , pp . 65-68 )'

4pe s ch, Mark us eva ngel ium, 2:51 9- 20 .
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But perhaps the most telling a r gume nt

8' s be longing to t he passion story i s t ha t

t ha t t he passion story co u ld end i n defeat
mention of the empty tomb or res urrection .

in f avor o f 16:1­

it i s un thin Kable

a nd de ath with no

AS Wilckens has



urged , t he passion s tor y is i ncomplet e without vi ctor y at
t he end . ' Confi~ation of the inclus i on of 16: 1-8 i n the
pre-Harka n pass ion s tory woul d al s o seem t o be the
remarka ble co r respondence t o the course of eve nts descri bed
in I Cor . 15 : died- - was bur i ed-- r ose--appea red; a l l t hese
elements appea r i n t he pre-Mar ka n pass ion stor y, inc l uding a
re ference t o Christ' s appea r a nce (v . 7 ) . Thus, there seem
t o be very s t r ong reasons f or t ak ing the empty tomb account
as part of the pre-Mar kan pa s s i on stor y .

Li ke the buria l s t or y, t he account of t he di s cove ry of
t he empt y tomb i s r emarkabl y res t r ained . Bul t mann s tates ,
~ ••• Mark ' s pr es ent a tion is extremely r ese rved , i n so far
as t he re su rrection an d the appearance of t he risen Lord are
not recouD ted. ~ 7 Nau ck observes t hat many t he o l ogi ca l
moti f s that mi ght be expect ed are lacki ng in t he story : (1 )
the proof from prophecy , (2 ) t he i n- breaki ng of the new eon,
(3) the ascension of Jesus 's spi rit or his des cent into
hell , (4) t he na tu r e of t he risen body, and (5) t he use of
Chr i s t ol ogi ca l titles . ! Al though kerygrnat i c speech appears

6Wilcken s , Auferstehung, p . 61 . The pass ion s t or y
could not hav e e nded wi t h t he death and bur i a l of J esu s
without as s urance of vic to ry ; t he discovery of t he empty
tomb by t he women was part of the pas s i on stor y (Raymond C.
Brown, The Gospel accordi ng t o John , Anc b Bib 29A (Ga r de n
Ci t y , N. Y. : Doubleday ' Co . , 1970J, p . 978 ; Bl i oz ler,
-Gr abl egun g,- p . 76; Rudolf Schnackenburg, Das
Joh annesevan ge l ium, 3 vol s. , HTKNT 4 (Fr eibu r g : Herder ,
1976], 3: 353) .

7Rudol f Bul t ma nn, Die Geschi ch t e de r synopt i schen
Tradi t i on , 2d ed ., FRLANT 12 (Got tingen : Va ndenhoe c k ,
Rupr echt, 1970) , p . 309 .

8wolfgang Na uc k, ~ Di e Bede utung des l eeren Gr abes
f ur de n Gla ube n a n den Au f er sta ndenen , ~ ZNW 47 (1 956) :2 43­
67 . Accor ding t o Kremer, ever y t heological r eflect i on on
t he mean ing of t he r esurrect i on is l acking , s o the t rad i t i on
must come f rom a ve ry ear l y time . For i ts origin i n
Pa l es t i ne (Jerusa l em) counts not onl y t he interest i n t he
empty t omb itsel f , but also t he names o ~ the women and the
Semit ic Yi) ,, ~~ Y';'\I on flBaywy rer . 1I, ..h \l oa BB<:lYou [1 6 : 9J;
"a f t er three days · ( 8: 31; 9:31; 10;3..(, J) (Ja c. ob Kremer, -zu r
Diskussion uber ' das leere Grab , ' · in Res urrexit, p . 153) .

•

•
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in the mout h of the ang el , t he f ac t of t he discove r y of t he
empt y t omb i s not ke rygmat i cally color ed. Al l thes e f actors
po i nt to a ver y old tradit ion concer ni ng t he d i s covery of

t he empty tomb . '

The Anoin ting Mot if
Mar k begins t he story by relating that wh en t he sabbath

was past , the wome n bought spices t o anoi nt the body . I n
t he next sentence , he almost s eems to begin anew: "And very
earl y on t he firs t da y of t he week , they went t o t he tomb
• . • ~ ( 16: 2). Thi s new be ginning su gge sts t hat t here i s in
fact 4 gap here, name l y, t hat afte r the sabbat h, t hat i s ,
Satu r day evening , t hey went and bought the spi ce s . ~ Then

early t he next day t hey we nt to the t omb. Luke i s t he only
other eva ngel ist to ment ion the spi ces , and he also states
t ha t t hey had bee n prepared prior to t he vi s i t on t he first
day of the week (Lk . 24:1 ) . The i nsert ion of 23:56b gives
the i mpr es s i on that the women prepared the spices on Friday
ni ght, but this is probab l y unintentional, s ince i n v. 54
t he sabba th was al r eady beg i nning and Luke says in v . 56b
t hey did 'no wor k on t he sabbath. So t here was no time to
buy and pr ep a re s pices on Friday ni ght . Rat her v . 56b i s

probably to be taken as a pa renthetical r emark , not t he
nar r a tion of a c hr onol ogica l l y s uc ce ssive even t . The
pr epar a t i on of v . 56a was probab ly understood by Luke as
t aking place Sa t ur day night , s i nce Ma rk is quite c l ear . But
by i nserting hi s pa r enthet i ca l rema rk on the pious behavi or
ot t he wome n he gen erates an apparent co ntradi c t i on.

The wome n' s intent i on t o anoint the body has ca us ed no
e nd of controversy . I t i s ofte n a s sumed that the women were

9Ka r l He i nr i c h Rengs t or f, Di e Aufer s t ehung Jesu, 4t h
rev . ed . (Witten : Lut her - ve r lag , 1960) , pp . 60- 61.

10C•E•B• Cranfie l d, The Gospel acco rdi ng t o Sain t
Mark, CGTC (Cambridge: Cambridge Univ ersity PresS , 1963) , p .
463; Taylor, Ma rk , p. 603; Wi l l i am L. Lane, The Gospel
accordi ng t o Mark , NLCNT (LOndon: Marsha l l , Mor gan ' Scott ,
1974) , p. 585; Pesch, Ha rkusevolingeli um, 2: 520 .
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comi ng t o finish t he hurr ied job done by Joseph on Friday

even ing; J ohn, who has a t horough bur ia l , mentions no
i ntention o f ano i nt ing. I t i s frequently said t ha t t he

-Eastern cl i ma te - would ma ke i t i mpos s i b l e to anoint a
corpse after three days . 1I It i s s omet i mes pointed out thllt
i t would not have violated s abba t h l aw t o anoint a body on

the sabbath , i nstead of wa i t i ng unti l sunday (Mis hnah
Shabba t 23 :5) . Besides, the body had bee n a lready an ointed

i n advance (Mk . 14:8). And why do the women think of the
stone over t he e nt rance only afte r they are underway? They
s hould have rea lized the ventur e was f utile .

But what i n fact were t he women about? There seems t o

be no indicat ion that they were go i ng t o compl ete a task
poorly done . Hark gives no hint of hurry or incompl eteness
i n the bur ia l . That Luke sa ys t ha t t he women s aw ·how· t he
body was laid (Lk. 23 :55 ) does not necessari ly impl y that
the women saw a lack wh ich t hey wished to remedy; i t could
mean me rely t ha t they s aw that t he co r pse was laid in a
t omb , not buried in the criminals ' common plot t hus maki ng
pos s ib le a visit to anoint t he body . The f a ct t hat John
doe s not mention the intent ion of anointing proves l i tt l e,

IIHauri ce Gogue l , La t oi d 1a r~surrection de J~sus
dans 1e cbristiani sme pri mitit (Paris : Leroux, 1939) , p .
144; Ern st Lohmeyer, Das Evange1i um des Markus, KEKNT 2
(GOt t i ngen : Vandenhoeck , Ruprecht, 1937) , p . 353 ; Bul t mann,
Gesc bicbte, p . 309; Hans Freiherr von Campenha use n, Der
Abl aut de r Os t erereignisse und das l eer e Grab , 3d rev . ed. ,
SHA (Hei delbe r g : Carl Winter , 1966 ) , p . 24; Hans Grass,
Osterge scheben und Os t erber i cbte, 4th r ev . ed. (Gott ingen:
Vandenhoeck , Ruprec ht, 1970), p . 20; Tay l or, Ma r k, p . 604;
Edua r d Schwe i zer , Das Evangel ium nach Markus, NTD 1
(G6ttingen: Vandenhoeck , Ruprecht, 1967) , p . 211; E.
Gutwenger, "Zur Geschichtl ichkeit der Auferstehung Jesu , "
ZKT 88 (1966 ):273; Ludger Schenke , Aut er s t ebungs ver kUndi gung
und 1eeres Grab (Stuttgart : Katholisches Bi be lwerk , 1968 ) ,
p. 31; I. Broe r , · Zur he ut i ge n Di skussion der
Grabesgeschi c ht e (Me 16 , 1-8 ) ,· Bi Leb 10 ( 1969 ) : 40-52;
Wa lte r Gr undmann, Das Evange l ium nacb Ma rk us, 7th rev . ed .,
THKNT 2 (Berl in : Eva nge l i sche verlags a ns ta l t , 1971) , p . 321;
Karl Har t i n Fische r , Das Osterge scbeben , 2d ed . (G6ttingen:
Va ndenhoeck' Ruprecht , 1980 1, p . 61 .

1
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s ince Ha t t hew does not ment ion i t e i ther. 50 t here seems t o
be no conclus i ve i nd ication tha t t he women wer e goi ng t o

compl et e Jesus ' s bur i a l .
In f ac t what t he women m~y h~ ve be en doi ng was

precisely t ha t described in the Mish nah, namely t he us e of
aromatic oils and perfumes tha t could be r ubbed on or simpl y
poured ov er t he body. 1= Even t he threat of de cay would not
necessarily pr eve nt th is simple act of devot i on. that same
devot ion cou ld have i nduced them to go t o try t ogether t o
open the tomb , de spite the stone . (that Mark onl y mentions
t he stone here doe s not ~ean t ha t t hey had not t hought of i t
be fo r e; i t s erves a l i terary purpose here t o prepare f or v.
4 . ) The open ing of tombs t o al l ow late vi s i t o r s to view the
body or to c he ck aga ins t appa rent death was Jewish
practice , 13 so the women's intent ion was not extraordina ry .
It is t ru e that an ointing cou ld be don e on the sabbat h , but

this was on ly for a person l y i ng on t he dea t h bed i n his

home , not f or a body already wrapped a nd e nt ombed in a
sealed grave outs ide t he city . On the contrary , slinzler
points out that, odd as i t may seem, it would have been
against the Jewish l aw ev en to carry the aromata to the
grave site, fo r thi s was "wor k· (Jer . 17:21-22; 5habbath
8:1)1 1. Thus , Luke 's comment that the women rest ed on the

s abba t h is probab ly a correct de script i on.
Somet i mes i t i s asserted that Matthew leaves out t he

anointing mot i f because he rea l i zed one could not ano int a
corpse aft er t hree day s i n t ha t c limate . u But Mark himsel f

12Br own, J obn , p . 940; Sl i nzler , "Grabl egung ,· p .
81; Lane, Mar k , p , 585 .

13Semachot h 8 ; Ebe l Rabbathi 4.11 . See f urt her
Lohmeyer, Ma r kus , p . 351; Sl i nz le r , -Gr a blegung , - p . 81.

14Blinzler , "Gr abl egung , · p . 83 .

15Wi l l i Ma rxsen , Tbe Res urrect i on at Jesus of
Naza r etb, t r ans . Ma rgaret Kohl (London : SCM Press , 1970 ) ,
pp . 44-45; Wi l c kens , Auterst ebung, p . 4 6 ; . Gru ndma~ n, Ma rkus,
p . 445 . Gardner-Smith be l ieves Matthew d1d not w1sh to
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c anno t be pres umed to be i gnorant of th is fact , i f true,

since he a lso lived i n t he Medi t er r a nean climate . 16 In

fa ct, mor e over , ~eru s alem , be ing 700 met e r s abov e s ea l eve l ,
can be quit e cool i n Apri l; i nt e r e s t i ng i s the entirely
i nc i de nt a l detail ment i oned by John t ha t at night i n
~erusalem at t ha t time i t was co ld--so much s o t hat t he

s ervants a nd off icers of t he ~ ews had made a fi r e a nd were

standi ng a r ound i t war ming t hems elves ( ~n . 18 : 18 ) . Add to
t hi s t he f a ct s t hat the body , i nte rred Fr i day even ing , had

been i n the t omb onl y a night , a da y , and a night when the

women came to a noint it ea r l y Sund ay morning , t ha t a r ock­
hewn tomb in a c l i f f s ide woul d s t ay natu r a l ly cool , and
t hat t he body may hav e a l ready been pa ck ed a r ound wi t h
aromat i c spi c es , and on e can s e e t hat the intention t o
a no i nt the body can not in a ny way be r uled out . 17 The

argument t hat the body had be en an ointed i n ad vance s eems

actua l ly a poi nt i n favor of the t r ad i t i on of the women' s

intention t o a noi nt t he body, f or after 14:8 , Mark would

menti on ~os eph's fai l ure t o a noint t he bod y, since he was a
d isc ipl e (P . Gard ner- Smith , The Nar ra tives of the
Resurrec t i on , [London : Methue n, 1926 ), p . 37 ) 1 More
r eal i st i c is Osborne 's remark that Matthew omits the moti f
because hi s t heo l og i ca l interest is on wha t happens a t t he
t omb (Gr ant Osborne , -Hi stor y and Theo l ogy i n t he
Res urrect i on Narr at ive s : a Reda c tional Study " [Ph . D. t hes is ,
Uni versi t y of Aberdeen , 1974 ], p . 190 ) .

16Gerhard Koch , Die Auf erstehung J esu Christi , BHT
(Tlibingen : J.C . B. Moh r , 1959 ), p . 29; Brown , Joh n, p , 982 .
In fa ct, Lindemann asserts t hat Mark makes the women ' s vi s i t
50 ear ly i n the mor ni ng preci se ly be caus e of the problem of
anointing a corps e in t ha t c l i mat e (Andreas Li nde mann, "Di e
Oster botsc haft des Mar kus . Zur t heo l og i schen Inte rpretat ion
von Mar kus 16: 1-8 , " NTS 26 [197 9- 80 J :303) .

17Dhan is , "Ens eve l i s s eme nt , - p . 383 ; Paul Ga echte r ,
-Die Enge l ers chei nunge n i n den Auf e r s t ehung sber i c ht e n , " ZKT
89 (1 967):1 95 ; Edward Lynn Bode, The First Eas ter Morni ng ,
AS 45 (Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1970), pp. 14, 16;
Luise Schottroff, "Ma r i a Magda l e na und die Frauen am Grabe
~esu, - EvT 42 (1982 ) :15-16.
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probably not have invented such a super f luous a nd almost
co nt r adi ct or y i ntent ion fo r the women . IS

The Women ' s Discovery of t he Empty Tomb
Accor d i ng to Mark , t he women came t o t he t omb · ver y

early on t he f irst da y of the week- · whe n the s un had r isen"

( 16: 2 ) . Here is t he H3r kan pa ttern aga in of using t he

s econd t ime indicator t o spec i fy the first . I t indicates
tha t t he women came a r ound dawn . 19 Luke s ays i n fact t hat

they came at "ea r l y dawn ~ (Lk . 24:1 ); Matthe w says - a f t e r
the s abbat h , t oward the dawn" (Mt . 28 :1) . The word 040£ ca n
mean eithe r "l a t e " or " af te r ,~ depend ing on whether i t i s

be i ng us ed ad verbia l ly or prepos i tiona lly, respect i vely . It
has been suggested that Mat t hew mea ns late ,Sa t ur day evening,

da wn be ing us ed as i n Lk. 2 3 : 2 4; ~ but t he mention of the

18I t might be s aid t ha t 14:8 revea l s knowledge that
~ e sus ' s body was not proper ly i nt er r ed a nd anoi~te~ an d
seeks to r emedy t ha t l a ck. But s uc h a hypothes 1s 10 no .way
contradicts t he women' s i nt e nt i on , s ince they were not 1n
fact s uccessfu l in t hei r miss ion . I n a ny case, t he women' s
vi sit even wi thou t t he an o i nting moti f is perfectly coherent
i n l ight of t he pra ct i ce o f visiting the gr av es of l oved
ones unt i l t he t hi r d da y (Thoma s R.W . Longstaff , "The Women
at the Tomb : Matthew 28 : 1 Re-examined , " NTS 27 [ 1980-
81J : 277-82 ).

19Cr anfi e ld , Mark , p . 464; M . ~. Lagrange , Evangil e
sel on sain t Mar c, (Par is : Libraire Lec of f r e, 1966) , p . 444;
t hor ough di scus s i on i n Bode, Eas t er , pp. 6- 13 . This rebu t s
t he purported cont radi ct i on s een by Kremer , "Grab ," p. 152.
ef. Hugh Ande r son , Jes us an d Chr i s t i an Origin s (New York :
Oxfo r d Unive rs i t y Pr ess , 1964 ) , p . 238-40 .

20c .K.Barrett , The Gos pel according t o St . J ohn
(London : SPCK, 197 2 ) , p . 562; Er ns t Lohmeyer , Da s Evangelium
des Ha t th~us , 4th ed . , ed . w. Sc hmauch , KEKNT (CBttingen :
Va ndenhoec k , Rupr echt , 1967), pp . 404 - 05; Kremer ,
Os t er botsch af t, p. 36; Bode , Easter , pp . 12- 13; Walt er
Gru ndmann, Das Evang el ium nach Ma t thaus , 3d ed . , THKNT 1
(Be r lin : Evan ge l i sc he ve rl ags ans t al t , 1972 ), p . 568; Robert
H. Gundr y, Ma t t hew: A Commentary on hi s Litera ry and
Theologi cal Art (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 198 2 ) ,
pp. 585- 86 . This case serves as a good i l lu s t ~a t ion of the
f act that eve r y editor ia l change by an ev an ge11s t should not
be seen as cha rged with s ignificance, for though Ma t t hew ,
uses b~c a nd drops "when the su n had ri sen , " v . 13 makes 1t



Though only Ma t t hew recounts the story of a gua r d at
t he tomb (J ohn mentions a guard i n co nnec t i on wi t h Jesus 's
arrest ; c f . Mk . 14 : 44) , the Gospe l of Pe t er a l s o tel l s the
story of the gua r d at t he tomb, and its ac cou nt may wel l be
i ndepe ndent of Mat t hew, s i nc e t he ve r ba l similarities are
practically ni l. n

makes onl y an isola ted grammatical point . If we have
r epresented in J ohn a nd t he Synoptics i nde pendent t rad i tions
that vome n vi sit ed the t omb, t hen t he weight of probabi l ity
falls in f avor of Mary 's -we - be ing the r emnant of a
t radition of more tban one woman . John has pe r haps f oc used

on her f or dramati c effect .

The Guard at the Tomb
Of the canonical gospels , only Matthew mentions t he

sett ing of a guard at the t omb (Mt. 27 :62 -66; 28: 4, 11-15).
The story serves an apo l oget i c purpose: t he refutation of
the allega t ion that the d isciples had thems e lves s tolen
Jesus 's body and t hus f aked hi s resurrecti on. Behind t he
s tory as Matthew tells i t seems to lie a t r adi t i on hi s t or y
of Jewis h/Christia n po lemic, a deve loping pattern of
asse r t i on and cou nter-assert i on :
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night in Nt . 28 :13 excludes t his under s t a ndi ng . Rather he
refers to dawn on Sunday morning . John s ays Mary came
"ear l y , whi le it was s t ill dark - (I n . 20 : 1 ) . Some
commentators l ike to see i n the darkness a symbol of s in,

despair , etc ., as i n 13: 30; but as Brown observes , if John
had said -it was light - there would probably be no less
nu~~er of commentator s who would see t hi s as a symbol of
resurrect i on dawn , the light of l ife , or s omethi ng else . ll

Safer is to take it as a s t r aight t ime-indicator. To say it
co ntrad i ct s the Synoptics woul d appear to be somewhat
pedant ic; John does not i magine Mary f ee l i ng he r wa y t hrough
t he dark--t be gospels all s eem t o agree t hat some t i me around
dawn t he women vi s i t ed the t omb.

Whi ch women? Mark s ays t he two Ma r ies and Salome ;
Matthew mentions only the two Maries ; Luke says t he t wo
Maries , Joanna, a nd other women; John ment i ons only Mary
Magdalene . There s eems t o be no difficulty i n imagin ing a
handf ul of women goi ng t o t he t omb . Eve n John records
Mary's words as -we do not know where they have laid him ­

(In. 20:2 ) . I t is t rue t ha t Semitic us age could permit t he
f i r s t person plural to mean s i mply - I- (cf . In. 3 :11 , 32),

but not onl y does t his seem rathe r arti f i c i a l i n this
cont ext , bu t t hen we s hould expect t he plural as well i n v .
13.~ In a ny case, this i gnor es the Synoptic tradition and

7lear that he sti ll t hi nks of Sunday morning. To s ay that
~n v • . 1 he wr ites - f r om his own standpoint - (Gundry)
expla~n s nothing a t al l , f or the whole chapter, i ncluding
the guard story , is wr i tte n from his own standpo int .

21Raymond Br own, "Echa nge de vues ,- i n Resurrexit ,
p , 204 .

I
J
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Chris t i a n:
Jew: .
Christh.n:

J e.... :

Chr i s t i an :

- The Lord is r isenl -
-No, his disciples s t ole away his body . -
-The gua rd at the t omb would hav e pr event ed
any such thef t. "

"No, his disc iples stole away his body
whi l e the guard slep t ."

"The chie f pr i e s t s bribed the gua r d to say
this. -

22So Br own, J ohn, p . 984. Mahoney'S a nswer tha t v .
13 i s s ingular beca us e Mary i s being addres sed a persona l
quest ion mi s s es t he po i nt t hat t he Semitic idiom means
preci sely ~ I - and woul d the r efo r e be ent ire ly appropria te
(Robert Mahoney, Two Discipl es a t t he Tomb, TW 6 IBern:
Herbert Lang , 1974], p . 216) . Bode a t tempt s to s upport the
Semitic usage by other uses of oC6O: \I ~ v in In . 3:2, 11; 9:31;
~ 4 :5; 21:2 4 (Bode , Easter, pp . 73-74) , but most of t hes e a r e
1n fact genuine plurals . Bernard , Hoskyns, Ba r re t t ,

Schnacke nbur g , and Kremer agr ee t ha t oC6a\l cv i mplies a
plura lity of women (J . M. Ber na r d , Gos pel accor ding t o St .
John , 2 ve La, , ICC [Edi nburgh : T ' T Clark, 1928) , 2: 656;
E.C . Hos kyns , The Fourth Gospe l, 2d ed . , ed . F.N. Davey
(London: Faber , 1967] , p , 540; Barret t , J ohn , p , 563 ;
Schnackenbur g, Johannesevangelium 3: 358; Jacob Kremer, Die
Osterevangel ien--Geschich ten urn Geschichte [Stuttgart :
Kat holisches Bi belwer k, 1971 J, p , 166) .

23s o B.A. Johnson, - The Empty Tomb in t he Gospel of
Pe t er Rel at ed to Mt . 28:1 -7" (Ph.D. d i s sertat i on, Harvard



20,\

Accor d i ng to Mat t hew, on Satur day, t hat is , on t he
sabba th , which Matthew ca l l s t he day aft e r the day of
Preparat ion, the chie f pr i e s t s a nd Pha r i s ees ask Pilate fo r
a guard t o s ecure t he t omb to prevent t he disciples f r om
steal i ng t he body and thus 'fu l f il ling~ J esus' s predict i on
of ri s ing on t he t hird da y . Pilate says, ~ You have a guard ;
make it as secure as you can . " It i s not c l ea r i f Pilate
gave t hem a Roma n gua r d or to l d them to us e their own Temple

gua r d. The Gos pe l of Peter us es a Roman guard, but t his
cou ld be r ead into the t r adit i on a nd may be designed t o
emphas ize the str engt h of t he guard . If pila t e r ebu ffed t he
Jews , t hen one wonde rs why t hi s part of the s t ory be t old at
a l l ; on t he othe r band, i f the Jews really did go t o Pi late ,
t he n perhaps t hi s det ai l was r emembe r ed . If Pila t e gave
them a gua r d i t is s tra nge tha t Mat t hew does not make this
expl i c i t , l i ke t he Gos pe l of Pete r, as t hi s woul d strengthen
hi s apo l oge t i c . It is int r i gu ing t o not e that accord i ng t o
John both J ewish guards a nd Roma n soldie rs wer e involved in
Jesus ' s arres t (I n. 18 :3 , 12) . Mark ca l l s the part y wh i ch
arrested Jesus a crowd (OX>'05 ) ar med wi th swords and c lubs ,
de legated by the J ewish hierarchy ; bu t he lat er r efers to

t he ul ~ollQ~ (1 4: 65 ) whi ch inc l uded J ewish mi l i ta ry pol i ce .
J ohn also s tates t hat these J ewish guards were involve d in
t he a r r est, but he alone adds t hat a Roman cohor t ( OI( ~OQ )

a nd i t s commander ( x~~~ooxo ~) parti cipated act ive ly in t he
seizure and binding of J esus (1 8: 12). Thi s co uld provide
s ome pr ecedent f or further invo lvement of Roman sol diers i n

the gua rd at the tOmb . It need not be though t that t he

whole cohort (theor e t i cal l y 1, 000 men, bu t usually, i n fact ,
about 600) were invol ved in t he arres t ; a detachme nt large
en ough to war ra nt the commander 's pres en ce may hav e bee n
i nvolve d . rear of i nsu rrec t ion during t he Feast days could
have prompt ed Roma n i nvol vemen t. The historicity of J ohn ' s
i nf ormat i on, however, is dispu ted . On the one hand , there

Univers ity, 19661 , p . 17. This does not commit one t o
Johnson 's vi ew t hat th is was an appearance t r ad i t i on .

,

I
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does not s eem t o be any conVi ncing reason why J ohn would
cr eat e t he Roman pa rticipa t i on . Indeed, s ince he t ends to
exone rate the Roma ns at the expe nse of -the J ews, · i t seems
l i ke l y t ha t thi s i nformat i on is t r adit i ona l . On t he other
hand , su ch part i c ipat ion seems out of place, f or the J ewi s h
leade r s had not yet f r amed a charge against Jesus t o Pi l ate,
a nd upon J esus ' s a r r est t he guards take him, not t o Pi lat e ,
but to the high priest . But In . 18 : 30 might be t a ken as an
expr ession of su r prise on t he part of the ch ief priests,
i nd i cating t hat s ome pr i or und erstanding witb t be governor
had ex isted on wbi ch he va s nov ambi va l ent . And the
pr oc eedi ng t o t he high priest ' s house coul d indicat e that
the Jewish leader s were directing the affair, t he Romans
mer e l y supplyi ng t he muscle . We do not know. Ar r a ngement s
coul d have been s i milar in the s e t t ing of the gua rd at t he
tomb. Matthew a t tributes its i ns t i ga t i on to t he · c hi ef
priests and Pharisees · (27 : 62; c f . In . 17: 3) , a t r ad i t i ona l
phr ase for him, and ca l l s the guard "so l di e r s " ( OlO ,:n~~lO~

28: 12) rather than u'noLTa~ (cf . 26 : 58 ). However , even if
John is accurate conce rn i ng t he Roman involvement i n the
a r r es t , th i s really af f or ds no grou nd for inference
conc ~ rn i ng the i den t i t y of t he gua rd at t he tomb. The
i ns tigat i on of the sett ing of t he guard by t he J ewis h
leader s also pr ovi de s no f i~ c l ue . Matt hew' s use of
Ol~Ql~lO ~ is s ignificant , but i t s houl d be noted t hat 26:58
i s the on ly place i n the gospe l whe r e ul~c llO~ appears , ' and
he r e i t is Marka n (Mk. 14: 54 ) a nd ma y re fe r t o ser van t s as
well a s gua r ds . But in 28 : 12 he is specifica lly referr ing ,
pe r haps , t o U.~O {l O\ , who are o1call.(~lo ,. . pi l a t e ' s words i n
27 : 65 may mean the J ews have t he governor 's pe r mi ssion to
us e the i r armed soldie rs at t he tomb . The f ac t t hat the
gua rds ret ur n t o the c hief priests seems to be evidenc e t ha t
a J ewish gua rd is intended ; co nt r as t t he Gos pe l of Peter,
whe r e t he Roman guard report t o Pilate t he events a t the
tOmb . The mention of the governor in v . 14 might i ndicate a
ROMan gua r d , but t hen it wou ld not be clear how the Jews
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could do anyt hing to keep t hem out of troubl e . The fact
that Roma n guards could be executed f or s l eeping on watch
and taking a bribe could f urther point t o a Jewis h guard.
I n the Gospel of Peter the br i be a nd t he s l ee ping story are
el i mi na t ed ; Pilate simply comma nds the Roma n guard to keep
s ilent . The story is perhaps mor e plausible if one as sume s
t ha t t he guard is J ewish ; but Matthew may well be desc ribi ng
the setting of a Roman gua rd .

So the guard is set and t he s epu lchr e sea l ed. I t has
been said that Matthew omi t s the a noi nt i ng motif because of
t he guar d a nd t he sealing, ~ but t his surmi se holds little
we i ght, fo r the women we r e clearly ignor an t of such act ions
taken on the s abbath. Rat her i t could be t hat Matthew i s
fol l owi ng di ffe rent t r aditions he r e , s ince v . 15 mak es i t
evide nt that the r e i s a t radi t ion history behind Matthew's
story . ~ Befo re t he women a r rive, an a ngel of t he Lor d
r o l l s back the stone , a nd the guard are paralyzed wit h fea r .

I t is oot said t hat the gua r d s ee t he resurrection or even

24Ki r s opp Lake, The Hi storical Eviden ce for t he
Res ur recti on of Jesus (London : Wil liams ' Nor ga te , 1907 ), p .
61; Gr undmann , Ma t t h§us , p. 568; Bl inzler, -Gr abl egung , - p.
82; Gundry, Matthew, p . 586 .

. 25Evidence of pre- Matthean tradit i on i s a l so fo und
1n the many words which are h~pax l egomena f ~r t he New
Testamen t : . • • , • I • •

• ( . QUOI-O\! ' .QpaClM( Ull , . "avo ~ . ).Q ", " , MOIiCt 1ol6 t.a ,
Q CI "Q A ~ ~ loI , C<;IpaY~I;",. 1.1so t he expression -chi ef pri es t s and
P ha r i s ee s ~ (cf . 21 : 45 ) is unus ua l fo r Matt hew a nd never
app ears in Mark or Luke, bu t is common in John (7 :3 2, 45;
? : 47 , 57 ; 18 : 3) . Moreove r , t he expres sion ti) TPCT ,\ ~ l' {pa
1ndi cates tr~d i t ion here, f or Hatthew ever ywhe r e chan ges
t his express ron to I'tT ll. tP(~~ n\J { par; . For di scussion s ee R.
Kratz , . AU ferwe~k ur. g als Befreiu ng, SBS 65 (Stuttgart:
Kat hol : sches 81be l werk , 1973) , pp . 72- 73 ; I . Broer, Die
Urgeme~ nde und das Gr ab Jesu , SANT 31 (Munchen : K6sel
Verlag, 1972) , pp . 69-78 ; F. Neirynck, "Les Femme s au
t cmbea u : ttude de la redaction mathee nne, " NTS 15 (19 68­
69 ) : 168 - 90; A.H. M' Nei l e , Tbe Gospel Accor di ng to Matthew
(Londo n : Macmilla n, 1961) , p . 428 . On the independence of
Ma t t hew from Mar k se e E. Ruckstuhl and J . Pfammat er , Die
Auferstehung J esu Chr i s t i (Lucerne and MU nc hen : Rex, 1968) .
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t hat t his is t he moment of t he resurrection . ~ After t he
women l eav e, s ome of the guard go t o the Jewish authorities ,

who bribe t hem t o say t ha t t he d i sciples stole t he body.
This story has be e n spread among the Jews until this day ,

adds Mat t hew.
Matthew's account has been nearly unive r s a l l y rejected

as an apo logetic legend , though the r eason s for t hi s
ass~ssment are of unequa l worth . ror exampl e , the fact that
t he st ory i s an apologetic a nswering the allegation that t he
disciples stole t he body does not t he r e f or e necessari ly mean
t hat it is unhis t ori cal. Si mi lar ly, i t counts fo r l i tt l e to
press the theological obj ect ion against the story , as i s
often done, that i t overshoots the r ema i ni ng wi t ne s s of t he

New Tes tament that Jesus onl y appeared t o his own, but
remained hidden to his e nemies . n Some scholars seem to be

26co ntrast t he Gospel of Peter 8: 35-42 :
-Now i n the ni ght i n which t he Lor d 's day dawned, when
the soldiers , two by t wo in every watch, wer e keeping
guard , ther e r a ng out a loud voice in heaven , a nd they
saw t he heavens opened and t wo men Come down from t he re
i n a great bright ness and draw nigh to the s epu l c hr e .
The stone whi c h had been laid against the entrance t o
t he sepulchre s t a r t ed of itse lf t o r o l l and gave way to
t he side , and t he sepulchre was opened , a nd botb t he
young men entered in. Whe n now those soldie rs saw
t hi s , t hey awaken ed the centurion and t he elders--for
they a l so were t he r e to ass ist a t the wat ch . And
whilst they were relat ing wha t t hey had seen, they saw
a9a i n t hree men come out f r om t he s epu l chr e , and t he
t wo of them sustaining t he other , and a cros s following
t hem, and t he heads of the t wo reachi ng t o heaven, but
that of him who was l ed of them by t he hand overpass ing
the hea vens . And they heard a voice out of t he heavens
cryi ng, 'Thou ha st pr eached to them that s l eep , ' and
from the cros s there was heard the an swer, ' Yea . ' ~

and the Ascension of Isai ah 3 :1 6 :
"Gabriel, t he Angel of the Holy spirit , and Michael,
t he chi ef of the holy Ange ls, on t he t hird da y will
open the sepulchre : and t he Be l ov ed sitt i ng on their
shoulders will come forth . ~

27Gru ndmann, Hat t h§us, p. 565; John E. Alsup, The
Post -Resur r ec t ion Appear a nce Stories of the Gospel ­
Tradition, c~ A5 (St ut t ga r t : Ca l wer Verlag, 1975 ), p . 117.
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disturbed at t he thought that pagan guards might see the

"Ri s en Chri st .·~ But the a ccount says nothing about any

a ppe a r a nc e of ~esus to the gua rds at all . On the contra r y,

t he angel expressly s ays , "He is not her e ; fo r he has
ri sen ; " but the tomb is opened presumably that the wome n
might come and · s ee the plac e where he l ay· (Mt. 28 :6) . And

in any case, the New Testament wi t ne s s is that Jesus did

appea r t o scept i cs , unbelievers , and even en emies (Thomas ,
James, and Paul ). The i dea t hat only the eye of f a i t h cou l d
see the risen J esus seems to b e foreign to the gospe ls and

to Paul , for they al l appear to agree on the phys ical natur e

of Christ 'S r e s ur r ec t i on body. It is a lso sometimes urged

that the chief priests and Pharisees wo~ ld not go to Pilate
on t he sabbath day . But such an inference i s aga in not ver y
wei ght y, since it is not said that they we nt en masse, but
merely met there , ~ and eac h co uld come a Sabbath day's
j ourney without transgressing the Law. Moreover, it is not
said that they entered the praetorium (c f . In . 18 : 28 ) . I n
any case, the objection takes no account of poss ible
hypocrisy on the part of men who could bind others with
heavy burdens, but they themselves not li f t a finger to

help . Nor aga i n does i t seem co nc lus ive t o Objec t to the
story be cause it conta ins what are regarded as i nhe r ent

26Thus , Grass says that bes ides the particu lari t ies ,
the guard story is unbe l i eva bl e because heathe n guards woul d
s ee the r esurrection (Gr ass , Ost ergeschehen , p . 25) . Von
Campenhaus~n also s tates t hat the stor y impl i es pagan guardS
would be w1t ne s s es of the resurrection and we can not agree
tha~ thi s s houl d be (Von Campe nhau s en, Ablauf , p . 29) .
Sim1larly O'Collins makes the astou nding assert i on that had
Annas a nd Ca i aphas been wi th t he d i s c iples when Jesus
appeared , t hey would not hav e s ee n any thing (Ge r a l d
O' Col l ins , The Easter Jesus , 2d ed. [London : Da r t on,
Longman, & Todd , 1980), p . 59) . Thi s , de spite what Grass
repeatedly describe s as the -massive rea lism" of the
gospels: Cf . Koch, Aufers tehung, pp . 59-60, 204, who i s
sc ~nda11zed .by the objectivity of t he gospel appearances ,
Wh1Ch h~ va 1nl y attempts t o co nstrue i n Wholl y subj ective
ca tegor1es .

29s ee Lohmeyer, Matthaus, p . 400 .
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absurdit ies, for example, that t he guards would not know
t hat it was t he d i sciples who stole the body because they
were asleep or that a Roman guard woul d neve r agree t o

spread a story for which they could be executed .» The

30La ke, Evidence , p. 178 ; Marxsen , Resurrection, p .
46; Grundmann, Hat t haus , p. 571 . Orr thinks t hat the
guard's accepting the bribe is not so f a r - fe t ched , since
their fl eeing was a l r eady a breach of duty (James Orr, The
Resurrection of Jesus, (London: Hodder & St oughton , 1909 ] ,
p. 160 ) . Similar ly, Gundry points out t hat the guard had
nothing to l ose by cooperating wi t h t he Jewish l eade r sh i p ,
since the empt i nes s of the tomb would hav e exposed t he i r
f ailure an yway. I r oni cal l y, then , our judgment of the
l ike lihood of the guards ' compl i a nce depe nds upon our
estimate of t he historicity of t he empt y t omb. For i f the
wome n did find t he tomb empt y , one cannot ob j ect t o the f act
tha t it had been guarded on the ba s is tha t the guards would
not agr ee to sp read a story for whi ch t hey could be
exec uted , since the empt i ne s s of the tomb i tsel f s howed
the i r fa i l ure of dut y (Gundry, Ma tthew, p. 585) . Von
Campenhausen brings forth ot her absu r dities, su ch as t he
fact t hat the guard reported to t he J ewish leader s rather
than Pi lat e and t hat Chr istians, de sp i te t he guards ' lie ,
knew everything (Von Campenhausen, Ablauf , p. 29) . But the
f or mer could be construed as evi de nc e that t he guard was
Jewish or, if Roman, perhaps On l oa n unde r J ewi s h di r ection
(as in the arr es t ) . If Orr is cor r ec t, going t o the Jews
was the Roman guards ' best hop e of s urviva l . As f or the
l a t t er allegation, it is not surprising that the conspiracy
should come to light . In any ca s e , the J ews ' con versation
with Pi l ate is probably an imaginative Chr isti an re ­
const:uction of wha t t hey inferred took place, which woul d
expla1n t he third day motif and kerygmatic langua ge
employed .

Perry rega rds the placement of a J ewi s h guard at the
t omb.by t he J ews, without knowledge of Jes us's pred i ction,
a s .h~ stori cally de fensible (Mi chae l Perry, The Easter
En~gma, with a n Introduction by Austin Farrer [LOndon: Faber
& Faber , 1959 ] , pp . 98-99 ). Schot t r of f claims that it was
then f ea r ed that the graves of executed po litical opponents
of th~ Empire would become as sembly points of pa r tisan
consp~ratori a l element s (Luise Schottroff , "Ma r i a Magdalena
und d1e Frauen am Grabe Jesu ,- EvT 42 [ 1982] : 6); i n view of
J es us's fol l owing and the highl y c harged atmosphere i n
J erusa l em, su ch di s trust could have provoked Pilate to agree
to the sett ing of a gua r d . Staudinger su gges ts that the
gua r d was placed after the discove ry of the empty t omb and
the story .displ aced by Ma t t hew (Hugo Staudinger, ~ Th e

Resurrect 10n of Jesus Chri s t a s Savi ng Event and as ' Obj ect'
of Hi s t or i ca l Resear ch , - SJT [ 198 3]:32 4-25 ) .



first as s umes that the J ews could not hav e fabricated a
stupi d cover-up s tory ; rea l l y this story seems to have been
as good as any other. At any rate the inference t hat it wa s
d i s cipl es of Jesus was not so far-fet ched, fo r who else
wou ld steal the body ? The second absurdity assumes that t he
guard was Roman , whi ch i s not obligatory. And even i f t he
guard were Roman, perhaps t he J ews' promis e to - s a t i s f y t he
governor- mea nt t e l ling him the truth about the guards'
l oyal service, if they would agree to lie to the people .
The guard had already compromised themse lves by f ail i ng to
keep t be tomb secure (were t hey t o tell their commande r that
God had mi r acu lous l y opened it? ) and dese rting their post .
Complyi ng with the Jewish a ut horiti es wa s about al l they
coul d dO.}1

Rather t he more ser ious difficu lties with t he story ar e
t wo: ( 1) it i s not rela t ed in the pre- Markan pas s i on stor y
nor in the other gospels, and ( 2) i t presupposes not only
t hat J esus predi ct ed his r esur r ection in three days, but

a lso that the J ews understood this clearly whi le the
disciples r emained in ignorance . With regard t o the f i r s t ,
it is exceedi ngl y odd that the other gospels know nothing of
so major an event as t he placing of a guard around t he tomb .
This suggests t hat the ac co unt i s a late legend reflecting
years of Jewish/Christian po lemic . The designation of Jes us
as a n impostor i s an earmark of Jewish polemic aga inst
Chris t ian i ty (Jus tin Dialogue with Trypho 108; Testament of
th e Twelve Patriarchs (Levi) 16 :3) . But pe rhaps this
polemical i nteres t su pplies the very reason why t hi s event ,

even if historica l , was not included in the pre-Markan
passion story . For t he pre -Ma rkan passion story arose in
the life of t he urgemei nde bef ore t he Aus einanderse t zung
with Ju da i sm be came serious and reflects t he i nner concerns

of the Christian fel l ows hip. Since the guard played

3lSo Paul Gaechter, Das Ma t t h~u s eva ngel i um
(Innsbruck: Tyrolia-verlag, 196 3) , p. 959 .

)
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vi r t uall y no r ole i n t he eve nt s of the discovery of t he
empt y tomb--i ndeed the Matthean account does not exclude
that t he guard had already lef t before the women arrived- - ,
the pre-Markan pa ss ion story might simply omi t them. If the
slande r tha t the disciples stole the bod y was restri cted to
certain quarter s (- t he s tor y has been spread among J ews
r ~g.p~ , I ov6g.':o ~ ~ 1 to this day " ) , the n it cannot be r uled out
t hat Luke or John might not have these traditions . And t he
evange lists often inexplicably omi t what s eem to be major
incidents that must ha ve bee n known to them (for example ,
Luke 's great omission of Mk . 6:4 5-8 :26) , so that i t i s

dangerous t o use omis sion as a t es t for historicity.
As for the second objection, we must be careful not to

exclude a priori the possibility t hat J esus did pr edict his
r es ur r ection, sinc e r ul i ng this out in advance seems t o
betray a phi losophical presupposition against the
miraculous. And if philosophical presupposit ions cannot
exclude J esus 's prediction, ne ither ca n theological, for
exampl e , that this r epresents a sort of "triumphal ism- that
mini mizes t he ext e nt of Jesus 's sacrifice since he knew he
would r i s e aga i n . Theologica l conceptions of what is
"appr opr i a t e - to J es us ' s person and work cannot dictate t o
hi story wha t must ha ve happened ; rather theological
co nceptions may simpl y have t o be ch a nged in light of
histor y . The only valid grounds f or accept ing or r e j ect i ng
J esus 's pred i ctions as his tor i cal must be empirical .

What , the n, a re t he empiri ca l grounds f or t hi nking that
Jesus di d not pr ed i ct his r esurrection? It is some times
as serted that Jesus 's predi ction of his resurrec tion is
i ncompa t i bl e with the despa i r and hope l es s ness of t he
discipl es. But thi s may reckon t oo l ight l y wi t h t he
sta t eme nt s of the gos pe l s that the discipl es could not
unde r s t a nd how a dyi ng a nd r i s ing Mes s iah could be pos s i ble
(Mk. 8:32; 9: 10). The concept was utter ly f ore i gn t o
Ju da i sm and woul d have passed i l l with the common co nceptio n
of t he Messia h a s the tri umpha nt Ki ng of Is rael, though ,
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Har k re f lec t s r e stro specti ve l y , J esus t o l d t he d i s c iples

plai nly that he wa s to suf fe r , be ki l l ed, a nd r ise (Hk .

8:32) . It I s i nte r esting that when J esus tells Hartha that
Lazarus wil l r i s e aga in , her response is , ~ I know tha t he
wil l r i se aga i n in the r esur r ec t i on a t the las t da y· (I n .

11 :24). The d i s cip les may have had no expectation tha t
Jesus 's prophesied resurrection would be ot herw i se; in f act
t his is implied by their questi on co ncerning the
es cha t ologica l coming of Elijah pri or to the resurrecti on
(Hk. 9 : 10-1 1) . Even the presence of t he t bird day moti f
would not neces saril y obviate thi s mis conc eption, for t he y
could have unde rst ood this t o mean t he t hird day a fter the
end of the world, even as cont emporar y J ewi sh thought
so~et i~es posited t he resurrection afte r seven days or seve n
weeks f ol l owi ng his t ory' s end . Their problem was not t hat
they could not l ite r al ly unde r s t a nd t he se ntences spoken by
Jesus , but that they co uld not make any s e nse ou t of t hem.
As Luke comments , - . • • they did not grasp what was said­
(Lk. 18:3.1 . So tha t the disc iples failed t o comprehe nd t he
significance of the predictions may have actual ly bee n t he
case , and the i r de spair after the crucifixion cannot

decis i vel y preclude the hi stor i city of Jesus 's predicti ons .
I t may be asserted t hat the langua ge of t he predict ions

is ex eccl esia a nd t hat t he r e f or e t hey are wri tten ba ck i nt o
the l ife of Jesus . Bu t , in f act , t here seem to be no words
in the predict ions t hat Jesus hims elf could not have
employed , espec i al ly i f he con ceived of himsel f in t he r ol e
of the su ffering servant described i n Is. 50:6 ; 53:3 -10 .
Even the phrase -the third day · cou l d have meant only a
sho rt time,]! or , if one ag r ees wi t h Lehmann t hat t he thi r d

32Barnabas Lindars, New Testament Apol oget i c: t he
Doc tri nal Significance of Old Testamen t Ouotations (London:
SCM , 1961) , pp . 59-72; O'Collins , Eas ter , p . 12 . Hooke &lso
r eminds us t ha t al l of Jesus 's eschatological sayings
presuppose t he resurrect ion , as do his statements a t the
Las t Supper (S . H. Hooke , The Res urrect i on of Ch ri st as
Hi s t or y and Experi ence {London: Darton , Longman' Todd,

,
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day is a theological expression con not ing the day of God' s
deliverance , vict ory, a nd taking cont r o l , the r e s eems to be
no reas on that, i f the ea r ly c hurch co uld have used t hi s
expr ess i on , J esu s himself could not a lso have used it in t he
Same sense i n predicting hi s resurrection . But ev en i f t hi s
phrase were added from the ke rygma , that ne ed not imply t ha t
J esus could not have predicted his r esurrect ion simpliciter .
In the same way, t he speech of t he J ews to Pilat e i s a
Chr i s t i an recons t r uct i on, and the t hird day mot i f may
re f lect t he kerygmatic mot i f in I Cor . 15 : 4. In fac t it is
possible t ha t t he Jews may ha ve asked for a gua rd t o be
posted f or an i ndete rminate per iod of time or t he durat ion
of the Feast . tha t t he predi cti ons of the res urrect i on ha ve

taken on kerygmatic coloring does not s eem t o pr ove that
they wer e not made .

Perhaps t he most serious di f ficulty wit h the gua r d
stor y , bowever , is that i f the di s c iples did not gras p t he
impor t of t he r esurrection pr edi ct i ons , then the Jews, who
bad much less contact wi t h J esu s, would not have grasped
them e i t her. There s eem t o be fou r cat egories of
resurrect ion predictions : t he s ign of Jonah sayings (Mt.
12: 40 ; 16:2 1; Mk . 8 : 11; Lk. 11: 29-30 ) , the des truc tion of
the Temple s ayi ngs (Ht. 26 : 61 ; 27: 40 ; Mk. 14: 58; 15 :29; In .
2: 19-2 1) , the Son of Ma n sayings (Mt . 16 : 21; 17:22; 20 :1 9;
Hk. 8: 31 ; 9 :30; 10:3 4; Lk. 9 : 22; 9:44; 18:33; 24 : 6- 7) and
the app ea rance in Galilee sayings (Mt. 26 : 32; 28 :7 , 10 ; Mk .
14: 28; 16: 7). Al t hough each gr oup but the l ast includes t he
motif of re surrect i on on the thi rd day, the citation of t he

Jewi s h l eaders i n Mt. 27 : 63 : OI tl~ l pt l:t n\J tpat £ydp o\Ja ~

most clos ely r es embl es Mk. 9 :3 1; 10: 34: \Juo. l P t i:: J; nll { PClJ;

QVCl.<J f "iCltTCll,. (Matthew a lway$ pre fer s htt:p~) . The pr cbLem
is, whil e the ot he r s ayi ngs a~e :-e?resented as being given
before the Pharisee s, Sadu ccees, ch ief priests , a nd c rowds,
these pred i ct i ons a re made pr i VA te l y to t he Twe lve , who did

19671, p . 30; cf . Mi c hae l Ramsey , The Res urr ec t i on of Chris t
(London : Ce nt e na r y Press, 1945 1, pp . 38- 39) .
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not grasp t he i r import . The sign of Jona h sayi ng is the
only resu rrect ion prediction wh ich Matt hew 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 l eade r s 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 i s not s urprising and thus does
not imply that historically they learned of the prediction
in this version . In any case, as weighty as the present
object ion is, still it remains essential ly an argument from
silence , since we do not know with any certainty how the
Jewish leaders l ea r ned of Jesus's prediction . It seems to
assume that we have recorded in the gospels all instances on
which J es us 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 under s t a nd i ng it literally.
Theologically, i t would have appea r ed rubbish to t hem, and

of course they did not believe i t , but they might st i l l take
precautions to preve nt J esu s 's har e -br ained discipl es from
tryi ng t o pul l off a l itera l fulf illment of the i r master's
prophecy . I t is even possibl e t hat t he act ions of t he J ews
were not motivated by a ny knowledge of resurrect ion
pr ophecies a t al l , but were s impl y an aft er t hought to
prevent a ny pos s i ble trouble t hat cou ld be caused a t t he
tomb by the disciples during t he Feast .

Nevertheless , t aken toge t her, these considerations ,
though not decisive, have a cumulative wei gh t a nd give good
empi r i ca l gr ounds for scepticism about the historicity of
t he gua r d story. But there are other cons i der a t i ons t hat

,
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s eem t o count pos i tive ly i n its f avor . For example , if the
stor y is a n apologetic fi ct i on des igned to prec l Ude the
theft of the body by the discipl es , then the story is not
enti re ly su ccess fu l, f or t here i s an obvious time per iod
during which t he disciples cou ld ha ve stolen the body
undet ected , namely between s ix o'clock Fr iday night and
sometime Sat urday morni ng. Beca use the tomb is already
empty when t he angel opens it, it i s possible that i t was
already empty when the guards sealed the stone . Matthew
f ai l s t o say t hat the sepulchre was opened and checked
before it was sealed, so that it i s possible that t he
disciples had removed t he Dody a nd replaced the stone Friday
ni ght after Joseph's departure . Of course we would regard
s uc h a hypothesis as fanciful , but the point is that if the
guard is a Chr istian i nven t i on aimed at refuting the Jewish
allegation that the scheming disciples had stolen the body,
then the writer has not done a very good j ob . For the way a
t ru l y ap ologet ic legend handles this story , s ee the Gospel
of Peter: the scribes, Pharisees , and elders go on Friday

to Pilate, who gives them a Roman guard; together the
so l d i ers, t he scribes, and the elders proceed t o the
s epUlchr e, and they al l roll the great stone across the
entrance of the t omb ( no mention of Joseph of Arima thea
whatsoever l ) , seal it seven times , and kee p watch . On
Sunday morning Jesu s himse l f is seen comi ng out of t he t omb
with the t wo a ngels, a nd the wi t nesses inc l ude not on ly the
soldiers a nd the e l ders , but a l s o a cr owd f rom J erusal em and

the countryside who had come to see the sepulchre l Thi s i s
a fa ilsafe apologet i c: the Romans and the Jews are the ones
r esponsible f or t he ent ombment of Jesus on the same day of
hi s dea t h, they r ema in there without i nterruption , a nd when
the t omb is open ed, it is not empty , but Jesus comes out
befo r e the eyes of a multi tude of witnesses .» By co ntrast ,

33Davi d F . Wright, "Apologetic and Apoca lypt i c: The
Miracu lous i n the Gospel of Pet e r, • in Gospel perspectives
, vol . 6: The Mi r ac l es of Jesus, ed. David Wenham a nd craig
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i n Matthew's story the gua rd is something of an
afterthought; t he fact that t hey were not t hought of a nd
posted unt i l the nex t day could r ef lect t he f act that only
Friday ni ght did t he J ews lea rn t ha t Joseph had , con t r a ry t o
expe ct ation, placed the body in a tomb , rather t han a llowing
i t to be disca rded i n a COmmon gr ave . This coul d have
mot ivated their unus ual vi sit t o Pilate the next day.

But perhaps t he s trongest co nsiderat i on i n favor of t he
historicit y of the gua r d is the history of polemic
pres upposed i n thi s s t ory . The J ewish slander that t he
disciples stole t he body was probably t he react i on to the
Chr i st i an proc l amat i on t hat J esus was rise n . ~ This Jewi sh
a l l ega t ion i s also mentioned in Justin Di alogue with Trypbo

108 . To counter th is cha rge the Chr i s tians woul d need only
point out tha t t he gua r d at t he t omb woul d hav e preve nted
s uch a thef t a nd t ha t they wer e immobilized wi th fear when
the angel appeared . At thi s stage of the controvers y t here
i s no need t o mention the br i bing of t he guard . Thi s a rises
only when the Jewish polemi c answers t hat t he gua rd had
fa l len asleep, t hus allowi ng the di s ci ples t o stea l the
body . The s l eeping of t he gua r d could on l y have been a
J ewi s h development , as i t would s erve no purpos e to t he
Christia n polemic . The f ur t her Christian r espo ns e was t hat
t he J ews br ibed t he gua rd t o say t his, a nd t his i s where t he
controversy stood at Mat t hew' s time of wri t ing .

B lombe~g (She f fie ld , England : J SOT Press, 1986) , p. 413,
mainta ~ns tha t the Gospel of Pe t er is a theologi cal, not a
his t orica l , apo logetic . But the many ad va nce s over t he
Mat t hean account whic h I not e in t he t ext , e . g . , moving t he
placement of the guar d f r om Sat urday to Friday , a re
co nvinci ng evidence of a historical apol oget i c i nterest .

34The proclamat ion may hav e been i n the words
repeated t wice i n Mt . 27 :6 4; 28 :7 : ~ He has risen f r om t he
dead . " Cont r a r y to Grass, Ost er geschehen, p . 23 , t his a lone
could evoke t he response t hat the disciples s t ole the body,
if t he empty t omb wer e al so a hi s to r ica l fa ct . The Jewish
r esponse need not presuppose t ha t t he Chri s tians were us i ng
the empty tomb i tse lf a s an apologetic argument .

)
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But i f this is a pr oba bl e recons t r uct i on of the his t ory
of the pol emic , then the historicity of t he gua rd becomes

mor e plausible . I n t he fir s t pl ace , i t s eems unlike l y t hat
. t he Chris t ians woul d invent a f iction l ike the gua rd, which

a great many, espec i a l ly t he ir Jewish oppone nts , would
realize neve r exi s t ed. Si nce the Jewish /Chris tian
cont r ove rsy no doubt originated in Je rusalem, i t is hard to
under st a nd how Chr i stians could hav e tr ied t o r e f ut e t heir
oppone nt s ' c har ge with a fa lsification which woul d have been
plainl y untrue , s ince t he Jewish leaders neve r placed a
guard a nd ther e were no gua rds about who claim ed t o have
been s tat i oned at the tomb. But secondly, i t s eems ev e n
mor e imprObabl e that confronted wi th t hi s pa l pable
fal sehood, t he J ews woul d , i ns t ead of expos i ng a nd
denouncing i t a s such , proceed t o create anothe r
fabricat ion, even stupider , that the f i ct i ona l gua r d had
f a l len as leep whi l e t he discipl es br oke i nto t he t omb a nd
abs conded with the body . I f t he gua rd had not exis t ed , t he n
t he J ewish po l emic woul d neve r have t a ke n the cour se t ha t it
d i d . Rat her t he cont rove r sy woul d have stopped right there
wit h t he r e nunciat i on tha t a ny such guard had eve r bee n s e t
by t he Jews . I t woul d nev er have corne t o the point t hat t he

Christia ns had to inven t a t hird l ie , t hat t he J ews had
bribed t he i magina r y gua rd .

So a l t hough there a re good r ea s ons to doubt the
exis tence of t he gua r d a t the tomb, there a r e a l s o we i ght y
co ns i derat ions in its f a vor . It seems bes t to l ea ve i t an
ope n que st i on. I r on i ca lly, the va lue of Matthew' s story fo r
tOe credibi l i t y of the resu rrection ha s not hi ng t o do wi t h
the guard or wi t h his intention of r efut i ng th e a l lega t i on
t hat t he disciples had stolen t he body . The con s pir acy
theor y so dear to e i ghteenth ce ntury Deism ha s be en
uni ver s a l l y rejected on moral and psychologica l gr ounds , so
t hat the gua r d s tor y as suc h is rea lly quit e superfluous .
Guard or no guard , no critic toda y would defend the view
that the di scipl es r obbed t he tomb a nd f a ked t he



resurrection . Rather the real value of Matthew ' s story
s eems t o be t he incide nt a l i nfo r ma t i on that Jewi sh po lemic
nev er de nied that the t omb was empt y, but instead tried to
explain i t away. Thus , t he ear ly opponents of t he
Christians apparently bear witness themselves to the fact of
the empty t omb.

The Angeli c Visi on
Arriving at the t omb, the wome n find the stone rolled

away . According to the Synoptics , the women actually enter
the t omb and s ee a n a nge lic vision . John, however, says
Mary Magdalene r uns to f ind Peter a nd the Beloved Disciple,

and on ly afte r t hey COme a nd go from the tomb does s he 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. lS

With regard to the histori city of the angelic
appearance , the philosophical presuppositions of many
critics tend t o guide t he i r exegesis . ~ Since modern man,

3S •On \l l:o.\I~a KO~ as an a ngel, cr. II Ma ce . 3:26, 33;
Lk. 24 :4; Gospel of Peter 9; Jos ephus Antiquities of the
Jews 5.277. The white robe i s t radit iona l f or angels (cf .
Rev. 9:13; 10:1). In Mark, fear and awe is the typical
r~sponse to t he div ine . The other gospels unders tood Mark's
f1gure as an ang el .

36For examp le , Gras s asserts, "The l ege ndar y
character is already simply give n in that an ange l appea rs
her~ bodi l y , instructs the women, an d conf e rs upo n t hem an
ass ~gnme nt " (Grass, Ost ergeschehen, p. 20) . Koc h wr i t es ,
: When an?els come up in the tomb story, th en this is a thorn
7n t he s 1de,to thos e who are aski ng about histor y, who are
1nte r e s t ed ~n wha t ha ppened . They see t here i n the proof
that history cannot be the subject ; when ange ls appear a nd
speak , the n t he hi s t orical cha ract e r o f t he story is done
f or w (Koch, Auf er s t ehung , p . 164) . So also M. Dib elius, Die
Formgeschichte des Eva ngeli ums, 3d ed . [Tlibingen: Mohr,
1959 ], p . 19 1i schenke , Gra b , p . 71 ; C.F . Evans,
Res ur r ec t i on and t he New Tes t ament , SBT 12 (Londo n : SCM
Press, 1970) , pp . 76-77 ; Alsup, Stories, p. 106; Fischer ,
Oster ge s chehen, p , 59 ; Lor e nz Ober linner , "Di e verklindigung
der Auferwec kung J esu im geo f fn ete n und l e er e n Gr ab,w ZNW 73
(1 982 ) :17 B. Dunn vigorously protests the facil ity with
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as a child of the Enlighte nment , does not believe in the
existence of a nge l s , they d i s mi s s the accoun t a s l egenda r y
a nd even non - traditiona l . But at l ea st t he exclus i on of t he

narrative f r om the pre-Mar kan pa ssion story seems arbitrary,
since the earlies t Chris t ians certa i n l y believed in the

real i ty of angels and demons , even i f we do not, and would
not hes ita t e t o re late an a cco unt such as is embodied i n vs .
5_B . 37 And J ohn conf irms t hat there was a tradition of the
women' s seeing angels at t he t omb, a conc l us i on strengthened
by t he fact that he keeps the angels in his account even
t hough their r ole i s odd l y su per fl uou s . ~ The unity of the

wh ich contemporary critics dismiss the historicity of the
women's angelic vision :

wIf we once grant that the women discovered the tomb of
Jesus empty . . . , then we must a lso allow t he
possibility, even probability t hat they had one (o r
more?) visionary experiences at or near the tomb . ln It
wi l l simply not do to dismiss the claim that the women
saw ange l s as l egendar y. The s tatus of what t hey 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
grou nds simply because post-Enlightenment man no longe r
believes in angels I Visionary experiences are too
common in the history of re ligions f or the a cc ount her e
t o be dismis sed on that s core . lJ4

In
1J4Cf : [P.G .S.] Hopwood [The Rel i gi ous Experience of

th e Pr i mi t ive Church, T&T Cl ark, 1936, ] p. 130 • . .
(James W.D. G. Dunn, Jesus and th e spi ri t fLo ndon : SCM,
1975 ], p . 127 ) .

Def ending the historicity of t he appea r an ce of the a nge l is
Gaechter, "Enge l e r s c he i nungen , " pp . 191- 202 .

, 370sbo rne, "Res ur r ec t i onw, p. 154 . I t is highly
un11kely that the pre -Markan tradit i on l ac ked t he ange l , f or
t he climax of the story comes with hi s words i n vs. 5- 6 a nd
wi t hout him the t omb i s ambig uous in i ts meaning (Ul r i c h
Wi lcke ns , "Di e Peri kope vom l e er en Grabe J esu in der
nachma r kinischen Traditionsgeschichte , " in Fes t s chri f t f Ur
Friedrich Smend [Ber lin: Me r s eburger , 1963), p. 32; Schenke ,
Gr ab , pp. 69-7 1; Al s up , St ories, pp . 92-9 3; Kremer,
Os t er e vangel i en , pp . 45- 47). '

3BRudo lf Bul tmann, Das evangelium des Johannes , 19t h
ed., KEKNT (Gottinge n : Vandenhoeck & Rupre cht, 1968), p .



e nt ire account wit h the pr e-Ha rkan pass i on s tory has a lready
been exp la i ned .

Are t here any reasons other than a pr iori philos ophica l
concepti ons t o rega r d the account as iegendary? AbOut t he
only gr ounds would be t ha t t he lanquage of t he a ngel i s
kerygmatic , f or example, the · h ooOv . •• T~V Na coo llvOv t ov

(ltTOUO""Il {vov a nd ~ylO ll " • . But the fact that the Ch:dst i a ns
gave ba ck t he message of the a nge l i n l anguage col or ed by
t he vocabu lary of preac hi ng cannot force t he co nc l us i on t hat
t he women enc ount ered no a ngel at a l l . We ought not to
expect t he i pssisima verba of t he angel ; in f ac t Luke leaves
out t he above wo rds ent irely and has i ns tead "Why do you
seek the l i ving among the dead? · (Lk . 24 : 5 ) . And the
following words of t he angel a r e not kerygma tic : "He is not
he r e ; s ee the place wh er e t hey laid him" (Mk . l6 :6 ) . ~ John
mentions no mes s age by the a ngels at al l . So a t t he most
the ke r ygmatic f lavori ng gi ven t o t he ange l 's words merely
s hows tha t the s t ory was t old in the l a nguage of t he
believe rs .

Bode obj ect s that i f the a ngel be l ongs to t he
hist or i ca l nuc l eu s of t~e story, the n t hi s i s opposed to the
wome n' s silence , the r e j ection of t he a ngel' s message by
Luke , and t he tradit i on t ha t t he apostl es wer e commi ssioned
dir ect l y by t he Lord . ~ This , howeve r , does not s eem
necessa r ily to f o l l ow : t he women ' s s ilence was no t
permane nt or we s hould not ha ve an y sto r y at all; Luke does

529; Maho ney, Disci ples , p . 216; Schnacke nbur g,
Joh annesevangeli um, 3: 373.

39I t has been sugges ted t hat this r eflec t s
l i t urgical l a nguage f rom Chr i s t ian worship s er vices at the
t omb, but su ch a conjec t ure i s f oundat ionles s and has been
wide ly r e j ected . See Bode, Eas ter, pp . 170-71; Kremer ,
Os tere vangel i en , pp . 44 .

40Bode , ~a s ter , pp . 166- 67. Bode a lso thinks t hat
the omis s i on of t he angel give s a better ins igh t into the
tomb tradit ion . Not real ly; th i s only l eaves one with a
Joha nnine type account (leaving out vs . l l -14a ) . The key
quest i on is whether the di sc iples s aw Jes us i n Jerusalem.

I
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not re j ect t he a nge l ' s message -He has r i s e n, - but mer e ly
omits the command t o go to Ga l i lee , s i nce he wil l not r eport
Ga l ilean appearances; the ange l i n no way commiss ioned t he
di sciples , but mere ly to l d t hem t o go to Ga li1ee- -Jesus is
the one who commi s s i ons t hem t o world miss i on .

Many scholar s t hi nk t ha t t he angel i s a pure ly l ite r a r y
device t o s i gna l a d i vi ne mess age . 41 But th is do es not seem
t o be t he cas e i n Joh n; the re i s J USt no r ea son t o be lieve
t hat t he synopt ic evange lis t s regarded t he an gel as
exclusively l i ter ary and not l ite r al . Why not both? Bode

a nd Kremer be lieve t he a nge lic messages would the n not
differ . But th i s seems cl early not t o be t r ue , as t he
different r ende r i ng of J esus 's words in the Synoptics s hows.
And r eally, apart from Luke ' s change of t he Galilean
predict ion, t he a nge l i c me s s ages are qui te s i milar in t he
Synoptics . Thus , apart from a pri ori pres uppos i tions, t he

r easo ns f or rega rd ing the a ngel as unhi storical do not
appea r t o be compel l ing .

The Foretol d Appea ra nce and the Women ' s Rea c t ion
Many schol ars wi s h to s ee v . 7 as a Markan

int e r po l ation i nto t he pre- Martan t r adit i on. ·Z But t he

4l I bi d . ; Kr eme r , "Gr ab , - pp. 148- 50; Raymond E.
Brown, The Virginal Concepti on and Bodi l y Resurrecti on of
Jes us (London : Geo f f r ey Chapman, 1973) , pp . 122-2 3.
Kr emer 's attempt t o as s oci ate the angel with apocalyptic
li t er a t ur e appl ies much better t o Mat t hew t han t o Ma rk ,
whos e an ge l is r ea l l y quite modest . (Kr emer 's a r gument
actual ly appear s t o be question-begging s i nc e i t as sumes
tha~ t he . ot he r bi bl i ca l i nst a nces of a nge ls a re a lso
un h ~ s to r~ ca l ; th is j Udgme nt conceals a philosop hical
pr esuppos i tion j ust below t he surface. )

42Gar dner _Smi t h, Resurrec t i on, p. 136; Bultman n,
Geschichte, p . 30 9 i Wi l he l m Michae l i s , Di e Ers che i nungen de s
4ufers tandenen (Bas e l : He i nr i c h Ma j e r , 194 4) , pp . 19-20;
Wi l l i Marxsen, Der Evange l i s t Markus (GBttingen : Vandenhoec k
, Ruprecht , 1956) , pp . 51, 75-7 6; Grass, Ostergeschehen, pp .
21, 120; E. Gut we nge r, - Auf e rst ehung und Auferstehungs leib
Jes u, - ZKT 91 (1 969) : 274; Sch enke, Gr ab , pp . 43- 47; Eva ns ,
Resurrection, p . 78; Bode, Easter , pp . 35-37 ; Kremer ,
-Gr ab, " p . 151 ; Regina ld H. Ful l e r , The For mation of the



116

evidence f or t hi s s eems i nc oncl us i ve . u The fundamenta l
rea son f or taking 16 : 7 as a n ins e r t ion i s t he be l ie f t hat
14 : 28 i s a n i ns er t i on to whi ch 16 :7 re fers. But wha t i s the
ev i dence t hat 14: 28 is a n i nterpo lat ion? The basic a rgument
s eems to be that vs . 27 and 29 r ead smooth l y wi t ho ut it.~

This, howev er, seems to be t he wea kest of reasons fo r
s uspect ing an insert i on ( es pe c i a lly s ince t he ve rses read
j ust as smooth l y when v . 28 i s left i n ) , f or t he fac t that a
senten ce c an be dropped out of a context without destroyi ng
its flow ma y be e nt irely coinc i dent al a nd no indication t hat
t he sentence was not or i ginal l y part of that cont ext .

I n fact t here seem t o be pos itive r easons fo r be l ieving
14 :2 8 is not an insert i on. ~e r emi as poin ts out that it
continues the image of t he s hephe r d i n v , 27 ; IPoayayttv i s a

Res urre ction Narrati ves (London : SPCK, 1972) , p . 53, 60- 61;
Brown, Bodil y Res urrec t i on, p. 123.

43For exampl e, Schenke' s troop of object ions agains t
v . 7: (1 ) it i ntroduces a t hought independen t o f v. 6; (2)
~l'{ot'l is not n:enti oned f urthe r ; ( 3) 14 :28 i s an i nsert i on;
( 4) v. 7 doe s not co rrespond wi th the wome n' s r eact ion; ( 5 )
v . 7 i ntroduces t he apost les a nd switches t o d i r e ct spee ch
(Sc henke, Gr ab , pp . 43-4 7 ) . Exc ept f or ( 3 ) t hes e hardly
meri t refutat i on . Verse 7 int r od aces a thought no more
i ndepend e nt of v. 6 t ha n v. 6b of v . 6a . The r e i l no need
t o mention f urthe r t he res urrection; havi ng be en r a i s ed ,
~esus is goi ng be f or e t he d i s c iples to Gali l ee . Gi ven
Ha r k ' s theology , t he women ' s react i on is typi cal. The
i ntroduct i on of t he apostles s ays nothing f or v . 7' s be ing
a n insertion, nor does direc t or i nd i r ect speech . By
contrast Li ndema nn de fends 16 :7 a nd 14: 28 a s be i ng
traditiona l , t hough hi s a rgume nt s eems t o as s ume tha t 16: 8
is t raditiona l, whi ch is dubious (Li ndeman n, · Os t er bot s cha f t
des Markus, · pp . 307- 08 , 313 ) . See also Pheme Pe r ki ns ,
Res urrection: New Test~men t Wi t nes s and Contempor~ry

Refle ct i on (Ga r de n Ci t y, N . Y . : Doubl eday & Co., 1984 ) , pp .
120- 21.

44I t i s sometimes urged that t he Fay um Gospel
Fragment , a third century compilation from the gospe l s which
omits v . 28 , t estifies to a tradition lacking this ve r se
(Grundmann, Markus, p . 395) . But as a compi lation t he
fragment by its very nature omits materia l and is no
evidence f or the absence of v. 28 in t he passion t radition.
See Lagrange , Mar c , p . 383; Lane , Hark, p. 510; pesch,
Markuseva ngelium, 2 : 381.
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t echnica l t erm of s hepherdi ng (cf . In . 10 : 4, 27 ) . The
emphas is of ~esus 's words l i e s not on v . 27 , bu t on v . 28 :
t he s heep will not onl y be scattered but reas s embl ed. ~

Pesch expl a i ns t hat t hrough t he us e of t he p~ssivum di vinum,
the death a nd r esurr e ction th rou gh God a r e c oun t er - ba l a nced :

God s trike s t he s hep he rd , but raises hi m up . I n contrast t o
t he scattering of t he disc i ples i s ~esu s '& reassembling t hem
i n Ga l il ee .~ Pesc h a lso s ees a po int of contact between
Zech . 13: 7 and Hos . 6:1-2, whic~ was presupposed by I Cor .

15: 4, in the word l atO(l(lW ( i1:lJ ) . Alon e v , 28 i s a lso not a n
independ ently intell igible l ogion .41 And i t is not jus t
14:28 and 16 :7 that presuppos e each other ; it i s de ath and
resurr ection of Christ that i s predicted, so that 14 :27 a nd
16: 6 belong t ogether as well. I t is f ut ile to ob j ect that
i n 14: 29 Pet er on l y t akes of f ens e a t v . 27, not v. 28 , for
i t is to be expected t hat he obj ects only to ~es us 's te l ling
him t hey will fa l l away , and not t o ~e s u s 's promise t o go
before them (cf . t he same pattern i n 8:31-32 ) . On t hi s
l ogic one would have to l eave out not only the predict ion of
the r es ur r e ct i on, but also the striki ng of the s hepherd ,
s i nc e Peter j umps over t hat as wel l. The r e do not s e em to
be , t herefore , very good reasons t o regard 14:28 as a
redact i ona l i nser t i on, but good reasons t o see it as f i rmly
i n pla ce . ...

This mean s t ha t 16: 7 al so appears t o be i n place i n t he
pre-Marka n t r ad i tion of t he passion s t o ry. The content of
the verse r eveals the knowledge of a res urrect i on appearan ce

45J oach i m ~eremia s, Neutestamentlicbe Tb eologie
(Gute r s l oh : Ge r d Mohn , 1971 ) , p. 282.

46pe sch, Markusevange l ium, 2 : 381- 82 .

47The se considerations serve t o rebut Grundmann ,
Markus, p . 394.

48I f t he r e is an insert ion, it i s al l o f vs . 27- 31;
er . Lk. 22 :31 -34; .In. 13: 36- 38 (Lagra nge, Mar c , p . 383;
Lane , Hark , p. SIO) .
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of Christ to the d i s c iples i n Gal i l ee . Luke , who narr ate s
no Gal ilean appeara nce s , g ives bac k the an ge l' s words to
reca l l ver bat im t he predic tion made in Gal i lee that Jesus
would be c ruc i f i ed and on t he third day r i se , but he

ment i ons no comi ng appearance . I t has be en a s ser ted that
Mk . 16 : 7 precludes any appear an c es of Jesus i n J er usa l em,
but i t mus t be said that Matthew, who r epea ts the ve rse , d id

not think so , an d J ohn confi r ms Mat t hew' s tradition that
t he r e was an appear a nce t o the women at or nea r t he t omb.

Mark does not say that the d i s c iples wer e to go or did go
immediat ely t o Gal i l ee- - Moule makes t he a t t r a ct i ve

sugges tion t hat Mk . 16 :7 means "when you r etu rn , you wi l l
fi nd me t here ahead of you . "~ Thus , there could hav e been

J erusa lem appearances pr i or t o thei r r eturn t o Galilee .

(Thi s s eems especi a l ly possible if th i s i s a gen uine
predict i on , a nd not onl y a rete l l ing a f t e r t he fa ct. ) I n
a ny case, Ma rk may simply have chosen not t o re l ate the
J e r usa l em appearanc e s , perhaps becau se he r egarded the

Gal i l ean appeara nces as f or some r eason mor e epocha l or

t heological ly s i gni f i ca nt . Pe rhap s Mark skips ove r the

Jerusa l em appearance s becaus e f or him Jerusa l em wa s the
p lace of Jesus 's r e ject ion a nd e nemies , wher ea s Gal i l ee was

the place where he wa s be l ieved . There s eems t o be no

basis, howeve r, f or the view t hat Mark ha s here the Pa r ous i a

in mind. so

49C•F. D. Moule , "The Post -Res ur r ect i on Appearances
in Li ght of Fest i va l Pi l gr ima ge s , " NTS 4 {19S7-S8):S9 . The
verb t>l OaYCl yd:v should be t a ken t o mean t o go s omewhe r e
ea r l i er t hnn SOIMone (Cr an fie ld , Mark , p. 429 ; La ne, Ms rk ,
p . 510) . Cf . Rams ey , Resurrec tion, p. 70 . Accord i ng to
We s cot t, t he prediction of s eeing J esus in Galile e no more
excludes Jer us alem appea r ances than In . 20:1 7 exc l ude s a ny
f ur t her earth ly appearances ( B.F . We s cot t , The Revelat i on ot
the Ris en Lord , 2d ed . [London : Macmi llan, 1884 ) , p . 193).

50The su gges t ion of Lohmeyer and Mar xs en (Lo hmeyer,
Markus, pp. 355-56; Marxse n , Marku s , pp. 33- 77 ; also Perr i n,
Res ur r ec t i on , pp. 27-3 7) has be en re jected pretty much
across the board by critics . (1 ) There is no more reason
for Gal ilee ' s be ing the s i t e of t he Pa rous i a r a t he r tha n the
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Hk . 16 : 8 ha s caus ed a grea t dea l o f cons t e r na t i on , not
only becaus e i t s e ems t o be a ver y od d not e on which to end

a book , but a l s o bec aus e al l t he other gospe ls agree t hat
t he women d i d report to the discip l es . 51 But t he r eaction

of f ear and awe i n the pres ence o f the d ivine is a t ypical

Ma rkan cha racteri s tic . 52 The si lence of t he women was

site of re surr e ct i on ap pearances ; (2 ) Mark a nd Matthew bo t h
r e f er in the same t e r ms to a Galilea n appeara nce; (3 ) 6il- ~o {l ~

is not a techni ca l t erm us ed f or the Parousia . For a
critiqu e, s ee Gra s s, Os ter ge s ch ehen , pp . 12 3-26; Von
Campenhausen , Abl aut , p. 38; Koch , Auferstehung , p. 36; T.A .
&ur ki l l , Mys t er i ous Revel at i on (Ithaca, N. Y.: Corne l l
univers i t y Pr ess, 1963 ), pp . 252- 57; Cranfie ld, Mar k , p .
468 ; Ulri ch Wilck e ns , wDer Ursprung der Ube rli e f er ung der
Ersch ei nunge n des Aufers t andene n , " i n Dogma und
Denkstr uktur en , ed . W. Joest and W. Pannenberg (GBt tingen:
Van denhoec k , Rupre cht , 1963 ), pp . 78- 80 ; Taylor, Mark , p.
608 ; Sc hweizer, Markus, p. 212; Bode , Ea s t er , pp . 33-34;
Makota vamauc hi , "The Easter Texts of the New Tes t ament :
Their Tradi t i on , Redaction a nd The ology " (P h .D. t hesis,
Unive rsity of Edinbu rgh , 197 2 ) , pp . 154 - 60 .

51Al t hough Mark ' s ending i s t o say the least ab r upt,
it has been shown that it i s no t un pr ecedented to end a
sentence or even a book with t he word yap . (See text s i n
R.B. Lightfoot, The Gospel Mes sage o f St . Mark [Oxf ord:
Clar endon Pres s , 1950) , pp . 80-97, 106 -16 . ) And s ome
cri t ics th i nk the ending i s appropr iate to Mark , given hi s
use of fear an d si lence in r e sponse to the divine. He ha s
na r r a t ed t he pa s sion, t he bur ial , a nd t he empty t omb a nd has
f oreshado wed t he appeara nces , whi c h is a ll he needs t o do .
I t i s diff i cult to unde r s tand how t he end i ng cou l d ha ve been
l ost. so soon after Mark wr ote t he gospe l t ha t no copies
sur v1ved to gi ve manuscript at testa tion of t he original
conc l us ion . If the ori gina l a ut ogr aph we re i mmedi a t e l y
dam~ged somehow, Ma r k could ha ve re s upp l i ed t he or i gi na l
e~d1 ng . Or did he d i e s udde nl y in t he mea ntime ? For
11tera t ure on the s ubj ect s e e Tay l or , Mar k , p . 609; a lso
out s t a nd i ng di scus s i ons by Kur t Aland, "Der Sch l uss d es
M~r kusevangel iums , " i n L'tvangile , pp . 435- 70; idem, "Der
w1 eder ge f undene Markus s c hl us s: Eine met hodo logi s c he
~eme r kung zur Textkritischen Arbe i t, " ZTK 67 (19 70 ):3 -1 3;
1d em, "Beme r kungen zum Sch lus s de s Markus evangeli ums, · i n
E.E . El lis a nd A. Wi l cox , ed . , Neo t es tamentica e t Semi t i ca
(Edinburgh: T & T Clar k , 196 9 ) , pp . 157-80 .

52See helpful chart and di s cuss ion in Bod e , Easter ,
pp , 37-39 .
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su r ely mean t j ust to be t empo ra r y ,S) othe rwis e t he a ccount

i tsel f could not b e pa r t of the p r e - Marka n passion s t ory .

The Disci pl es ' Inspect ion of the Tomb

According t o Luke t he d i s c ip l e s do not believe the

women ' s repor t ( Lk . 24 :1 1) . But Luk e an d John agree tha t

Pet er a nd a t l east one ot he r di s c i ple r i se a nd run to t he
tomb to invest igate ( Lk . 24 : 12, 24; I n . 20 : 2- 10 ). Although

Lk . 24 : 12 was r egard ed by Wescott and Har t a s a We s ter n noo ­

i nterpolation , i t s pres en ce in the l at e r di s covered p~ has

convinced an i ncreas ing number of scholars of its

au thenticity . There seem t o be no good reasons fo r d enying

53S0 C.F .D . Moule, · St . Mark xvi. a once more, · NTS 2
(1 955-56) :58-59 ; Dhan i s , " En s e v e Lds s ement.j " p . 389;
Cranfield, Mark, p . 469i Lagrange , Marc, p. 448 ; 1 . Howard
Marshall, The Gospel of Luke , NIGTC ( Exe t e r : Paternoster
Press, 1978 ), p . 887 . See t he helpfu l discussion of the
women' s s i l ence in Bode , Easter , pp . 39- 44 . He
di stinguis he s f i ve po s s i b le i nterp ret a t i on s: ( 1) The
silence explains why the lege nd of the empty tomb remained
s o l ong unknow n . ( 2) The silenc e is an i ns t a nc e of Mark 's
Mes s i a ni c s ec r e t mot i f . ( 3) The silenc e was temporary . ( 4)
The s ilen ce s e r ved t he apologe t i c purpose of s epar ating the
apost l e s from t he empty tomb. ( 5) The s i lence is t he
paradoxical human react i on to divine commands as understood
by Mark . But (1 ) is now widely re jected as implaus ible,
since the empty tomb story is a pr e-Ma rkan tradition. ( 2)
is inappropriat e in t he post -res urrec t i on period when ~esus

may be proclaimed a s t he Messiah . As fo r ( 4 ), the re is no
evidence that the silence was designed to s eparat e the
apostles f r om the tomb . Mar k does not hold that the
disciples had f l ed back to Galilee independently of t he
women. So there is no implication that the disciples saw
Jes us without ha ving hea rd of the empty tomb. It s eems
point l e s s to spe ak of "apologetics " when Mark doe s not even
imply t hat the disc iples went to Galilee and s aw J esus
wi t hout hearing th e women's message, much less draw s ome
apologetic conclusion as a r esult of this . I n fact t here
were also traditions that the discipl es did visit t he tomb,
a f t e r the women told them of their discovery, but Mar k
b reaks of f his story befo re that point. AS for (5 ) this
solution seems entirely too subt le, drawing th e conclusion
that because people talked when Jesus told t hem not to,
therefore , the women, ha vi ng been t old to talk, did not . It
a l so ru ns aground of 5 : 19-2 0 . Theref or e (3 ) is most
probable. The fear and s ilence are Markan motifs of divine
encounter and were not meant t o i mply an enduring s ilence .
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that it was ori gi na l ly part of the Gospel of LUke . ~ This

54Mahoney has tr ied to argue a ga i ns t the
a uthent i c i t y o f t he ver se ( Ma honey, Di scipl es , pp. 41- 69 ) .
He admits t hat t he verse is attested by a fine text of
antiquity a nd omitted onl y by a c apr ic ious, if o ld , t~xt.

But he presses his case against it by interna l c rit ic ~sm:

(A) Grammati co-verbal ev idence i ndicates a l i nk between John
a nd Luke : ( 1 ) Pe ter i s a t t he beginning of the verse . ( 2)
Peter r uns to t he tomb . (3) Bot h menti on uvnnct ov , ( 4 )
Bot h use t he aorist part iciple ·It(t pll ~ u<loa ~ . (5) Bot h use t he
hi s t or i cal present 8HI!; ~. (6 ) Bot h ha ve the same obj ect of
8),6 ~ ~: oM\I~a ( 7) The phras e , f ound e l sew here only i n
LXX Hum. 24:25 , o.lti'!),ec\I ltPo!: ceurbv sho....s contact betwee n
the verses . But t he s e only seem t o prove that Luke and John
share a s i mi lar t r ad i t i on . In fact, as Ma honey acknowl­
edges , Lk . 24 :12 has cha ra c t e r i s t i c s of Lukan authorship a s
well : t he pleonastic us e of o.\laoTb. ( ni ne t imes in Luke, 19
times i n Acts); ~al,llJlft"'\I (1 2 times i n Luk e, five times in
Acts); TO )'C)'O\lo. ( f ou r times i n Luk e, t hree times in
Acts) . Mahonej want s t o lay great we i ght on t he historical
pr e s ent B),{.t ~. But this is not enough , f or Luk e has ten
historical presents in verbs of saying , in addition to .
hi s tor i ca l presents i n 8 :49; 16: 23 ; 24 :36. The histor1cal
present i n 24 : 12, 36 could be t r adi t i ona l (See a l s o Kremer,
Ost er evangelien , pp. 108-09 , f or a brief r ebuttal of
Maho ney ' S points ). (8) Con t ext : (1) Lk . 24:12 cou ld be
removed wi thou t disturbing the na rrative. (2 ) It is awkwar d
after rlld OTOul,l a UTai:s. (3 ) It is superf luous i n light of
24 :24 . ( 4 ) The oldest t r ad ition is of t he first appearance
t o Pe ter , not of his visiting t he tomb . Thes e r easons seem
weak : Lk . 24 :12 may be an i nd epe nd ent piece of tradition
i nserted by Luke , whi ch woul d explain (1 ) and (2 ) . I n fa ct ,
i t is not r e nde r ed s uperf l uous , but rather i s presupposed,
by 24 : 24 . In th i s s ens e ( 1 ) i s fa lse. And of cours e ,
Pe t er ' s rol e i n s e eing Jes us is not mutual ly excl us ive wi th
his visit to the tomb, whi c h was l ess i mportant. (C ) Ot he r
Wes t e r n Non- i nterpol a t i ons : Mahoney pa s ses over 24 : 51- 52
and 21 : 19b-20 to argue t hat 24: 3, 6 a nd 24 : 36 , 40 are oon­
Luka n. But it is il l egit imate for him t o pas s over t he
fi r st pai r of ve rs e s, f or if they are authe ntic , th en
credibility is lent t o 24 :1 2 a s well . The rea s ons for
dropping t he verses d i sputed by Mahoney a r e not compelling.
Wha t e spec ia l ly weakens his case is t he fac t that in ligh t
of 24 : 24, a late r scr i be who knew John wou l d def i nitely have
made Pe t e r go wi th someo ne el se (F. Godet , Commen ta r z u dem
Evan gel ium Lucas, ed. E.R . Wunder l i c h [ Hannover : Car l Meyer,
1872], p . 470i Grundmann, Lukas , pp . 439 - 40 ) . Ma hon ey ' s
r esponse is fal tering : ( 1) the Beloved Di s ciple is left out
as Johannine , whi le the unnamed companions are mentioned in
24 :24, a nd (2) in thi s way t he fait h of the Beloved
Disciple is lef t ou t. But the point is s ur e l y that a scribe
would make d isciples go to the tomb p recisely because of
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is of ex ceedi ng s i gn i fica nce , f or it prove s that t here was
t r ad i t ion not on ly t ha t the di sciples were i n J erusa lem
(contra the flight t o Gali l ee hypothesis ), but a l so that
they knew of t he empty t oreb . That Luke and John share
generically t he same tradi t ion is evident not on ly f r om t he
c l ose s i mi l ar i ty of Lk. 24 : 12 to John ' s acc ount , but also

from t he fact tbat In. 20 : 1 mos t nea r l y r esembles Luke i n
tbe number , s e l ect ion, a nd or de r of t he e l ements narrated
than a ny otbe r gos pe l. " Mos t rece nt works agree t hat the
vi s it of t he d i sc iples to t he t omb is traditional .

The Bel oved Discipl e
Lk. 24:24 ma kes i t c lear t hat Pe t er did not go to the

t omb alone; John names his companion as t he Beloved
Disc i ple. Tbis woul d sugg est that J ohn i nt ends th i s
disciple t o be a historical per son, and his identi f ication
could be correct. w The a uthority of the Bel oved Discipl e
s t a nds behind the gospel as the witnes s t o the accur acy of
what i s written there in (In. 21: 24; the verse no doubt
applies t o the gospel as a whole , not j ust t he ep i l ogue , f or
t he whole gos pe l en joys t he a uthentication of t his reve red
disciple , not merely a s i ngl e chapte~7) , a nd t he
iden t if i cation of hi s r ol e i n t he discipl es' vi s i t t o t he
empty t omb cou l d be t he r emi niscen ce of a n eyewi tness. So
although only Pete r was named in t he tradi t i on, accompa nied
by a n a nonymous d i s c ipl es (s ) , t he author of the f our th

those me nt ioned in v . 24 a nd in John . One cou l d eas ily
lea ve out t he Be l oved Disciple 's cognomen and eve n fai t h
without having Pe te r go to the t omb a l one . Mahoney ' s
f a i l ur e to argue convi nci ng l y aga ins t the a uthent i c ity of
Lk . 24: 12 ought to l eave li ttle doubt that i t i s gen ui ne .

55See Ma honey , Disciples, p . 209 .

56See Br own, John, pp . 1119-20 ; i dem, The commu nity
of t he Beloved Discipl e (New York : Paul i st Pres s , 1979), pp.
22-2 3.

5'Leon Morr i s, The Gospel accor di ng t o Jo hn, NICNr
(Gr a nd Rapids, Mich. : Wm. B. Ee r dma ns , 1971) , p . 10 .
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gospel claimed to know who th i s unnamed disc i ple was a nd
identi f i es him.

Whe ther this identi f i cat ion is correct or not, what
s eems c l ea r i s t ha t the Bel oved Disciple was thou ght t o be a
real histor ica l pers on ~ho went wi t h Peter t o t he empty t omb
and whose memor i es stan d behi nd t he f ourth gospel as t he ir
authenticat i on. Att e~pt s to reduce bim to a me r e symbol are
s o speculat i ve t ha t they produce no conviction .~ Agreement
ca nnot seem t o be r ea ched by commentat ors as t o j ust what he
i s intended t o symbol ize . " If John wanted him t o be a
s ymbol of some t hi ng el se , then he would s ur e ly ba ve mad e t he
mea ni ng of t he s ymbol c l earer; otherwi s e i t s eems po i nt l ess .
Moreover , the fact t ha t a pe rson i s used as a s~~l doe s
not impl y t ha t t he individual must be unhi storical. Peter
is ce r t a i nl y a hi s t orical person, t he same Peter t hat we
f ind in the Synopt ics, a nd i t would seem very st range t o
have him acc ompan ied by a pure ly s ymbo l i c figure who was not
a l s o a historical i ndivi dual . In I n. 21:20-24 the Beloved
Di sci pl e is c lear ly a historica l person widely known in t he
Chr isti an church as an or i gina l disciple who woul d l i ve t o
see the Parous i a a nd whose witness unde r lies the gospe l . He
was either stil l a l i ve or had j us t recent ly died--that he
had been long dead seems exc l uded by t he urge ncy whi c h

58Bultmann' s vi ew, which ha s ge nerated no foll ow i ng ,
i s t ha t t he Bel oved Di sciple is J ewis h Chr i st ianity whi ch
arrives first , whil e Peter is Ge ntil e Christ iani t y, whi ch
comes later . But i n I n . 13 t he Bel oved Dis c i pl e is Gentile
Chri st i a nity, whi le Peter i s J ewi s h Chr i st ianity . And i n
I n. 19 Jesus's mothe r represent s J ewi sh Chr i s tianity whi l e
the Beloved Di scip l e is Genti le Chri s t i ani t y (Bultmann ,
Joha nnes , pp . 369-7 0) . Accordi ng t o Krager ud , Peter is t he
Church Of fice , wh ile t he Bel oved Discipl e i s the Paraclete ,
or spiritual aspect of the c hurc h (Alv Krage r ud, Der
Li ebli ngs jilnger i m Johannesevangel i um (Os lo : Os loe r
Universi t at sver l ag , 1959 ] , pp. 53- 82) .

59For a su rvey of t he broad f ield of a l te r na t ives ,
s ee Krage r ud, Liebl in gs j ilnger , pp . 46-51; Thorwa l d Lor en zen,
Der Lieblings j ilnger im Johannesevang e lium , SBS 55
(Stut tgart : Kat hol i s c hes Bi be lwe r k , 1971 ), pp . 74- 82.



co r recting the fal s e impress ion of v. 23 ~ould necessitate .
If he was still alive, t he n his being ao unhistori cal symbol
i n chap. 20 seems ex c l uded . By the same t oken, had he
recen tly died, t hen, ev en i f his di s c ip les had written chap .
21, they could not ha~e mistakenly i denti f i ed t he symbol of
c haps. 1-20 wi th thei r historical master , s i nce they knew
who he was and wha t r e l a t i ons hip he had had wi t b J esu s and
whether he bad in f a ct lain at the Lord 's breast , visited
the tomb, and so for th . They woul d a lso know wha t was meant
by the symbol in 1-20 and not make the impossible
i dentification of the symbolic Beloved Disciple with thei r
own master of whom Jesus had said, - I f i t is my wi l l that he
rema i n unt il I come . • . • - I f, on t he othe r hand, the
r ole of the Bel oved Di sciple in the gospel i s a r edactional
ret r o ject i on by these d i s c iples of their mas t e r , it stil l
fo l l ows that he i s a historical i nd i vidual, not a pure
symbol. 5chnackenburg agrees that the Belove d Disciple i s a

hi st orical pe rson who, as an eyewi t ne s s t o some of the later
events of t he gospe l , stands as a n aut hor i t y be hi nd John .~

But he thinkS that t he Beloved Disciple is idealized by hi s
f ol l ower s into the model Christ ian and s erves t o s how the
r eactions of f a i th of the per fec t believer . The evi dence
fOr t his seems, however, slim. One may theo l ogize on his
l ying close to Jesus 's breas t at the s upper , but the r e is
nothing here i n r eality that could not descr ibe a historical
situation. The same holds true of Jesus's giving over his
mo ther t o this disciple in 19:26-27. In 21 :7 he exclaims to
Peter, - I t is the Lor d! - but even he did not recogni ze Jesus
until after the mira cu lous sign. Most importantly, in 20 : 8­
9 , although perhaps he alone comes to f a ith , he s hares in
t he shortcoming of the othe r discip les that they d i d not

605chnackenburg, Johannesevangelium, 3 : 368 , 452-56.
50 also Barnabas Lindars, ed., The Gospel of Joh n, NCB
(London : Oliphants, 1972 ), p . 602 . Wilckens dismisses ~he
historical aspect of the Beloved Disciple and regard~ hlm as
a symbolic representative of the true, perfectly bellevinq
disciple (Wil ckens, Aufe rsteh ung, p. 151) .
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believe in the res urr e ct i on of Jesus o n the ba sis of
scripture a lone. The point of v. 9 , which r i ng s a t f i r s t so
odd af ter v . 8 , is t he same point emphasized el sewhere in

John , t hat the di sciples were l acking in ins i ght i nto t he
scr i ptur es until after the resurrect i on (c f . 2 :22; 12 :16 ) .61

Fa r from be i ng t he perf ect Chr ist i an of post-Easter fa i t h,
the Be l oved Disciple also sh a red in t he disc i p l es' ignorance
of t he s cr ipt ure a nd therefore did not have any i nkling of
the res urrect i on until that momen t i n t he t omb whe n he saw
a nd bel ieve d . In t he same way t hat Thomas s hou l d ha ve
be lieved on t he basi s of the test i mony of t he disciples , but
i nstead s aw a nd bel i eved (v . 29 ) , s o t he disc iples s hould
have be l ieved on t he basis of t he testimony of scriptur e,
but ins t ead t hey sa w and believed. The ideal believer of
perfect faith would hav e be l i eved on t he basi s of script ure
alone. But t he Belove d Disciple, l ike Thomas , sa w and
be l ieved , f Or as ye t t hey d i d not know t he s cripture , that
he must rise from t he dead (v. 9 ) . 50 even i f t he Beloved
Di s ciple was revered by his pupi ls , a nd no do ubt he was,
they do not seem t o hav e i deali zed him into t he perfect
bel i ever and placed him i n the narrat i ves as a model . Wha t
t hen i s the r ole of t he Beloved Disc iple? Quite s imply , it
s eems to be t ha t of a historica l witness : - This i s the
disciple who i s beari ng t e s timony t o thee things , a nd who
ha s ~ritt en these t hi ngs , and we know that hi s tes timony is

6150 Bul t ma nn, Joh annes, pp . 530-31 ; Bode writes,
-Ver s e nine mea ns that i f they had understood the
scripture they would not have had t o vi sit t he tomb ,
be cause f r om the scriptu re they would ha ve understood
that Jesus . • • ~as ce r t ain l y going t o rise from t he
dead . If he wa S to rise, t hen hi s body woul d no longer
• • . have r emained i n the t omb. Thus there would have
not been a need to check an empty tomb . • •• (Bode ,
Eas t er , p. 81 ) .

Similarl y Kremer states t hat v . 9 means - . . . they rea lly
should have already believed in t he resu r rection be~ore the
inspection of the open grave - (Kr emer , Osterev8ngel~en, p .
169).
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t rue- (I n. 21:24; cf . 19:35) . The Be l oved Disciple was
t here as one of the dramati s personae , i t is claimed, a nd
thus the gos pel is trustworthy .

I f the Bel oved Disciple i n c hap . 20 is , then , co nceived
as a his torical witness of t he events r e l at ed , is his
pr esence a n unh i storical, redact i ona l addi t ion? I have
sugge st ed that he may be the unnamed compa nion of Peter in
t he tradition rece ived by Luke and John . But Schnackenbur g
thinks that f ew words need to be s a id t o prove that he is an
unhistori ca l add ition : in vs. 2, 3, he is easily set as i de ;
the compet i t i ve r ace t o t he t omb i s redactio nal; v . 8 is in
style and content fr om the evangelist ; and v . 9 r efers i n
r eal i t y to Mary and Pete r . ~ But t hes e cons i der a t i ons do
not seem t o prove that t he Beloved Disc i ple wa s not
hi stori ca l l y present , bu t only that he was not ment ioned in
the tradition. That cou ld ha ve been proved from Lk. 24:12
a l one . Wha t I am suggest ing is that t he r eminiscences of

t he Bel oved Disciple a r e employed by t he eva ngelis t to
su pplement and f i l l out his tradition. Thus the f irs t t hree
considera t ions ought not t o surprise us. Indeed, t he third
consideration s upport s t he fact that t he Beloved Disc i ple'S
r o l e he re was not added later to the gospel by any supposed
editor who tac ked on c hap. 21 . That 0\1 h.:'l £l. instead of
0\1 lfl',ha i s used i n v , 2 also seems t o i ndicate that the
eva nge l i s t hims e l f wrote these words and not a later
redactor . In fact , the uni t y and con t i nui t y of vs . 2-10
seem t o preclude that t he evange l i s t wr ot e onl y of Peter an d
Mary ' s visit a nd t ha t the Bel oved Disciple was ar tfu l l y

inserted by a l a t er ed i t or . Lk. 24:2 4 reveals that Pet e r
did not go to the tomb alone , so one cannot exc lude t hat the
Beloved Disciple went wi t h him. As f or v . 9 , i t r e f e r s to
the disciples i n v . 10 (Mary i s not even ment i oned after v.
2) and is not part of t he pre - J oha nni ne tradition, being, as
I have indicat ed, t ypical f o r John . Thus , the evange l i s t ,
who knew t he Be loved Disciple and wrote on t he ba s i s of hi s

52Sch nac kenbur g , Johannes evangel i um, 3: 359-60 .
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memories , include s his part i n these event s . To s ay t ha t
the eva nge l i s t simply invent ed the figure of the Beloved

Di sciple makes 21 :24 a del i ber a t e f abri cat i on, i gnor es t he
c lose af f i ni t ies be tween ch aps. 1-20 a nd 21, makes it
difficu l t to expla i n how t hen the person of t he Bel ove d
Disciple s hould come to exis t and why he i s i ns e r t ed in t he
narr a tives, and r enders uni nte l l i gibl e t he wi despread
conce r n over his dea t h . The eva nge l i s t and the gospel
ce rtainly stem out of the same circle that appended chap . 21
and adds i ts signatu r e in 2l:2 4c . The refore , i t seems t o me
t hat the rol e of the Bel oved Disciple in 20 : 2- 10 can on ly be
that of a hi s t orica l part icipant whos e memories f i l l out t he
t radition r ecei ved . Of t he a l t e r na tive s , thi s s eems to be
the most plaus ible explanati on . M

The Ri va l ry Between Pete r and the Be l oved Disciple
Upon bea r ing Hary 's s t artling news , Peter and the

Bel oved Dis c iple r un t owar d t he t omb ; the l at t e r reac hes t he
tomb f i rst , but hesit ating outs i de , does not enter ; Pet er ,
however, appare nt l y charges i nt o the tomb without
hes i t a t i on . Al t hough i t is often said t ha t we see ref l ected
her e, as elsewbere i n t he gospe l , some sort of r ivalry
between Pet er and t he Beloved Disci ple i n the ea r l y

Joha nnine community , t he grou nds for t hi s assertion ought
perhaps to be re-examined.~ I n the f ourth gos pe l, the two
a r e c l ose f riends, and the situations in whicb t hey are

631 f i nd it implausibl e to be lieve eit he r that the
Beloved Discipl e shou l d have t old hi s student s t hat he was
there when he was not or t ha t the entire Johannine community
s hould assert t ha t t hei r master ha d t a ken part i n certain
hi storica l eve nt s when they knew he had not. See excel l ent
comment s by Brown, John , pp . 1127 -29 ; idem, Community , p .
31.

64Not e , as Br own an d Sc hnackenburg agree , t hat t hos e
who hol d to the r i va l r y hypothes is cannot also hold t ha t the
Bel ov ed ~isciple i s purely symbolic (Raymond E. Brown, Kar l
P. Oonfr1ed, John Reumann , Saint Pierre dans I e Nouvea u
Testamen t , Ld 79 (Paris : Les editions du Cerf, 191 4 J, p.
165) .



descri bed co uld be qui t e historical.~ (Thi s i s
particular l y so if the Beloved Dis c iple was John t he son of
Zebedeei t here ia no evidence that a ny church group saw a

65So Brown, J oho . pp. 1006- 07 . But Brown still
wants to believe t he Bel ov ed Di s : i pl e reaches the tomb first
because he -loves mor e . - More ~ecently, Brown seems to have
succumbed to t he conv entiona l wi sdom i n seeing the Beloved
Disciple set over aga i nst Peter i n t he f ourth gospel. He
believes that Joha nnine Chr istia ns regarded t hemselves as
closer t o Jes us a nd mor e perceptive t ha n Christians of the
apostOlic churches, as evidenced by t he one-upmansh ip of t he
Beloved Discipl e ove r Peter . Brown substant iates his view
by pointing out t hat while the othe r disciples scattered at
t he crucifixion (16: 32), the Bel oved Disciple remains at the
foot of t he cros s (19: 26- 27). that while Peter denied Jes us
(18: 17. 25) a nd needs rehabilitation (21:15-17 ). the Bel oved
Disciple does not. that while Peter does not s ee the
signif icance of t he graveclothes. t he Beloved Disciple doe s
(20 :8-10) , and that while Peter does not recognize the Lor d .
the Bel oved Disciple does (Brown, Community, pp. 34 , 178) .
But 16:32 r efers to a ll t he disciples. including the Beloved
Disciple, and 18 :15 say s that Pet e r and a nother disciple in
fact fol lowed J esus . The Bel oved Disciple's be ing at t he
cross is hi s tor i ca l l y credibl e , a nd no contrast with Peter
is implied . Similarly. Peter 's denia l is hi s torically
credible and no co nt r as t to the Beloved Disciple i s i mpl i ed .
The scene i n 21:15-17 i s bes t understood as a commi s sioni ng .
not a rehabil i t a t i on, a nd actual l y exalts Peter to a
position not en j oyed by the Beloved Disciple . It i s not
clear from John' S na rrative that P.ter does Dot a l so
perceive the s igni f i cance of the graveclothes, a nd mor e
importantly, the Beloved Disciple shares in Peter ' s
obtuseness in not believing simply on t he ba sis of
s cripture . Fi nally , the appea rance stor y , l ike the empty
tomb inves t i gat i on, i s told f rom t he pe rspective of the
Beloved Disciple so t hat we have no way of knowi ng whet her
Peter recognized Jesus when the Be l oved Discipl e d i d . It i s
very interesting tha t even more recently Brown seems to have
unde r cut th is su pposed one- upmans hi p by cont e ndi ng that John
21 i s des igned t o r ecommend Pete r t o Johannine readersl The
t hr ee- fo ld qu es tion and ans we r gi ves assurance that Peter i s
a genuine di s c iple a nd that J esu s has given him pastoral
authority , a role whi ch is not given to t he Bel oved
Di sciple. I n fa ct, Brown f eels cons t r ained to comme nt t hat
the Be l oved Disc i ple i s not of less dignity than Pet er, even
t hough he did not d i e a ma r t yr ' s death l i ke Pete r (Raymond
E. Brown, The Epis tles of J ohn , Anch Bi b 30 [Garden Ci ty ,
N.Y. : Doubleday" Co. , 1982 J , p .ll l )! I ca nnot he lp but
s us pect t hat t he su pposed r ivalry of Pet er a nd the Bel oved
Di s c iple i s a cons t ruct of t he critic's mind.
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compet it i ve rel at ionship for prominenc e or leadership
be twe en Peter a nd John or played one of f agains t t he other. )
Running to t he tomb i s the natural t hing to do (cf . In.
20 : 2a) and i s t rad i t i ona l (Lk. 24: 12 ) . That t he Beloved

Disciple should outrun Pet e r seems un remarkable, espe cia l ly
i f he is younger ; to hesitate before the open door of a t omb

wher e a man had recently be e n buried would be t he na tu r al
react ion of a ny of us. But true t o his cha r act er, Peter
brashl y enters withou t hesi ta tion . Thos e who s ee a r i valry
here suggest t hat the Beloved Disciple thus wi ns the race t o
t he tomb , but Peter even s the s core by entering first .~ It
has eve n been su ggested that Pete r is not r ea lly earning an y
points he r e ; t he evangel i st i s j us t a llowi ng bim to catch up
s o that the Bel oved Di s c i ple can give hi m a nothe r drubbing
by coming to fa ith firs t IV Mahoney t hinks that t he arrival
at t he t omb mus t be contri ve d beca use, what wit h the later
gospels' i ncreasi ng desi re to ver i f y the empty tomb , t he

di sciples would otherwis e have bee n made t o enter
directly . ~ But Mahoney' S vi ew i s predicated on the
position tha t Lk. 24 : 12 i s not i n Luke and the disciples '
visit is a l at e Johannine redact ion . If t his is not true ,
one cann ot obne wei teres ascribe t he or i gi n of the story of
the vi s it t o i ncreasing i nt e rest i n ver i f ying t he tomb. The
t radition could be qui t e old. Therefore , the hi s t or i c i t y of
the hesitat i on at t he entran ce cannot be automa t i ca l l y
precluded becaus e of a supposed ly i nc r eas i ng i nteres t in
ve r i f yi ng t he empty tomb , f or the only evidence f or t he

66For exa mple, Kremer , Osterbotscha ft. pp. 90-9 1;
c f . Pierre Benoi t, The Passion an d Resu r r ection o f Jesus
Chr i s t , t r ans . B. Wea t he rh ead (New York: Herder & Herder,
1969; London : Dar ton, Longman" Todd , 1969 ), p . 252 ;
Lor e nzen , Liebl i ngs j ung er, p . 32 .

67Kragerud, Lieblingsj Unger, p. 30 . By cont r ast
Ma rxs e n thinks t he race is des i gned t o bring out t he primacy
of Peter (Mar xs e n, Resurrection, p . 58 ) l

68Ma hone y, Disciples , p . 246 .
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increas ing interest is the tradit ion i tself. J ohn ' s ful ler
story could well be t he result of hi st or ica l rern1n1scence.
It does not seem implausible t hat Peter's companion should
s top at t he door, stoop . a nd peer into the dark tomb , but

that Pet er should charge r ight in past him .
Entering the t omb and s ee i ng , t he graveclothes , the

Be l oved Disciple, wri t e s John , saw and believed, or came to

faith .~ It is not clea r whether John i ntends us t o
understand t ha t Peter also came to f ait h in that moment.

Bultma nn be l ieves t ha t the f our th gospel int ends t o co nvey
t he i mpression t hat Peter also bel ieved; ot her wis e the
oppos i t i on between t he two woul d have been mentioned . ~ I f
the rivalry hypo t he s is were correct , this cons iderat i on
would hav e a good de a l of force . Si nce John doe s not play
off Pete r ' s disbelief aga inst the Bel oved Disciple 's fa ith ,
the pr esumption of a rival ry ought to be called i nto
quest ion . Far f rom suggesting 4 riva l ry, the remark that
the Be l oved Dis c iple saw and believed sounds l i ke t he

69Given ~ohannine us age, - saw a nd be l ieved­
indicates rel igious faith i n t he true sense of t he word, not
some mundan e belief , e.g ., that Mary was r i ght, the tomb was
empty ( Br own, John , pp . 1005-06; Bode, Ea~te~, p . 19 1.
Kremer 's assertion that if one accepts th~s ~nformat~on as
historical then the fact t ha t the 8eloved Disciple believed
earlier t h~n Peter stands i n -krassem Widerspruch - t o .the
co nvi ct ion of the New Testame nt that Jesus appeared flrst to
Si mon (Kremer, Ost erevangel ien , p . 177 ) is groundless, since
J ohn does not say Jes us appeared f i r s t to the Beloved
Disc iple, which wou ld be nece s sa r y t o g~nerate a .
cont r adi c t i on . Besides, what is the eVldence f or t hl S
convi ct i on of the New Testament of a first appea rance to
Peter? Accor d i ng to Matthew and John , Jesus appeared first
to t he women . Pau l and Luke do not mention them probabl y
because they are not l ega l witness es . And Luke doe s not
even say uneqU i voc a l l y t hat J esu s appeared to Pe ter before
the Emmaus disciples . The inner fai th of th ~ Beloved
Disciple , which i s r emembe red here , does not seem to
contradict the New ~e5tament dat a .

70Sul tman n, Johannes , p. 530; so a l s o Ma r xsen ,
Res urrec t i on , p . 58 .
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pers onal reminiscence of a man who was there aod upon whos e
beart the t r uth at t hat moment first began to dawn .

I n t he oth~r stories in which Pete r and the Be l oved
Disciple appea r , the grounds for seeing a competition
bet ween them se em equall y dubious . I n In. 13 the Be l oved
Disciple at Peter's prompting as ks ~e sus the betrayer ' s
identity . The situation seems thoroughl y realistic, and
ther e i s no suggestion that t he Be l oved Discipl e i s s ome
sort of mediator between J esus and Pe t er . Simila r l y , i n I n .
21 : 7 that t he B~loved Disciple says t o Peter , ~I t i s the
Lord - s eems qu i te plaus i ble and i n no way suggests t ha t the

Bel oved Di s c i pl e is mor e attuned to J esus than Peter .
Peter's j umpi ng i nto the sea is in characte r for him; i t
s ee ms f a nc i f ul to s ee this as t he evangelist ' s attempt t o
- even the score - again between the two. And i n ~n. 21 : 20-23

t here s eems to be no competition i n view a t all ; indeed , the
point i s t o show t ha t the Bel ove d Disciple wi l l die just
like Peter . We have he re a n a t t empt t o correct a
mi s~pre s s ion t hat t he Beloved Disci pl e WAS to live t o t he
Parousia . The hypoth~si5 t hat the Bel oved Disc i pl e and
Peter a r e being played off against each oth~r i n t he gospel

has difficulty expl a i ni ng why t he 8e l oved Disciple i s
introduced a l one i n 19:26-27 , 35 and Peter a lone in 21 :9-19 .
Is it so implausible that the Bel oved Disciple a nd Peter
were in f act companions and close f r i e nds and so na t ura l ly
appear together i n certain narratives , j ust as Peter a nd the
sons of Zebedee do I n t he Synopt i cs ?

The Gra ve c lothes
According to t he t radi tion, the disciples f ound onl y

the graveclothes l yi ng In t he tomb. John adds a fact that
had perhaps left a pe r s ona l impress ion on his source : the

face cloth was r olled up in a place by i tself . If this was
a j aw band , then perhaps it was l yi ng s t il l i n i ts oval
shape . The re ar e t wo t heo ries as t o why John puts s o muc h
empbas is on the gra vec l othes : (l) The clothes wer e still i n
their wrapped-up s ha pe , a nd t he body had passed t hrough



them , leavi ng them like a n unbroken, though collaps ed ,
cocoon. (2 ) The presence of t he graveclothes indica t ed t hat
the body had not been stolen, s ince r obbers vould not have
bothered t o unvr ap t he body. Since 30hn be l i eved t hat 3esus
after the resurr ec t ion cou ld mater i a lize and de-mat er i a lize
at vi I I (20 :1 9 , 26 ) , i t i s qui te possible that he conce~ ~ed

t he r es urrection bod y as pass i ng t hrough t he envelopi ng
gravec l othes , in co ntrast t o Lazarus , who stumb led f rom the
grave bound hand and f oot . n But there is no ev i dence t hat
the Jews wrapped their de ad like mummies, and i f the buriaL
were in a shroud , then the jaw band should hav e been f ound
inside the shroud , not i n a place by i t s e l f. It is
sometimes alleg ed t hat the ch ief problem wi t h theory (1) is
that t he unbe l i e f of Peter i s then difficult t o explain,
since an unbroke n cocoon wou ld have been obvious to all .
But , contrary t o rece i ved opi nion , it i s not clea r that

Peter di d not also come t o f a i t h while i n t he t omb . The
nar rative, l ike tha t i n I n . 21, is wri tten from t he
pers pect i ve of t he Bel oved Di sc i pl e a nd so l eav es Peter' s
r eact i on out of account, co nc ent r a ting i ns tead on the
Be l oved Di s c i pl e' s reac t i on . But, as Thiede points out , t he
co nst ruct ion of v . 8 vith i ts r epet i t i on of .(It a nd the

plura l verb i n v . 9 could indicate by i mplication t ha t Peter
a l s o sa v and be l ieved . n I t might be said that i n Lk. 24:12
Peter mer e l y retur ns home wond ering at wha t had happe ned.
But we must not be has ty he r e: for Luke uses !)Qv \.l ci r;~ t o
i ndica te wonde r , not i n the sense of - t o be puzzled ,~ but i n
t he s ens e "co marvel a t , - "to be amazed at " (1 : 63; 2: 18, 33;

11: 14; 24: 41; Act s 3: 12; 4: 13) . I n Luke we have the same
course of events t hat we read in John: t he stooping and
s eeing the grave c l othes, t he reaction of wonde r or f a ith ,

71 Barrett , John , p. 56] .

72Cars t en P. Thiede , Simon Peter (Exete r :
Pat e r noste r , 1986) , p .B9. Cri tics are di vided on whet he r
30hn impl i es t hat Peter came to faith; see Sc hnac kenb ur g ,
Johannes evangelium, 3:369 .
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a nd the depar t ure home. It might be thought t ha t Peter' s
go ing home is ant i -cl i mact i c a nd not indicative of hi s
baving come to faith; but 30hn s ees no i nco nsistency with
the Be l oved Disc iple's doi ng pr ec isely t hi s . Give n Luke ' s

vocabula r y , Pet er ma y retur n marvel ing at wha t had h~ppened

(cf . Lk . 1 : 18, 20) . This cou ld he lp t o expla in t he
abruptnes s of v. 34; fo r i f Peter had al r ea dy t old the

ot her s of what he t hought had happened , t hen the appearance
to him conf irmed to them that the Lord was r i sen i ndeed , as
he had said. Perhaps the s t r onges t argument aga inst Pet er ' s
coming to f a ith a l ong with t he Bel oved Disciple is that in
John, Mary continues to believe t hat someone had s to l en
Jesus's body . While we might imag ine the Be l oved Disciple's
keeping his thoughts to himself, pondering them i n his
bear t , we can ha rdl y t hink that i f t he t rut h of Jesus's
resurrec tion had dawned on both him and Peter t hat the t wo
would keep i t f rom Mary . On the other hand, Mary r at her
di s appea r s f r om 30hn 's na r r ative a fte r v . 2, and one cou ld
hold that sh e a r r ived again a t t he tomb much later, after
t he two dis c i pl es had departed or, aga in , t hat 30hn has
int er r upt ed the appearanc e t o Kary story by i ns e r t i ng vs. 2­
10, ther eby creating t hi s apparent diff iculty . Al l of t hi s
is , of cour se, extremely conjectural and no sure conc l us i on
i s possib l e ; my on l y po i nt is t hat the wide l y accepted view
t ha t Peter did not come t o fa i t h in the r esurrect i on while
i nspect i ng t he t omb is not incont estab le . n

I n a ny event t heor y ( 1) s t i l l has the f i r s t
cons i der ation me nt i oned above aga i ns t it, so that theory (2)
seems prefe rable. It i s more likely tha t the graveclothes
were lying neatly on the benc h, so that t he Bel oved
Disc i ple , upon s eeing t hem, r eal i zed t he body had not been

73I n a recent r eview of t hi s i s s ue , Byrne argue s
~ha~ the eva~gel i s t does not highl ight Pete r 's fait h becaus e
~t ~s t he f a~t h of the Beloved Disciple that is t o have
cent e r s tage . The refore , Pet er 's coming to fa i t h i s l eft an
open ques t i on (Brendan Byrne , "The Faith of t he Beloved
Discipl e and the Community in John 20,- JSNT 23 (1985): 93).
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taken f r om t he t omb; but t hi s could only mean-- ! Whe t her
Peter also gra sped this clue i s , as I say, uncer t a i n .

Object i ons to t he Story 's Historicity

I t might be urged agains t the his toricity of the
disciples ' v i s i t t o the tomb t hat the disciples had fled

Fr iday night to Galilee and so were not pr esent i n
J erusalem . But no t only does Mk . 14:50 not seem t o

contempla t e t hi s , but i t is implaus i ble to think t hat the
di s c i p l es , fl eeing from the ga rde n , would return to where
they were stayi ng. grab t heir th i ngs, and keep on going a l l
t he way back to Galilee . And s chola r s who do s upport suc h a
f light must a lso prove t ha t the denial of Peter i s
unh istorical, s ince i t presuppos es t he presence of the
di s c iples in J eru s alem . But there s eems ins uff i c ient reason
t o regard this tradition, attested in a l l fo ur gospel s, as
unhistorica l . n In its f avor is the fact that i t s eems
improbable t hat the ear ly Christians should i nven t a t a l e
concerni ng the apostasy of t he man who was t heir leader.

Somet imes i t is sa id t ha t the disc i ples could not have
been i n Jerusa lem , since t hey a r e not mentioned i n t he
tria l , execution, or burial stor ies. But an obvious a nd, I
t hi nk, plausible answer t o th is i s t hat the disciples we r e
hiding fo r fear of the J ews , j ust as t he gospe l s i nd i ca t e .

There is no reason why t he passion s t or y would want t o
portray the chu r ch' s l eade r s as cower ing i n sec l us i on whi l e
onl y the wome n dared t o ve ntur e about openl y, were thi s not
historica l ; the di s c i ples cou ld have been made to f l ee t o

74 50 Sr own, John , pp . 8 40 -41; 983. Von
Campenhausen , Ablauf, p . 44, a lso maint a i ns the prese nce of
d i s cipl es i n J eru s a l em. Hi s vi ew that Peter , i nspired by
t he empty tomb , l ed t he discip l es back to Galilee t o see
J esus as s ume s t hat t he empt y t omb awa kened resurr ect ion
fai th and is predicated on a doubt fu l i nterpret a t i on of Lk.
22: 31 , whi ch s ays nothi ng about Peter 's convincing the
othe rs t o be l i eve that Jesus WAS r i sen. Kremer r ega r ds
Peter ' s vis it to the to~b as his t orical, s i nce he waS in
J e r us alem, as the denia l story shows (Kremer, ·Gr ab ,· p .
15 8) •
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Gal ilee whi le the wome n s t ay ed behi nd . Thi s would eve n have
had the apo l oget ic adva ntage of mak ing the appea ran ces
unexpected by keepi ng t he e~pty t omb unknown t o t he

disciples . But , no , the pre-Mark an pass ion stor y says, - Sut
go, t ell bis d i sc i pl es a nd Peter that be i s going befo r e you
to Gal ilee ; t her e you wi l l s ee bi m . • . - (Mk . 16: 7) . So
the discipl es were probably i n Jerusalem, but ly i ng low.

Bes i de s t his , it i s not i n f act true t hat t he discipl es
a r e missing ent i r e ly from t he s cene . Al l the gospels record
t he denia l of Pe t er whil e t he trial of Jesus was proc eedi ng;
J ohn adds that there was a nothe r disc iple with him, perhaps
t he Beloved Disciple (In . 18 : 15). Accor d i ng to Luke , a t t he
execut i on of J esus , "Al l hi s acqua intanc es • • • s t ood a t a
dist an ce a nd SAW thes e t hings · (Lk . 23 : 49 ) . It woul d hav e
been quit e da nge rous f or the disc ipl es to have observed t he
c r uc i f i xi on at close ha nd, f o r it wa s f orbi dden t o weep f or
crucified victims on pa i n of being c ruc i f i ed one se l f ; eve n
women and c hi l dr e n could be cruc ified f or suc h displays of
s ympathy .~ Hence, the di sc i ples perhaps viewed t he
cr uc i f i xi on from t he city wa l l opposite Gol gotha, known
today as Suk es-Zeit . ~ John s ays t ha t t he Beloved Dis c i pl e
was a t t he c ross with J esu s ' s mother a nd bo r e wi t ness t o
what happen ed there (I n . 19 :26-27 , 35). At t empt s to
i nt er pr et the Seloved Disciple as a symbol here or to l e nd a
pure ly t heological mea ni ng to t he passage seem t o hav e been
f r ui t l es s . Though Ma honey admit s that no co ns e nsus has been
r eached as to wha t i s meant t heo logi ca l l y by John here , he

s t aunChly insists t hat i t cannot be histor ica l because t he
d i sc i pl es f l ed" --whi ch appears to be a pe t i t i o pri ncipi i .
Mahoney thinks the mothe r i s an anti-docetic reminder and
t ha t t he story sh ows t he br ea k with J esus ' s earthly life as

75See 5chott roff , - Fr a uen am Grabe J esu ,· pp . 5-6 .

76Thi ede , Simon Peter , p . 8 7 .

77 M h , . .a one y, u JscJp l es, p . 100 .
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he discharges his respons ibility t o his mot he r . But s urely

the crucifixion i s r eminder eno ugh of ~e sus' s human ity I
Besides, Docetists d i d not necessa ri l y deny that the ma n

~esu s was bo rn and d ied , only t hat the d ivi ne Son himsel f

be came i nca r nate as ~esus . They g l ad l y held the div ine
Christ i ns pi red t he ma n Jesus from hi s baptism to hi s
crucif ix i on . In t ha t case , Mary 's presence s ays not hi ng
agai ns t Docetism. Moreover, t he break with Jesus ' s ear ly
life seems to be mor e in vi ew i n the appearance to Mary
Magdalene (30 . 20:17 ) . But t he discharging of hi s

r es ponsibility toward hi s mothe r is jus t t he sort of
merciful act that we could expect from Jesus . Agai n, t he

source of t his inci den t could be the memory of t he Bel oved
Disciple hi mself. So i t is not true t hat the disc iples are
completely a bs ent duri ng the l ow poi nt i n the course of
events pr i or to t he re surrection . Ther e are t herefore a
number of trad it i ons that t he disciples were i n J e rusal em
dur i ng the weekend; that at least two of t hem visited the
toab ought not , there fo r e , t o be excluded.

I t i s of t en asserted by s chola r s t hat t he story of the

di scipl es' visit to t he tomb i s a n apologe t i c dev elopment
de signed t o s hor e up t he weak witness of t he women. ~ Not
on l y doe s t here not s eem to be any proof for th i s , but
ag a inst i t stand t he tradi tions t hat t he discip l es were in

7BLake, Evi dence, p . 189; Marxsen , Resurrect i on , p .
59 ; Wilckens, Auf er s t ehung, p . 67; Ful ler, Formati on , p .
136 . Gardner - Smith stat es that John wanted t he me n t o be
t he first t o i nspect the empty t omb , so t hat he puts t he
angels out of place , leaving them nothing to do (Ga r dner ­
Smith, Res urrec t i on , p . 36 ) . This does not f ollow at all ,
for the ange l s could have t o l d Mary after the departure of
t he discip l es that Jesus is risen, he is go ing to Galilee,
etc. ; t hen would f ollow Jes us 's appearance , as i n Matthew.
Acco rd ing to Senoit, Resu rrection, pp . 256, 259 , t he
trad i t i on of Peter' s visit to t he tomb is old and re liabl e .
Brown a r gues t hat because in t he origina l story the tomb did
not produce faith, the story was not invented f or apologetic
purposes (Brown, John, p . 1002).
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Jerusalem. For i f t he wome n did fi nd the t omb empty on
Sunday morni ng , as most c r i tics t oda y are willing to admit ,
a nd reported t his to the disciples , the n i t seems
impl aus i bl e that the di s c iples woul d si t id ly by , not caring
to c heck out the women' s news . That one or two of them
s hould r un back t o the tomb wi t h t he women, even i f onl y to

satis fy their doubt s t hat t he women were mi s t a ken , seems
ve ry likely .
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CHAPTER 7

TBE APPEARANCE NARRATI VES

The Appearance to th e Wom en

Traditional Material
As we tu rn from t he empty t omb to the r e surrection

app earances of Christ, we f i nd t hat the f i r st appe a r ance is
to the wome n who visited t he t omb (Mt. 28: 9- 10; In . 20 :11­

18) . It is likely that we have here t raditiona l mat erial

concerning the same appearance: the gospe l s agr ee that

wome n (o f whom J ohn focu s es on Many Magdalene ) visited the
t omb, t ha t shortly ther eafter J esus appeared to them and

gave them a charge to convey to the d i s c i p l es and that they

carried out his instructions . Especia l l y significant is
that the action of the women i n gr asping J esus's fee t (Mt.
28: 9 ) seems to be presupposed in Jesus 's words to Mary, "Do
not hold me " (In . 20:17) . A remarkabl e verbal similarity
between t he t wo passages is t he use of "brothers~ for
"d i s c i p l e s " (Mt. 28 : 10 : l Ol:S 6.6E.l,qlol:t \.1 00 ; In. 20 :17 : 1tP ~ $

l OUt <i6£Aql OOt ). That the d i sc iples are in vi ew here a nd not
J es us ' s ea rl y brothers i s eviden t from t he fa ct that t he
women carry t he mes sa ge t o the eleven . Agai nst the
su gges t ion that thi s r epr e s e nts later Chr i s t i an usage and is
onl y coinc idental here s tands t he fact t ha t these two ve r ses
are unique in a l l the resurrect i on stor i es in using
"brothers" f or the di s ciples - - the eva ngel ists always speak
of the disc i ples or t he apost les or the Eleven or t he
Twe l ve . Ma t t hew freque nt ly uses ~ brethren· f or "d i s c i p l es ·
i n his gospel (see espec i a l l y 12 : 46-50 ; 2 3 :8; s e e a l s o 5 : 22,

23, 24, 47j 7 :3, 4, 5 ; 16 :15, 21, 35j 25 : 40 ) , but it is
s triking tha t the only ot he r verse wher~ "br ethren· appears



in John s harply distingui s he s be tween the original disciples
and the Chr i st ian br e t hren wh o are later believ ers ( ·The
s ayi ng spr ead abroad among t he br ethren that this disc iple

was not t o d i e - [.In. 21:23a )) . John never us es Q6 ~ 1.6 l> for
t he d i scipl es, but res e rves the t erm for bl ood r ela t ions or
in 21 :2 3 f or lat e r Chr istians. Thus it seems unl i kel y t hat
the us e of · br ot her s · in 20:11 i s a .Johannine redaction
r e f l ect ing l ater Christian usage, fo r this has not infected
his gospel at any other poi nt ; quite t he contra r y, t he terms
are kept disti nct.

As fo r Matthew, matter s of voc abu l ary and style ca nnot
determine whether r edact i on or tradition is r esponsible f or
vs . 9-10 . Assumi ng that .Jobn is i ndep endent of Matthew's
gospel, it is most plausible that .John and Mat t hew share a
trad i t i on . Though one might seek to explain t he individual
sim ilarities of the passages in othe r ways , the cumulative
weight of the para l lels sugges ts that neither passage is
purely redactional , but t hat t hey both remembe r the same
eve nt .

Some Points of Compari son
I n Matt hew the appea r ance t o the women is related right

after the story of the empt y tomb in Hk . 16:1 -8. Were it
not for the fact t ha t Ma t thew writes , "So they departed
qui ckly from the t omb with fear and great joy, a nd r a n t o
te l l his disc iples " (Mt. 28 :8), one would be tempt ed t o
think J esus 's appearance occurred at t his point to halt t he
s t unned and fleeing women of Mk . 16 : 8 and to re i tera te the
i nst ruct ions which t hey had di s obe yed to go t e l l the
di s ciples . Some th ink vs . 8-9 reflect an ap peara nce story
in a lost end i ng to Mar k i n whi c h the appe arance did serve
to overturn the women 's silence in Mk . 16 :8 . But then it
seems diff icult t o understand why Matthew should abandon
this motif i n favor of wh~t seems to be a somewhat redundan t
appearance . In John t he appearance a lso occurs after an
a nge l i c vision at the tomb, but Ma ry i s standing and crying ,
not running to the disciples, since she has not yet hea r d
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that Jesus is risen . Interes t ingly in John, Jesus also
es sentia lly r epeats t he ange l s ' words, though the words are
different in Matt hew an d John .

J ohn 's dramat i c sce ne in whi c h Mary conf ronts and
recogni2es Jesus is one of the mos t tender and lovely

stories of the gospels. I n Mat t hew, t here is no difficulty
r ecogni zing .Jesu s , but i n .John we f i nd a motif t hat also

app ears in t wo other resurrec t ion s tor ies (the Emmaus a nd
Lake of Tiber ias appearances) that J es us is not at f i r s t
recognized . Though i n t he Ti be r i a s appea rance, the
di fficul ty of r ecognit i on could t heore tical l y be due t o
dis t an ce , it is i dl e to contend that the Emmaus d i sciples do
not recogni ze .Jesus on the road because they do not look hi m
f ull in t he face as they walk side by side or that Mar y
mistakes .Jesus f or t he ga r dener be ca use she cannot s ee

t hr ough her t ears . Nor doe s it s eem l egitimate t o appeal to
Paul' s doctrine of the spiritual body as grounds for non­

r ecognit i on, since t he change envisioned by Paul was
apparently not one t ha t changed the facial appearance but
the perishable nature of the body . Rather the cause of the
non- recogn i t i on seems to ha ve been supernatural: "But their
eyes wer e kept f rom recognizing him . • • And t he ir ey es
were opened and they r ecognized him· eLk . 24: 16 , 31 ). Whe n
Jesus speaks he r name, t hen Mary 'S eyes are sim ila r l y opened
and s he immediately recognizes him (c f . In . 10:3 ).

.resus vs words 11 0 1I0 U ihou in t he present imperative a re
a command to hal t either a~ action abo ut to be done or a n
ac tion being don e . Compa r i son with Matt hew's account makes
it probabl e that Mary has fal len at .Jesus 's feet to hold a nd
kiss t hem , I a nd that Jes us 's comma nd mea ns , "Do not cl ing t o

150 Rudolf Schnackenburg, Das Johannesevangel ium 3
vol s . , HT~NT 4 (Fr eiburg : Herder, 1976), 3:316 ; .Jacob '
Kremer, D~e Osterevangelien--Geschicht~n um Geschichte
(~tu7tgart: Katholisc hes Bib elwerk , 1911 ) , p. 172. On
k1ss1ng the feet see Tractate Kethubboth 63a.



rne.~ 2 The verbs used in Mt. 28:9 and I n . 20:1 7 ca n be used
i nt er cha ngeabl y , as in Mt. 8:15; Mk . 1 : 31 . The message
J esus gives Mary to convey is not that he wil l go befo re
them to Galilee, but that he is ascending . The di f ficu lty
he re is that t he as ce ns i on of Jesus seems to be placed
before the appearance to the Twelve rather t han after wards
as in Luke. And why would it be i mpr ope r fo r Mary to touch
Jesus be fore t he ascension, but not improper for Thomas
afte rwards ? Br own has a r gue d that the concept of ascens i on
is different for John than for Luke . 3 For J ohn i t means
glorif i cat i on, but f or Luke it is simply t he ce ssat ion of
appearances. The reason Jesus puts Mary of f is t hat she had
misunde rstood In . 14:18-19; 16 :22 i n terms of a permanent
eart hly pr es en ce of J esus wi th the disciples i ns tead of i n
t erms of the presence of the Hol y spirit . Br own thin ks t hat
t hi s int erpretat i on would r emove t he discrepa ncy between
J ohn and Luke concerning the time of the ascension , s ince

t he same event is not i n view.
But the prob lem wi t h Br own ' s view is t hat it implies

t hat Mary sees an appearance of Jesus in his ungl orifi ed
state. This seems wrong- -Mary ' s words are t he same as t he
disciples ' : ~ I hav e seen the Lord . ~ Brown tries to escape
t his conc lusion by a rgu ing that the time lag is acc i dental
and uni mpor t a nt ; fo r John t he resurrect ion i s the
glorif icat i on . But thi s reply seems unco nvinc i ng, for how
could J es us then poss i bl y s ay ~ I have not yet ascended to
t he Father ? ~ John f orce s the t ime l ag upon us ; Brown cannot
escape i t . Whe n J es us met Mar y he had not yet ascended . I t

2Raymond E. Brown , The Gospel accor di ng t o Jobn,
Anc h Bib 29A (Garden City, NY : Doubled ay & Co . , 1970) , p.
992 ; Regi nald H. Ful ler , The Forma t i on ot th e Resurrecti on
Narra tives (London: SPCK, 1972) , p . 138 ; Grant Osborne,
"Hi s t or y and Theo logy i n the Resurrection Narratives : a
Redac t i onal Study" (Ph. D. thesis, Unive r s ity of Aberdeen,
1974 ) , p . 287; M. McGhe e , "A Less Theological Reading of
John 20 : 1 7 , ~ JBL 105 (1 986):299-302.

3Brown, John , pp . 1012 - 14 .
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is more plau s i bl e that John did not equate the resurrection­
glorification of J esus , which was one ev ent, wi th the
ascension , which was another event . Perhap & he means , ~ Do

not cling to me, to keep me here , s ince I ha ve not ascended
to the Father yet ; but t ell my br ethren I will as cend , e t c. "

When Mar y sees J esus he i s thus raised and glori fi ed, but
since his ascens i on is a future event , sh e need not worry

about ha ngi ng on to him. 4 The difficulty wi th t hi s
interpr etation i s that the present t en s e would s eem to
i ndi ca te the contrary, tha J esus is in t he proces s of
as cendi ng and Mary must not ha lt him as he is under way . But
t he present t ense ca n mean ~ I am ab out to ascend t o my
Fat her , " which would el i mi na te the difficulty . For John, as
much as for Luke, t he as ce ns i on may have simply closed t he
s eries of app earances.

Traditions Behi nd John 20 :1 -1 8
The t raditions i n I n . 20 :1-18 are notorious l y difficult

t o s eparate. The narrative is so smooth a nd cont inuous as
i t now stands that it is virtually impossible to pick out
sp ecific verses as marking the borders of dif f erent
traditions. Most of the cri t eri a us ed by scholars t o spot
the traditions s eem somewhat cont rived . Brown, for example ,
points to the fo l l owi ng ~ dif ficu lties " : ( l) Mary comes t o
t he tomb a lone, but speaks as ~ we" ; (2 ) she says t he body is

stolen, but does not l ook int o t he tomb unt i l v . 11; (3)
there i s a duplica tion i n t he description of Pe t er and the
Beloved Disciple: (a ) two MtO " phrases in v , 2 , (b)
l iteral ly "Pet er went out . .. and they wer e corni ng " i n v .

3, (c) repet ition of what is s een in vs . 5 , 6, (d ) t he
contrast be tween vs . 8 , 9; (4) t he fa ith of t he Beloved
Disciple has no effect on t he others ; (5) i t is not c l ear
how or Why Mary got ba ck to t he tomb i n v . 11; (6) she sees

4S0 C.F.D . Moule , "The I ndividual ism of the Fourt h
Gospel, ~ NT 5 (1 962 ) : 175; James D.G. Dunn; Bapt i s m in th e
Holy spirit (Londo n : SCM, 1970 ) , pp . 176- 77.
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angels instead of the burial clothes in v . 12 ; ( 7 ) her

conversation wi th t he a ngel s does not advance the story; and
(8 ) she tu r ns to ~ esus twice. '

But whi l e (1 ) s hows a trace of tradition, i t g ives no

c lue of sepa r a t e traditions cOmbined here . The inference

mentioned in (2 ) would be qu ite natural , and VB . 1 and 11

could not have once been contiguous . since then there would
be no reason for the weeping before she looks into the tomb
(ct . v. 13). Point (3) again shows no separation of
t raditions, but only that the evangelist has perhaps f illed

out his tradition with personal information. In Any case ,
( 3a) Is perfectly acceptable grammar ; (3b) is no duplication

when the words substituted by ellipsis points are restored:
~ and the other di sci p l e - ; (3c) is not a s imple duplication,

since v . 7 goes wi t h v. 6; and (3d) shows no separation of

tradition, since v . 9 15 the eva ngelist's own co mme nt . As
f or (4 ) , t he Beloved Dis cip l e ' s keeping t hese things in his

heart until he had t hough t t hem through or f urther events

clarif ied matters, rather than perhaps raising false hope by
voca lizing them, s eems perfect ly plausible. With regard to

(5) , i t i s natu ra l l y assumed that she ra n back with or a f ter

the d isciples whom s he fetc hed . Point (6 ) has l ittle

weight~-of cou r s e , s he would notice two angels s uddenl y
sit t ing in the t omb rathe r than t he burial c lothes whi ch had

already been seen! Again, (7 ) i nd i ca t e s traditional

materia l but s ays nothi ng about s epa r a t e t radit ions. Point

(8 ) s e ems rather tr i via l , since the f irs t t urning would

otherwise have to be long t o a s epar at e tradition in vs. 11 ~

14 , whi c h on l y i nc r eas es the diff iculties, since t hi s looks

more l ike a n empty t omb t ha n an appea r a nce story .

5Brown, John , p . 995; cf . Sc hna ck enbur g ,
Johan nesevangel ium, 3 :3 55-56 . Robinson compla ins t ha t
Brown' s so-called inconsiste nci es are mer ely i nf e licities or
r epet i t i ons i n t he te l l ing (J. A.T. Robinson , The pri ority o f
John , ed . J . F . Coa k l ey (London : SCM, 198 5) , p. 290) .

Hartma nn re c onstruc t s a text whi ch he t hinks l a y before

the evange lis t ~hi ch l eaves vs . l -lla pre t t y much int act

exc ept that the Be l oved Di scip l e i s not i ncluded, sk ips over

vs. I l b-1 4a , a nd co nt i nue s again f r om v. 14b . 6 His reasons
f or excerpt i ng Ilb-1 4a, which he th i nks we r e not added by

the eva nge l i s t , bu t a redac tor, include: (1) Mary i s

weeping before sh e looks inside , l eaving t he stooping
unmotiva t ed ; (2 ) t he d ia l ogue is a r ti fic i a l a nd f its bet ter

with J e su s ' s word s; and (3) t he s i ngular o f v . 13 cont r a s ts

wit h the p l ur a l o f v . 2 . But (1) can not prec lude that Mary

should want to look into t he tomb a second t i me; one mu st

not expect her t o act like a pass i onless robot. As f or (2),
J e s us' s words cou l d be a repetit ion o f the a nge ls', not vic e
versa . And ( 3) cou ld be a ccounted f or a s a rewriti ng of t he

evangelis~ 's har.d rat her than of a later redactor's. The
f act t hat ange ls appear in t he synoptic tradition a lso

s t rongly s uggests t hat t he ange lic appearance is

traditional. Why e lse should a later redactor wish to

i ns ert it? The fact is that t he J ohanni ne chapter is so

well written t hat , were i t not f or the Synoptics, we should

have lit tl e grounds for positing mul t i p l e traditions.
Giv e n t he synop t i cs, however, i t is evident that there

were separate tradit ions which are r ef lected in John.

Fi r st, there is a tradit ion of the women's vis i t to t he
empty t omb, COmbi ned wi t h a n ange l i c vis i on . Second, the r e

is the t r adition of Pe t er an d a nother d i s c i ple ' s v i si t t o
the t omb . And th i r d, the re is a tradit i on that J esus

appeared nea r the tomb t o the women . That these trad i t i ons

were s epar a t e is evident f rom t he fact t ha t not all the

gospels include them. I nte r es ting ly, John a lone attests all
th r ee of t hese t raditions . Becaus e t hes e t radit ions a r e
separate, t he chronologica l order is difficult to
r econstruct. Logically, one would expect ( 1) t he women f i nd

6Ge r t Hartma nn, "Di e vor l a ge der Osterberichte in
J oh 20, " ZNW 55 ( 1964 ) : 197- 220 .



7S0 Gera ld o'Collins, The Eas ter Jesus, 2d ed .
(London : Dar t on, Longman & Todd, 1980 ) , pp. 26-27 , t hough
one cannot agree with all hi s re as oning .

leave vs , lla and 14b in juxtapo s ition: J.~ oli\! h),Q~E \!

-ll EWL"E \: tb\! ' Inoov\! . •. • Of course, t his i s speculat i ve ,
and i t cou l d be that In . 20:1 conceals all of Mk. 16:1-8 and
t hat In . 20 : 11-14 i s i n place . We shou l d not be surprised
that J ohn ' s angels or J esus do not comma nd t he di sciples to
go to Galilee , fo r John intends only t o na rra t e J erusa l em

appearances . T~~S, they ask a bout weeping or speak of t he
imminent ascension. The resurrection narrat ives a r e, from a
historical poi nt of view, most uncertain when it come s to
the words that a re spoken, and s o i t is here. 7

t he empty grave; (2) they r epor t this to Peter a nd t he
d i sciples who r eturn (with them ) to the grave s i te; a nd,
f i na l ly , ( 3) the women s ee Jes us a f t er t he d i s c ipl es'
depart ure . Actually, t his is not so far from what the
gospels re late. Mark t ells only (1) ; Luke relates ( 1) a nd
(2 ); Matthew has (1) a nd (3 ); a nd John recounts (1), ( 2),

and (3) . Because Matthew ha s appended the appearance
tradition, whi ch was originally s epa r at e and selbststHndig,
directly t o t he Markan tomb stor y, i t gives the illusion
that the appearance oc cur r ed be fore t he women reached the
disciples , which Luke and J ohn t e ll us i s not so . The
appearance did not oc cur until the disciples and women had
all r eturned to the tomb . As for t he angel ic appearance,
this was part of the t radit ion of t he di scovery of the empty
tomb . Interestingly, the verses regarded by Hartmann as a
redactiona l addi tion (In. 20:11b-14a ) would fit well with
I n . 20:1 : she saw the stone r.P1Jl\!o\! (;M r eo lJ\!n1J E~O \! .

• . . • She s ees t he a nge ls a nd
'tOU1~ i~ .o uo~ ia tP&~n E~~ l~ 6.~ow

Object i ons to the Historicity of the Appearance
The app earance of Jesus t o t he women is often dismissed

as an unhi s torica l legend, but this conclusion may be hasty .
For example, it i s sometimes asserted that the Christophany
i s a legendary product of the angelophany.8 Now whi l e this

i s an interesting poss ibility, t he r e just s eems t o be no
evidence for i t ; against it stands the fact that t he
tradi t i on of the Christophany is almost ent i re l y dissimi l ar
to the ange lophany . I f they are genealogically re lated one
would expect some traces of t he former in the l at t er . And
it would be a bit s trange that Matthew a nd John should
relate both tradi tions , unsuspecting that they are in
reality the same incident. Again, it is sometimes asserted
that the Christophany represents an apol oget i c attempt t o
reinforce the message of t he angel. 9 But thi s seems to be
question-begging, since the only evidence for such an
int e r es t is the tradition itself. And really, to add an
appearance to women hardly seems to be rigorous apologetics .
Sometimes i t is as serted that the Chris tophany is de s i gned
to unite the originally separate empty t omb and appearance
tradit ions . IO But it seems t o me that this view involves a

8p • Gardner-Smith, The Narratives ot the
Res ur rec t i on , (London: Methuen, 1926 ), p . 46; Fuller, .
Formation , p . 138 . I nt er es t i ngl y , Michaelis has argued Just
the opposite, t hat the Christophany i s primitive ~nd t~e

an ge lophany i s a legendary copy I (Wilhelm Michae11s , D1e
Erscheinungen de s Auter s t a ndene n [Basel : Heinrich Maier ,
1944], pp . 17- 21) . See also James W. D.G. Dunn, J esus and
the Spiri t (London : SCM, 1975) , p . 126 .

9U l r ich Wil ckens, Aufers teb ung, TT4 (Stuttgart and
Berlin: Kreuz Ve r lag , 1970 ) , p , 68 ; John E. Als up , . T~e Post­
Resu r r ection Appearance Stori es of the Gos pe l-Trad1 t10n , CTM
A5 (Stuttgart: Calwer ve rlag , 1975), p . 106.

10Ha ns Grass, Oster gescheben und Osterber i cbte, 4th
r ev . ed . (Gott i nge n : Vandenho eck & Ruprecht, 1970) , pp. 27,
120; C.F . Evans, Res ur r ec t i on and the New Tes tame nt , SBT 12
(London : SCM Press , 1970), p . 83 . Wi l c ke ns asserts that Mk.
16 :7 represen ts the first attempt to combine or i gina l l y
s epa r at e empty tomb and appea r a nce traditions ( Wilc~en5,

"Hi s t or y," p . 71; so also X. Leon Dufour , Resu rrect10n and

• . . • That wouldt':1JW\!~ IIltpo\!

•~plMU~E \! E~ ' 'to U\!nUECO\!
answ~rs their question;
'tplXE~ 06\! MO~ tP XE't O~ . pb,
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f undamenta l misunderstandi ng. The appearance traditions
were, of cours e, originally s epa rat e, as the different
appearance stor ies of t he gospels show, and probably none of
t hem a part of t he pr e - Marka n pa s s i on s t ory . There was no

running account of a ll the appearances , just s epar a t e

s tori es . Diff erent evangelists knew or chose different
stor i e s . Thi s i s one reason why t he course of events is so
diffi cult to reconstruct. One s t ory was of the appearance
of Jesus t o t he women near t he tomb . Matthew and J ohn knew

or cho se thi s s t ory. To say th i s stor y r epres e nt s t he
a t tempt t o f use the tomb with appearances already assumes

the st or y is not t r ue--a petitio principii. To s ay there
was a de s ire to uni te appearances with t he tomb is question-

the Message of Easter [London: Geoffery Chapma n, 1974 ], p .
133) . But we have seen that v. 7 was part of the pre-Markan
passion st ory; certa inly it has not been proved that it was
not. But now t he di stinct i on be twee n t he t wo t r ad i t i ons
collapses , since the earliest tradit i on we have mentioned
t hem both (a s i s a l so implied i n 1 Cor . 15) . Schnackenburg
dismisses the appearance to the women as unhi stor i ca l
because Luke does not know i t; J ohn ' s i nt e r e st i s not
hi s tor i ca l but t heologi cal , and the s tor y is a prelude to
the nex t appear an ce (Schnacken burg , Joh annes evangelium,
3:380 ). But Luke is not t he ya rds tick of hi s t oricity (a nd
he may have known it , but not ment i oned it be cause women ar e
weak witne s ses and Luke - Acts is very concerned t o adduce t he
wi tnesses to the Christ ian f aith); ther e i s no r eason t o
t hi nk t hat John di d not r ega rd the appea rance to Mary as
hi s torica l as her v i s i t to t he tomb . In no s ense is it a
prelude to the next appea rance ; Brown r emarks t hat t he
appear a nce to the Twelve could come as it is Wholly apart
from t he appearance to Mar y (Brown, John , p. 1027-28) . Bode
obj ects to t he hi s t or i c i t y of the appe a r a nce t o the women on
three grounds: (1) it only repeat s the angel's mes s age ; (2)
it i s s t ra nge that women shou ld be the fi r s t to s ee J esus
whe n they are not officia l wi t ne s s es; (3) t he r e woul d be no
value t o the report of wome n (Edwa rd Lynn Bode , The Fi r s t
Easter Mor ni ng , AB 45 [Rome : Bibl i cal Institute Pr ess,
1970 1, p. 56) . Remarkably, (2) and (3) are very good
reasons to accept the appearance 's hi s t or i city, since these
would be r easo ns aga i nst suc h a st ory 's evo lving wi t hout
foundation i n fact . As for (1 ) , it may be Matthew lacked
the words, so he just us ed t he angel's again . On t he other
ha nd , Grundmann protes ts t hi s i s not j us t a duplication , but
the accent of importance (Walter Grundmann , Da s Evangel i um
nach Mat t haus , 3d ed . , THKNT I [Ber l in : Evangelische
Verlagsanstal t , 1972) , p.370 ) .
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begging s ince t he onl y evidenc e f or such a n interest is t he
stor y itse l f ; t hat Luke shows no such conc ern s eems to be
evi dence aga i ns t t he exis tence of s uch a n i nterest. I n a ny
case , we hav e already s e en t hat the pre-pauline appea ra nce
tradit i on cited in I Cor. 15: 3-5 impl ies the empty t omb a nd
that t he pre-Markan empty tomb t rad i t ion ment ions , ev e n if
it doe s not narr at e , a re surrect ion appearance . I t seems
t ha t the s t ory of the appeara nce t o the women was simply on e
of several i ndependent t r aditions co ncer ning Jes us's

appea r ances .

The Appearan ce to the Emmaus Disciples
Chronological ly , t he next appearances ment i oned in t he

gospe ls are those to the Emmau s di s c iples and t o Peter later
t he s ame day (Lk . 24 :1 3-35) . The s tory of the walk to
Emmaus is a nother of t he gospels' mos t beautiful s tories, a
li t er a r y masterpiece . The ma in purposes of the story are t o
show t ha t the res urrect i on i s the f ulf illment of Old
Testament prophe c ies and t ha t J e s us was recognized by
witness es ; l i t urgi ca l mot i fs a r e seco ndary. If we regard
the appearance of J esus t o Mary a nd the women as hi s torical ,
t hen it is evident t ha t t he two t rave l l ers t o Emmau s , i f
they ar e a lso historical, left Jerus a l em a f t e r Peter a nd the
other d i s c i ples returned from t he empty tomb (Lk . 24 : 22-24)
and before the women came wi t h t hei r report that he was
risen (Mt. 28 : 11; In . 20 :18 ) . Luke himse l f is eithe r
unawa r e of or does not ch oose to empl oy the appearance of
J es us to the women . The exact location of Emmaus i s
disputed. ll Only one of the travellers is named, Cleopas ,
t he ot her being perhaps his wi f e . As they wa lk a l ong, Jesus
joi ns them and during t he course of their journey expla ins
t o them the Old Testament basis f or the suffering and
resurrection of the Messiah . When the travelle rs prevail

11See literature in Kremer, Os t er evange l i en, p . 116 ;
I. Howard Marsh all , The Gospel of Luke , NI GTC (Exet e r:
Paternos ter Pres s , 1978 ) , pp . 892-93.
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upo n Je l u8, whom t hey still have not recognized, to stay the
night at Emmaus, Jesus breaks bread with t hem, during whlcb

they recogn i ze him. He vanishes. The exci ted pair r et ur n
at once to Jerusalem to the d i sciples . Before the y c an

re late their stor y, the di sciples exclai m, -The Lord has
r i s e n i ndeed , and bas appe a red to Simon l - Then the two from
Emmaus share their exper i ence .

Tradi tional Materia l
Considerations of vocabu lary a nd style s ugges t t hat in

t he !mmaus story Luke i s following t r adi t iona l ma t e ria l ,
thou gh f r e ely giving it bac k often i n hi s own worda. U

The r e is nothing in v . 13 t hat evinces a redactiona l hand,
except perhap s f or the phr as e - that ve ry day; - there are
here no indications of a Lukan theological i nterest , fo r
despite Luke 's theo logi cal c oncen t r a t ion on J erusa l em,
Emmaus is defi nitely no t J e ru sa l em. Two Lukan Yards
OIlI.Ac:tv and O'lAt Bo'vw i n v , 14 show Luke's own wor di ng, but
t he d i scourse moti f was probably in his s ource , s ince the
wor d ll.tt~ , whi c h occurs f r equently i n t he di scour s e with
tpb" alhou" ' occurs in v , 19 with aUloC" , The latter usage

occu r& 65 out of 82 times i n Lukan source material, which
points to a pre-redact i onal d iscourse moti f . In the same

verse Na!;ClO1lVoiJ i s non-Luka n, as are o.Vdlll OI. end B.oa6t t " in
v . 25. I n v . 28 Luke appea r s to return more c l osely to his

t r adition : the combi na tion of £yyCtt l.V wi th tOPtuc:w (or
co gna t e) fou nd i n v . 15 appears aga i n in v . 28 , a s does the

(los ~~\l1lv of v , 13. The ~a·1. o.Utd's us ed from v , 15 recur ­
ri ngly wi t hout t he ant ecedent is fou nd i n vs . 28, 31 . Other
non-Lu ken te r ms a re lPoa"ol.l~ with t he comparative adv er b
lOpp..lt c:po v (hapa x legomenon for t he New Tes tament ),
lIapa ll l.a l;ca&a l. (here a nd once in Act s f or the entire New

Testament ) , .pos l Olll oav tOtt v (her e and twice in Acts

12B• Rigaux, Dieu l 'a ressuscit~, SBFA ~ (Gembloux :
Oucul ot, 1973 ) , pp . 2215-29; Als up , St ories, pp . 190- 94;
Osbo rne , ~Resurrection, ~ pp . 232-35.
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fo r the New Testame nt ), and per haps tloo1')Utv t ou lIc:tv al.

auv QUtoCS a nd 6 I.avo l:"yt l." . The s tory i s therefore not a
Lukan c r ea tion, but came to Luke at leas t i n t he major
po int s of the out l ine through his sour ce. Thes e were
probably t he e nc ounter on t he r oad, perhap s s ome sort of
dis course, a nd fi nally the r e cognit i on at t he meal a nd

J esus 's disappea rance . u

Eucharistic Motifs
It i s freque nt l y a l leged t hat the r ecognit i on by t he

meal is a eucha r i s t i c mot if of t he ear ly church . l
• The

words of v . 30 : ~ he t ook the bre a k and blessed, a nd br oke

i t, and gave i t to them ~ ( ~Q s;.,." to" OOt O" t uA&y llCl(V 110.1.. _l&oQs;

£u6C60u 110 t Oi. S; ) c e r t ainl y echo t he words of 22:19 "he took
bread , and when he had given t hanks he broke it and gave it

t o theZD~ ( AQSW" &QTO" t OXQl)..al~QS blQot" ~ a'" l 6 lolllC"

a \n:ots ): But t he r e are not verbat i m par ellels except t he
gene ral pa r t iciple lallW". Signif i cant is perhaps t he fact
that the i mportant verb tUxClOl.ot l iol (also f ound in t he old
t r ad i tion of I Cor . 11: 24 ) i s l ac king in v . 30 , though
Mat thew and Mark use tuloyl~ i n t he Last Supper (Ht . 26:26;
Nk. 14 :22) . I t may be that v . 30 is t he typicel formula f or

13pa ul Winter, - The Tr eatment of his Sources by the
Thi r d Eva ngel i st in Luke XXI - XXIV, - ST 8 (1954): 138- 72.

14Gardner .Smith, Res urrecti on , p . 69; Eduard Lohse ,
Di e Auferstebung J esu Christi i n Zeugn is des
Lukasevangel iums , as 31 (Neukirchen- vluyn:
Neukircbnerverl ag , 1961), p . 30; Hugh Anders on , Je sus and
Cbr i s ti an Or i gins (New Yor k: Oxfo r d Univer s i t y P~ess , 1964),
p. 229; Pierre Benoit, The Passion and Resurrect~on of Jesus
Cbr i s t , trans . B. Weatherhead (New York: Herder & Herder,
1969) , pp. 279-82; H. -D. Bet2 , ~ Urs pru ng and Wesen
c hri s t lichen Glauben s na ch der Emma uslegende (Lk . 24, 13­
3 2), ~ ZNW 66 (1915 9) :1 2. Mor e r e cent scholarship t ends , on
t he co ntra ry , to view the meal mot i f i n the framewor~ of
J esus 's tabl e f ellowsh i p with hi s d i s c i p l e s dur ing h~s

mi ni s t r y . See, eg., Pheme Perkins , Res urr~cti on: New .
Tes t ament Wi t ness a nd Contemporary Reflect~on (Garden C~ty,

N.Y. : Doubl eday' Co. , 1984), p . 162; B.P. Robinson , ~ The

Place of the Emma us St or y i n Luke - Acts ," NTS 30 ( 198 4): 481­
97 .



t he break i ng of bread at a n or dinary J ewish meal . While it
woul d be unusual fo r the guest to ass ume the rol e of head of
t he hous e in breaki ng the bread, i t may be that Jesus did
this du r i ng his ear thly min i s t ry as wel l .

At any r a te , t he mea l mot i f is quite subordinate in the
s t or y and serves the major theme of recognit ion, as t he
eati ng in 24 :4 1-4] serves the t heme of corporeality . u A
prob lem i n r egard i ng t his as a eucharistic motif i s that t he
point s of co ntact wi t h the words of i nstitu tion and t he
f e llows hi p of tbe believers is altoget her lac king .~ The
moment one would expect a r eference to mea l f el lowshi p with
hi s discipl es , t he principa l characte r di sappears a nd the
ot her t wo hur r y ba c k t o Jerusa lem. The s tructure of t he
s t ory i s t hat when Jesus is incogni~o he appears, but wben
he is recognized, he di s appears- -tbe very opposite of the
euchari s t ic pr esencel At t empts to find a -trigger- f or t he
recognition of Jesus in t he br eaking of the bread becaus e
the Emmaus disciples were at the Las t Supper ar e wi t hout
f ounda t i on. Luke gives no suggestion t ha t a ny earthly
memory of the pai r or a ny sign to them -trigge r ed- t beir
r ecogni t i on of Jesus--it was pu r e l y a divine act, a nd t he
mea l framework seems t o be of seconda ry i mportance , per haps
even i nciden ta L

15Be rger has argu ed tha t the ea ting with t he
discipl es is not meant to evo ke the euchari s t , but t o s erve
as a link to the pre-resurrection J esus , who shared mea l s
with the di s c i ples, thus Showing the continu i t y betwee n t he
eart hly and risen Chr i s t (Klaus Berger, Die Auf er s t ehung der
Propheten und die Erh~hung des Menschen sohnes , SUNT, 1]
(Got t i nge n : Vanden hoeck , Ruprec ht, 1976] , p . 162) .

16Al s up , Stories, p . 197 ; cf. J . Rol off, Das Kerygma
und der irdische Jesu (G6t t i ngen : Vandenhoeck , Ruprecht ,
1970) , p . 257. Plummer a lso notes that the imperfec t i s
neve r used of the eucharist as it is in v . 30; bread is not
of eucha r i s t i c significan ce either , be ing the common wor d
fo r food (Alfred Plummer , The Gospel according to S. Luke ,
5th ed ., ICC (Edinburgh : T'T Clark, 1964], pp. 556-57). See
al so Paul Billerbeck, Komment~r zurn Neuen Test~men t ~us

T~lmud und Hidr~ sch, 6 vols . , ed . Herrw~nn L. Strack
(Munchen : Beck, 1922 -63 ) , 1 : 685- 87.

•
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Objections t o the Hi s t or i c i ty of t he Appearance
It has been s a i d that the Emmaus story i s a pure

example of the l ite r ar y ge nr e of legend : God walks with men
un r ec ogni zed i n human fo rm, reveals himsel f , a nd
disappe a r s . 11 However , l i ttle so lid ev idence s e ems t o have
been br ought forth i n support of this classificat ion. 11 We

shall return t o t his quest ion l at e r when we di s cu s s the
Gat t ung of t he Hellenistic di s appeara nce l egends and t he

gospe l appeara nce st ories.

The Appeara nce t o Peter
Whe n t be Emmaus di s c i pl e s arrive back i n J erus a l em,

they are greeted by the words 3v t lol S: J1y {pO fl 0 JIlJpl.OS: MOl. ~-& n

U~"'Vl. (Lk. 24 : 34 ) . The l anguage s,eems to be kerygmatic a nd
r eca l l s t he f ormul a of I Cor . 15 . It i s a ma r k of Luke 's
integri t y as a historian t ha t although he eithe r l ac ked an
accompanying s t ory t or th is incident or had one he coul d not
us e , he did not i nve nt or d i stort one t o i nsert her e. a

Rather he i s conte nt with t his s hout of j oy . According to
24: 12 Pet er had returned home afte r vis i t i ng t he empty tomb,

17M• Dibe l ius, Die Formges chichte des Eva ngeliums,
3d ed . (TUbingen : Hohr, 1959 ), p . 190-93; Rudolf Bultmann,
Die Geschicbte der synopt i s cben Tradi tion , 2d ed ., FRLANT
12 (Got t i ngen : Vandenhoeck , Rupr echt, 1970) , p . 310; Be t z ,
-Ur s pr ung, · p . 8; Walter Grundmann , Das Evangelium nacb
Lukas , 8t h ed. , THKNT 3 (Berlin : Evangelisc he
Ver l agsanstalt, 1978 ) , p. 443; Perrin, Res urrecti on, p . 66 .

18Kremer remarks t ha t the res embla nce s of the Emmaus
story to visi ts of the gods a r e tange ntial; even the
r ecognition s cene i s not the ma in point (Kreme r , .
Ds t er evange l i en , p . 128 ; So a l so Pe r kins , Resurrect~on , p.
159) .

19DOdd r emarks that Luke refused , despi t e his
litera r y skill, to c r ea te a whole story out of a bare
statement of the ap pearance t o Peter (C. H. Dodd , - Th~ .
Appearances of the Risen Chri st : A study in fo rm- cr1tic1sm
of the Gospe ls, - in i dem, Mor e New Testament Studies
(Manchester : Manc hester Universi t y Press, 1968) , p. 126).
Thi s ought t o g i ve us s e r ious pause bef or e one co ncludes
that Luke has co nst ructed a f a lse seque nce of J erusalem
appea r anc es out of theo logical motives .



and 24 : 24 indicates t hat he r eported bac k to the group of
disciples . Somet i me after t he Emma us d i s c i pl es had left ,
Jesus app eared to Peter when he was alone .

We have no other certa i n i nformati on concerni ng thi s
appea r ance . I t has be en a rgued that the appearan ce to Peter
i s bidden i n other gospel stories. (This as s umes t ha t Luke
a nd , i mplicitly , Joh n as we l l hav e incorrectly pl aced the
appe ar ance to Peter i n J erus a lem.) Lk. 5 a nd In. 21 are t he
most likely candidates to contain an appeara nce to Peter.
The stories are very similar a nd Luke ' s pre-Easter account
has cert a i n dif fic~lties: t he cont ext i s dif f er ent t ha n Hk.
1:16- 20 ; Ht. 4: 1-2 ; the other fishermen presumabl y remai n on
t he sho re , but when the :at ch is made, they a re t he r e;
Peter 's fal l i ng to his kne es and -Depart from me- woul d be
more appropriate on l and; and the trans i t i on to t he ca l l of
the discip l es is awkward .M

Now even i f t his indicates that Luke has displaced an
Eas ter story, it remains a s t ory of a n appeara nce to the
di sci pl es; the re is no warrant fo r e ither di sso l ving them or
ex c l ud i ng their pa rt icipation in t he experience . Luke has
focused on Peter for dramatic effect, but t he presence of
ot hers wi t h him in t he boat is a l ready i mpl ic i t in t he
p l ura l ve rb of v. 4 as wel l as in vs . 6, 7 . Lk. 24: 34; 1
Cor . 15: 4 show the appearance to Pet er a lone was not
con fused with appearanc es to mu l t i ple disciples . But, i n
fact, Luke 's difficult ies may not war rant rega rding the

story as a displaced appearance story : it is the call of
the disciples t hat i s i n a dif f erent con text , r egardl es s of
the catch story 's being par t of i t ; the other fi she rmen's
sudden helpi ng in the catch says not hi ng in favor of this

being a displaced appearance s tory and only su pports the
tradi tion t hat ot he r s were i nvolved ; and i n view of the

20Brown, J ohn, pp. 1089-90 ; s ee also Raymond E.
Brown, Karl P. Donfr i ed , John Reuma nn, Sai nt Pierre dan s Ie
Nouveau Tes tament , LD 79 (Paris: Les ed itions du Cerf,
1974 ) , pp . 141-4 7, 154-58 .

)
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discipl es' astonishment, J esus 's words are not so aWkward.
Pet er' s pe rsona l react i on could take p lace i n his fis hi ng
boat ; but mor e importan t ly i t contradict s his reacti on in
In . 21 . Rat her than begging Jesus t o depart, he there
r us hes eagerly t o meet him. Peter' s confes s i on of

sinfu lness is said to refl ect his ab sol ut ion by Jesus i n I n .
21 f or hi s thr ee-fold denial . But i s i t t ru e t ha t I n .
21 : 15-1 7 i s Jesu s ' s abso lution? Whi l e the three - fold
commis s i oning probably r ef l ects t he three- f o l d de nial (In .
21: 17) , t his seque nc e i s exact ly t ha t : a commiss ioning , not
a r eh abilitation . 21 There is no conf ess i on of s i n, no word
of fo r gi ven ess - -this does not appear to be an absolution
scene. The absolution may hav e a lready taken place whe n
Jesus appeared t o Peter a lone i n J erusa l em; now be
commissions bim as sheph erd . This would expla i n why Peter
is so eager t o see Jesus t hat he plunges i nto t he sea t o
meet bim a nd does not beg Jes us to depart- - be is already a
forgiven man , r econc iled to hi s Lor d . So not on ly do Lk. 5
and I n. 21 s eem to portray i ncompatible r eactions; even In .
21 alone does not necessarily f urni sh evidenc~ of a first
appearance of Jesus t o Peter .

But if t his is t r ue , then much of the mot i va t i on i s
gone to discern al s o evidence of a n appearance to Peter in
Mat t hew's addi t i on abou t Peter 's wal king on the wate r (Mt.

14: 28- 33) or hi s great con fession (Mt. 16: 16- 19) . For t he
miracu lous ca tch and the walk ing on the water a r e
incompatibl e e l ements; but wi th t hese set aside, t here is
little information left. The grea t confession , even i f a

post-Easter retro ject i on, has l ittle t o s uggest an
appearance scene . Once one strips away t he confl i ct i ng
exte r na l circums tances of these s cenes we know l i ttle mor e

21So Rudol f Bultmann, Das Evangeli um des Johannes,
19t h ed . , KEKNT (GBt t i ngen : vandenhoec k , Rupr ech t , 1968) ,
p . 551 ; he a r gues this is not a s tor y of a restoration ~fter

the deni al, s ince there is no r epent a nce and no absolut Aon ,
but a variant of the commiss i oni ng of Peter to lead the
ch ur ch (cf. Mt. 16: 17-1 9; Lk. 22 : 32).



than wha t Luke hi mself t e ll s us : t hat havi ng previously
denied J esus, Peter after leaving the empt y tomb and going

home, saw Jesus. with that we must be cont ent.

The Appea r ance to tbe Twel ve
Traditional Ma t erial

Luke and John agree that on t he eveni ng of t he day on
whi c h the empt y tomb was di s cove red (Luke has appa r ently
moved the t ime indicat or t o v . 13 i n or der t o replace it
with a transi tional phrase), J esus stood in the mid s t of the
Twe l ve and greeted t hem a nd display ed his wounds to t hem.
Both Luke and John inc l ude teach ing on the di scip l es '
mis sion and the Holy Spiri t (Lk. 24 :36- 49, I n. 20 : 19-23 ) .
Thi s probabl y r epr es ent s t he cor e of the t r ad i t i on which lay
before Luke and John . Although ma ny schola r s , by compar i ng
Luke and John to Ma t thew ' s Ga li l ean appearance , cont end that
the location of t he appea rance i s pu r ely r edactional, the
fact that the time indicator was probabl y pa r t of the
tradit ionn seems necessarily to impl y t hat the l ocation of
the appearance in Je r usalem was t raditional, since the
disciples could not have reached Galilee by t his time and
all the gospel t raditions agree that the di s c i pl es r emai ned
in J eru sa l em over the weekend . John adds the detail t hat
the di sciples were hid ing beh ind closed doors for fear of
the Jews, which seems historical ly credible . Thi s detail
accentuates t he miraculousness of Jesus' s sudden appea rance
i n thei r mi ds t . Accor d i ng to the bes t texts , both Luke and
John record Jesus's greeting , E~orl"' n ULl~ '" , whi ch fo r John
might have theo logical signif i cance (In . 14 : 27) , but is
probab l y f or Luke a customary greeting.

Luke records that t he di sciples a re s tartled and
frighten ed and suppose that t hey are seeing a spirit

( n onsi",a ( Or ~a t l " lP o 8o ~ YC "'&Llt"'O~ £O&1I01N ~"'t lJ ..a &c"'Ot~ '" ) ,

22s chnackenburg , Jobannesevangel i um , 3:382 , points
out that John ' s time i ndica t or i s unusua l for the
eva nge l ist: a vo ranges t ell t e partic i pl e of the genit ive
ab so l ute . On Luke' s tradition, s ee Hars ha l l , Lu~ e, p . 901 .

:!6i

language whi ch sowe scholars have compared witb Mk. 6:49-50 :
o~ 6c ~ 6&"'T t ( a UTb", l 6ot o'" OT ~ '«"'TOO.,& r OT ~"" lIa~ oV{IIPota",·

Id"'Tt( YO-O OUTOV [Z6ov Ilot tT llodX&lloav The s i milarity

caused some copyi s t s to insert t he words from Mk. 6: 50 , ~ I t

is I; have no fea r l - into the t ext of Luke after Jes us' s
greeting . But the verbal similarit ies a re minimal, a nd one
ca nnot even say t ba t Luke bas t r ans ported the language of
t he Har ka n inc i dent to this appearance, much les s assert
that s imi lar trad i t i ons of the same r oot event a r e here i n
view. The one event evoke s the thought of t he other , bu t
one cannot say that they are genealogically related. Alsup,
who tries t o s how that the passages are related, can only
fi nd the f ollowing s i mI lar i ties (and onl y a f t er leaving out
the "wat er mot if" a nd the ~ cruc if ixion scar mot if " I) : (1)

Jesus comes to t he d i sciples; (2) t he disciples a re stru ck
with fear, thinking they are vi ewi ng a spirit appa r i t ion;
( 3 ) Jesus dispels their fea rs by assu r ing tbem t hat i t i s he
hims e l f . u Not only are these similarities so genera l as to
be of littl e help i n showing a genealog i cal relations hip
between t he two narratives , but t he s econd element, which is
the r eal po i nt of comparison, is lacking in J ohn . One must
a l so ignore tbe t raditional i t ems t hat Luke and John shar e
tha t are i ncompa t i bl e with t he wal ki ng on the water s t ory ,
su ch as tbe displaying of the wounds . And Al s up does not
s eem to be exaggerating when he admits that the
incongru i t i e s of content and location nevertheless
cons t i t ut e "a very thorny problem . "~ The similarities

between Luke a nd John's accounts are so s triking tha t i t
s eems f ruitless to try to cons t ruct a not her t r adit ion us ed
i n addition by Luke.

23Al s up, Stories, p . 170 .

24 Ibi d •
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In the Lukan vers ion, doubt plays a major role in t he
story . ~ But t h i s needs to be carefully qualified . The

doubt does not concern the identity of the appearing per son ,

but his corporea lity . Bot h VB. 37 , 39 clearly show that the

disciples t hink they are seeing a ghos t , tba t is, a non ­
phys i ca l apparit ion . This is why Jesus invites the

disc ipl es to handle him and why he eat s tbe f i s h be fore
t hem. This does not therefor e seem to be in any s ens e a

recognition s cene . Jesus does not appea r i ncognit o, nor are
the discip l es' ey e s ope ned . It i s s imply a matter o f
pr ov ing t hat J es us is bodi ly r aised from the de ad .

The doubts of the d i sc i p les sta nd i n a cert a in tens ion
with v . 34, since it appears t he re tha t the d isc i p l e s
be lieved Jesus was ri se n a nd had ap peared to Peter .~ This

migh t be taken t o prove t ha t this appearance was in rea lit y

the f irst . But even if Jesus did appear fi rs t to Peter ,
given the suddenness and the unexpectedness of Jes us' s
encounter wi th the Twelve, i t is l ittle wonder that they
though t they were s e e ing a ghost. Since v . 34 i8 keryqmatic
language , moreover , one need not a ssume that all the

disc iples had he art ily embraced Peter 's experience a s r eal .

25 I t is f requen tly ma intained tha t the do ubt motif
increases i n inverse proport ion to the age of the gospels ,
perhaps as an apologet ic attempt t o free the disciples of
the c harge of gull i bi l i t y (Hans Freiherr vo n Campenhaus en ,
Dec Ablauf der Osterereignisse und das Leer e Grab, 3d r ev .
ed . , SHA ! Hei del ber q : Carl Wi nter , 1966J, PP. 39-40 ;
wi l ck ens , Auf er s t ehung , p . 74 ; Grundmann , Mat t hSus , p . 576 ) .
But this fails to reckon wi th the f a ct that the doubt mot i f
i s traditional and i s f ound in al l the gospels which narrate
a n appearance . So it s eems i d l e to speak of the motif's
deve lopment . Later ule of t he motif in apocryphal
l iterat ure i s an apologetic t aking i ts cue from what was
found i n t he gospe l s .

26Bu l t mann, J ohannes , p . 534; Gra s s , Oste r geschehen ,
p. 39; Brown. Jobn, pp . 1027-2 8.

•

The Purpose of t he Physical Demons t r a t i ons
Jesus's d ispl aying of h i s wounds serves to show t he

disciples t he cont inuity between t he earthly a nd r isen
J es us : -s ee my hand s and my feet, that i t is I myself " (Lk .
24: 39) ; the body that was crucified and buried is t he body

t ha t is r a i s ed . The wounds p l ay t he same r ole in John (In.
20 : 20 , 25, 27 ) . J ohn me ntions hands and side because of his

reco r d of the spear t br ust (I n . 19:34), whe r eas Luke

mentions hands and feet . The dual purpos e of tbe

physi calism of Luke and John is t he d emons t rat i on of

co rpor eal i t y a nd continuity on t he part of the r i sen

.resue;" Interesting is the f ac t that Bp..lol.\loV and txeul;
b.T6, ar e unique here i n the New Testamen t a nd i nd i cat e t hat
Jesus' s eat i ng be fo r e t he d i sciples i s not a Lukan

. 21pe rhaps II wor d should be said he r e about Berger 's
V1ew that the ques tion involved in the demons trat ions i s
ne i t be r Doc etism nor corporeali ty , but i denti t y , i.e . ,
wh ether i t i s Jesus who is appearing or II demonic spirit
imper s onat i ng Jesus. Citing a series of t exts from Midra s h
and Tllrqum, Berger shows that t he Rabbis of ten t ook t he
eating a nd drinking of heavenly be ings to be i l lusory , not
real. Berger thinkS t ha t for Luke a . VtOIlG. a demon;
the:efor e, the point of the eating Is to prove Jesus is not
a n 1mpersonating demon. Berger believes the key t ex t in all
th i s is Lib . Ant. 53. 3, whi ch states that if a voice ca lls
t wi ce , it i s a spiritus pessimus , but i f three t i mes , it is
God ~ B~ rge r , Aufer s t ehung, pp . 159, 458- 59 ) . But howev er
Rabb~n1c ex eges i s may have taken them, i t is nev er theless
c l ea r that in the Old Testament itself , the appea rances of
heavenl y visitors were not visionary , but r ea l events.
Ber ge r v i t i a t e s his own case when he supplies many
r e f er e nc es showing t hat both angels and demons wer e t hought
to be. ab l e to take on human form and become just li ke men.
In th1S state, the heavenly be ing coul d take in food and
dri nk ( Ibi d ., pp . 159, 458 ) . Therefor e, eating wou l d be
Useless t o di spe l the hypot he s is o f an impersonating demon .
Bes i de s t his, t he equation of spi r its a nd demons f or Luke i s
no t true, as Ac t s 23 :9 sh ows, a verse which Berge r is
reduc ed to in terpret ing di sj unct ively: an angel or a demon
has spoken t o hi ml In Lk. 24 :3 7 t he i d ea that the issue is
a n i mpe r sona ting demon s eems an extravagant hypothesis .
~erger ' s key text , on God' s call i ng, appea r s to be ut t e r l y
1r r e l evant t o the Lukan story . The point of t he
de monstr a t i on of eat ing s eems to be on l y to prove that J esus
had been r a ised bodily from t he dead .
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redac t i on, but part of the trad ition received by Luke . The

presence of fiab cannot count as ev i de nce f or a n or i ginal
Galilean setting of the story, ·s i nce fish was available in
J e rusal em ( Neb. 3 :3; 13 : 16 ) . Ce r t ain l y no eucharistic

overtones should be read i nt o this de monstration by eating :
the br ead is mis s i ng, as are an y of t he t r adit ional actions
except ~a~v ; J esus r ec eives t he f ood, not t he d i scipl es;
Jesus alone eats ; and the purpos e i s t he r ather mundane

proof t ha t J esus i s corporeal. 3

Theological Themes
Luke and J ohn then conc l ude wi t h t heological t hemes .

Luke empha s i ze s aga i n the f ulfillment of Old Testament
prophecies in Jesus's dying and r i s i ng on t he thi r d da y,
ch arges the disci ples to witnes s t o the truths of t he
gospel , and gi ves the promi se of the Hol y Spirit . John
mentions the send ing out, the r eception of t he Holy Spi r it ,
and the forgi ve nes s of sins . I n Matt hew's commissioning , he
s pea ks of J esus 's author ity, the s e ndi ng out of the
di scipl es to eva ngelize , bapti ze, and teach, and Jesus 's
promi se of his abiding pr esence . An invest i ga t ion of the
di s courses of the r isen J esus exc eeds t he l imi ts of our
inquiry, but t he obvious s i mi larit ies of t hese
commi s s i oni ngs s how t hat t hey are not purely redactional,
but tha t - •. • common trad it i ons underlie t hese accounts,
the bas i c nucleus be ing t hat Jesus comma nded his disciples

2BSO a lso Gr aSs , ostergesche hen, pp . 42, 89; Ful ler,
For mation , p . 115 . pointing to Gen. 19:1; Tobi t 12 : 19,
El l i s as sert s t hat eat i ng does not serve to prove
materi a l i ty (E. Earl El lis , ed . , The Gospel of Luke, NCB
[London : Nels on, 19661 , p . 279). But th is i s certa in l y
mis ta ken ; Gen es i s does not speak of a vis i on , bu t a n actua l
bodily appearance of d ivine be ings . Eat i ng would be a
failsa fe demons t r a t i on of cor poreality, for af t e r a vision
had passed t he food would r emain uneaten ; but a fte r a r eal
appearance : t he fo od would be gone, havi ng been. consumed.
Evans sta t es that in Tobit the eating and dri n k ~ng is
vi s i ona r y , but Luke intends it to be rea l (Eva ns ,
Resurrection, p . 63) .

•

,
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t o spread the good news widely and offer forgivenes s of s ins
and t hat he promised t hem divine power for the i r tasks. ·~

I t i s ver y often asserted t ha t Luke e nvi s i ons in his
gospel t hat t he ascens i on of J esus occu r r ed on Easter, a
viewpoint which be l a t er changed i n Act s . But this seems to
be a very wooden r eading of the gospel. Luke obviously
presents in vs . 44-53 a f oreshortened or telescoped account
of the post-resurrection eve nts , for by t he t ime Jesus l ed

t he disciples out t o Bet ha ny it would be t he mi ddl e of the
night, a nd Luke certai nly does not imagine an ascension by
moonlight .~ Rat her he summari zes t he teaching give n by
J es us duri ng the 40 day period of Acts 1 :3, ending with t he
ascension . The continuity and uni t y of Luke 's double-work
seems to preclude t hat be bas radically altered his
chrono logy i n Acts.

29Harshall, Luke, pp. 903-04. Cf. Dunn, J esus, pp.
129- 30, who prOVides f i ve reasons to bel ieve commissioning
was i nvolved i n the first appea r an ces : (I ) Some word of
comma nd is integral to the mos t primitive narratives. (2 )
Pau l ass umes the earlier apostles were a l so commiss ioned
th r ough appearances . ( 3 ) The appear a nce t o Peter stems from
a ker ygma t ic fo rmula, an d the i mpul s e t o use it as kerygma
goes back to Peter . ( 4) The acknowl edged leaders of the
ea r l y church owed their leadership t o their having seen an
appear an ce . (5 ) The de cision t o return to J e rusalem from
Gal i l ee was due t o the disc iples' commis sion to preach. See
al s o G.R. Beasley-Murray , Bapt i sm i n the New Testament (r ep.
ed. : Grand Rapids , Michigan: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1981), pp. 79­
•••

30A point well made by James Orr , The Resurrection
of Jesus (Lond on : Hodder' Stoughton, 1909) , pp . 192-93 . An
ascension i n the da r k i s - i ncr ed i bl e " accordi ng to Plummer ;
t her e i s a break a t v . 44 . Vs. 44-49 ar e a cond ensation of
what J esus t au ght be twee n the r es ur rection and ascension
(Pl ummer , Luke, pp . 561 -64 ) . See al so Ga r dner-Smith ,
Res urrection , p . 16; Grass, Ostergeschehen, pp . 45 , 4B;
Kremer , Osterevangelien, p. 146, Ha r sh a l l, Luke , p. 904 .
This bridg es the · unube r br uc kba r e Spannung- betwee n t he
gos pe l and Act s s een by Grundmann, Lukas, p . 450 .
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Matthew 's Mountaintop Appearance

Matthew als o re lates an appearance t o the Eleven wh ich
occurs i n Gal i lee (Ht . 28: 16- 20 ) . The difficulty i s knowing
whether this i s mea nt to be t he s ame appearance that is

re lated i n Luke and Joho. The appearance takes pl a ce on a
mountain in Galilee, but it i s usually urged that the
mountain is a Hatthean r edac t i on, a mountain's being the
p lace of revelation (Ht . 5 :1 ; 14:23; 15 :29; 17 : 1 ; 2 4 : 3).31

There are practical ly no simi larities to t he accounts of
Luke a nd J ohn, but t he o~ 6t i 6Cfo.Oo.V could reflect the

t r adition fo und i n Lt . 24:38, 41 and the doubting Thomas
story. And the verb .",oat>'&W (Ht. 28 :18) might be thought

to resemble the ~1.et... i n .r n • 20 : 19 . The s t r u c t u r e of the

appea rance is that of Luke and 30hn 's : f irst the

a ppearance , then the co~miss ion i ng.

But while these cons i derat ions have wei ght , they afford
no decisive conclusion. If Matt hew is describing the same
event, then i t seems very odd that his appearance s houl d
have so l ittle in common wi t h Luke and John . The common
tradit ional e lements, - t ha t day , - 3esus ' s unexpected
standing in their mids t , the - Peace be with you , - and tbe
s bowi ng of tbe wounds t o prove corporeality and continuity
are all lacking. The similar st ructure coul d be t he result
of appending separate commissioning tradit ions onto an

31werner Schmauch, Or t e der Of f enba r ung und der
Ottenbarungsort i m neuen Testament (G6ttingen: Vandenhoe~k ,
Rupr echt, 1956 ), pp. 67-80 . Wi1ckens even asserts that 1n
Ma t t hew 3es us appea rs on the same mountain on which he gave
the sermon l (Wilcke ns , Auferstehung, pp. 70-71). Cf.
Grundmann, Ma t t h§us, p . 576; Makota Yama uchi , The Eas ter
Texts of t he New Testament : Their Tr adi ti on , Redact ion and
Theo logy (Ph.D . t hes i s , Uni ver s i t y of Edinburgh, 1972), p.
199; Kremer , Os t erevangel i en , p . 82 . Though it ha s a l so
been con t ended t ha t t he Matthean appearance i s an
enthronement scene, a compa r ison with such t ext s as Phi l .
2:6-11 ; I Tim. 3:16 ; Heb. 1 :5-9 sh ow that many e lements
t he re fai l here a nd e l ement s here are lacking there . The
accou nt i n Matthew lac ks the three ac ts of the ri tua l : the
exal t a t ion , present a t ion, a nd enthroneme nt (Gr undma nn,
Mat t h§us, p. 574; Kr emer , Oster evangeli en , p. 89) .

appearance story , since it was , after al l , the disciples who
were commissioned by the risen 3esus . This may have been
done by a l l t hree eva ngel ists , usi ng whatever appea r anc e
story to the disciples they had . The Matthean story l acks
especially the t Ol l'! t V ltlo'tl or l Ol l'! d, l O It{oov of t he
encounter; 1llOtllll l,Ollo... is not a synonym of this; indeed , it

is a Matt hea nism. u

The doubt mot i f is not used here as in Luke or 30hn to
sh ow how 3esus dispels t he disciples' doubts. I t i s forci ng
conclus ions to reason t hat because in t he other go spels
3esu s overcomes doubt by corporeal demonstrations, therefore
i n Matthew the doubt must al s o be ove r c ome , but thi s time by
~e sus' s words . D No, Matthew ' s doubt seems to r ema i n
unr e s ol ved . Though one co ul d s ay this motif is only a
d i s t ant echo (or rUdimentary progenitor ) of t he doubt in
Luke a nd 30hn , it is a lso possible that it is un r e l a t ed to
t he ir t raditions. Significantly , perhaps , t he words a r e not
eve n t he same: 30hn uses 1i ... t1l0' to descr ibe Thomas (Jo.

20:27: cz • ,;... t1t06VT~'" [Lk. 24 :4 1]); Luke speaks of
6..o.1oy..t1\.1o \' (Lk. 24:38 ) or co nside r a t i ons , questionings

moun ting i n t he d i scipl es ' mi nds . But Matthew us es the verb
6"o Tat~ ' to hesitate or dou bt , a word whi c h appears only two
times in the New Testament , here and in Mt . 14 :31.
Interestingly, t his i s i n Matthew' s account of Peter 's
wal king on the water wi t h J esus . When Peter begins to sink ,
J e s us asks, why did you doubt ( t6~OTo.Oo., )? Whe n t hey are in

the boa t a ga i n, t he di sciples wor ship ( I:llOO t lll1"n oo.,, ) .resus ,
an act al so fou nd in Mat thew 's appearance story with exact ly
the same f orm of t he ver b . In Luk e the d i s c iples are not
sa i d to worship ( .OOQ'III)\l{1ol ) ~e s us unt i l Lk . 24 :52; i n
30hn this verb i s used i n r e f e r e nc e t o 3es us onl y in 9 :38 .

32s e e Rober t H. Gundry , Ma t t hew: A Comment ar y on his
Theological and Literary Ar t (Gr a nd Rapids, Mich .: Wm.B.
Eerdma ns , 1982) , p . 594 .

33Yamauc hi , East er, p. 200 ; c f. L P. Ell i s , - aue
Some Doubted , · NTS 14 (1 968) :579-80.



The appearance of t his verb in the Matt hea n appeara nce
suggests again that Matthew is not dr awing on the same
trad i t i on as Luke and John . In fact t hat t he pair 6"0 t 41;'"

and . poo_I>vl ", appea r i n the pecu lia r l y Matthean s t ory of
Peter' s wa l ki ng on the water and in his appearance story
could suggest t hat Ha t t hew' s appea rance story i s purely
r eda ct i onal . But .poo_cvl", is a common verb ( 60 time. in
the New Testament ) so t hat its a ppea r a nce with 6..otOl;w does
not count f or much. More i mpor tantly , i n Mt. 14: 31 t he
worship follows the dou bt after J esus over comes i t, but i n
Mt. 28 :17 the dou bt fo llows the wors hi p and is not overcome!
Thi s would seem very curious, i ndeed, from Mattbew' s own
hand . So eve n i f tbe l a nguag e is Mattbean, t be appeara nce
story does not seem t o have been construct ed out of t be air .
Neitber , on t he othe r hand, does i t s how c l ear t i es with
Luke and John. It could be that Matt hew is relating anothe r

appeara nce to the di s ci ples in Galilee; In . 21 mentions a
Galilean appearance and Acts 1 :3 r efers to mu ltiple

app ea rances.
And it must be s a id t ha t on l y a selective s urvey of the

mounta in texts in t he gos pe ls coul d l ead one to co nclude
that the a ppearance on the mount ain i s a Hatthean r edaction
co ncerning a place of divine revelat ion. For al l the
gospel s narrat e revelatory events as occu r ri ng on a mou nt ai n
(Mk . 3 : lJ ~ 19 ; 9 :2 ; 13 : 3 ; 14 :2 6- 28; Lk. 6:12-16; 9:28; In .
6 :3; Acts 1: 12) . So the emphasis is not uniquely Mat t hea n.
In fact it is John who places t he Feedi ng of the 5 , 00 0 on a
mounta in, not Ma t t hew. And t he Mount of Transf iguration
or i ginat es wi t h Mark . But more t ha n that, r evelat ion also
take s pl ace off t he mountain (Mt . 1 : 20 ; 2 :1 3 ; 3 :1 , 16-1 7;

4 : 17 ; 8 : 23 - 2 7 ; 9 : 6 ; 11 :25-30; 13 ; 1 7 : 9 ~ 13; 18; 20 : 1~ 1 6 ; 22 ;

26:26 -2 9 ) . If we ha ve t he Sermon on t he Mount and the
Ol i vet Discourse , then we al so have the Parables of the
Ki ngdom and a gr ea t deal of other teaching given i n t he
stree t s a nd on the seas hore , every bit as much revelation as

that gi ve n on the mount a in , which appears to enjoy no

1
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priVileged position i n Matthew . Furthermor e, posi t i ve l y
anti - r evelatory events can take place on t he mount ain (Mt .
4 : 8 ; a l s o Mk. 5:5; Lk. 4:29) . And final ly, ordi na ry ,
mundan e eve nt s also occur on the mountain (Mt . 3 :14; 14 :23 ;

also Mk . 5: 11; 6 : 4 6; Lk. 8 :32; 2 1 : 37 ; 22:39; In . 6 :15; 8: 1 ) .

In this connect i on certain eve nts occurring on a mount ain
may be merely incide ntal , l ike the Olivet Discour se. It i s
tbe t estimony of al l tbe gospels t ha t J esus often went apart
into the seclusion of the mountains , t o be alone wi th God.
Thus , it should not 5eem odd that some of the e ve nts of t he
gospe l s take place on a mountain . Sometimes great acts of
God are don e on th e .cunt a i o; other times t he same acts are

dan e on level grou nd (Ht . 8 : 1-4; 15 :29- 31 ; al so Lk. 9 : 3 7 ~

43 ) . From t hi s melange one would be ha r d- pres s ed t o
const ruct a -theology of tbe mount a i n- fo r Hatthew . ~

Notewor t hy, t oo. i n thi s connection i s t he f ac t that tOQOW

in v . 16 i s not a Mat t hean wor d, s ugg est ing t hat t he
reference to the mount ain may be trad i tional. The f ac t is .
there are hills in Galilee , whe re Jes us of t e n went apa r t;

34Havi ng s a i d t hi s . I see t hat a n en tir e
disse r t ation has b e en written on this topic by Terence L.
Donaldson , J esus on t he Mountain , J SNT Supp lement Ser i es 8
{Sheffield, Engl and : JSOT Press, 198 5 )1 Of Matthew' s e leve n
mount ain r eferences , Donaldson finds six of thes e
theo logica lly signif icant, of which four are unique t o
Ma t t he w. He argues t ha t t he mountain is not a p l ace of
r evelation , but a place where God r enews Hi s presence wi th
Hi s pe ople in cons~ituting t he true Mes sian ic communit y .
DOUbt l ess mor e and different theo logical construct s wi l l be
r ead by s cho lars into Ma tthew's ambivalent dat a. It is
i nte r es ting that accordi ng t o Donaldso n, eac h of the
Matthean mountain settings i s rooted i n tradi tion : -Nowher e
. . • ha s Matthew c r eat ed a mountain setting ex aihilo i n
order to further h~s r edac t iona l purpos es · ( Ibid . , p . 172 ) .
With regard specif~call y to Ht . 28, Dona ldson argues for
tradition on t he basis of ( 1) the phrase -to wh ich J esus
appo inted tihem" is non~Matthean a nd out of context. (ii)
Act s 1 :12 supplies evidence of a tradit ion of a mountain top
app ea rance , a nd ( i ii ) la ter Gnostic and non-canonical .
ma t e r i a l employ a moun ta in as the scene of p05t-resurrect~on

discourse ( I bid ., p . 173 ) . Cf . J. D. Ki ngsbury , "The
Compos i t i on and Chril t o logy of Ht . 28 :16- 20, ' JBL 93
(1 9 74 ) : 5 8 0 ~ 8 3 .
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t he r e se ems l i t tl e r easo n to t hi nk that Mat thew 's l ocation

of the appearance of J esus is t heo l og i cal and not
geographical .

The designation of this mountain as the one to which
J esus directed the disciples comes as a surprise, since
Matthew does not r eport t ha t Jesus i n hi s appearance to the

women gave spec i f ic instructions . It ba s been said that

Matthew i s f orced t o add the pbrase because, baving decided

t o set t he appearance on the mo unt of revelation, he has t o
manufacture s ome mea ns of getting t he disciples there . ~

This v i ew depends, bowev e r, on t he dubious Mattbean
-mountain t heology . - If Jesus did appear to the Twelve i n

Jerusalem as Luke and John state , tben be could ha ve given
further instructions for a rendezvous with the disciples in
Galilee . I t i s not i mpossible that this was related t o the
appearance to the SOO bret hren . All thi s is, of course,
quite speculat ivej but on e ca nnot ru le out that Luke and
John na r r ate one event a nd Matthew quite another.

The Appearance t o Thomas

The next appearance recorded in the gospels occurred
eight days l at er i n Jerusa lem to the assembled Twelve (In.

3SBrown, John, p . 1093. Oddly enough, Brown, who
holds t o a n or i g i nal Galilean appea r a nce reflected in In.
21, j us t t ak es i t for granted that the eleven disciples
wou ld s omehow a l l come together on the shore of the Lake of
Gal i lee . But i f that ga ther ing requires no explanati on, why
s hou l d the other? Could not Matthew have said t ha t the
di s ciples went to the mounta in to pray and there Jesus
appeared t o t hem unexpec t ed l y? Osborne argues mo re
plaus ibly tha n Brown t hat since the mountain ~s connected
with a non -Hatthean phrase i t &oow ) , the 10cat10n may well be
t r adi t i onal and t hat since ~atthe~ never ment ions this
command, he would not have made it up. Therefore, it was
probably i n hi s sou r ce (Osborne, "Resu r r ection,· p . 200) .
Osbo r ne therefo r e regards t he Hatthean appearance tradition
as di s t i nct from t he appear ance in the upper r oom (Ibid. ,
pp . 392-9 3) . Lohmeyer t hi nks J esus was wai t ing on t he
mountain, otherwise his ap pearing would hav e been described
(Er ns t Lohme ye r , Das Evaogelium des Mat t ha us, 4th ed. W.
Schma uch, KEKNT [G6t t ingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht , 1967 ] ,
p . US ) .

j
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20 : 24-29 ) . Thomas, s ays John, was not with the Twelve when
t hey s aw t he Lord, a nd he refused to believe un l es s he cou ld
physical ly touch t he wounds of J esus himse l f . So eight days
l a t e r , the door s be i ng s hut, Jesus stands among them and
meets Thomas's c ha l lenge . Thomas excla i ms , ·My Lord a nd my
God ! - J esus t he n blesses those who have not seen and yet
believe .

The story i s of ten explained as John ' s elaboration of
the doubt moti f , whic h he left out of the appearance to the
Twelve i n or der t o make it a s pecial point here . Muc h of
the story ca n be constr ucted ou t of t he prior appearances:
v . 25 ( v . 18, 20 j v. 26 ( v . 19 . The eight day figure
means one week l a t e r a nd seems t o co ntradi ct t he traditions
t hat t he disc iples went ba ck to Gali l ee. I t is thought to
reflect l at e r Chr i st ian Sunday worship . The fi nal bl essing
is also thought t o ref lect a later t ime when the fi rst
gene r at ion of believe r s were passing away .

On the other ba nd , t he s tor y i s not s imply a
dr amatizat ion of tbe doubt moti f , f or i t is not me r e l y the
s t or y of how Thomas 's doubts were overcome. The story also
contains a Christologi cal statement whi ch co nstitutes t he
c l i max of the gospel. And t he l es son at t he end deals wi th
the re lat ion be tween fa ith and f irst-hand experience .
Moreover, t he stor y cannot be produced s imply by reiterat i ng
phrases of t he foregoi ng appear ance , as t he difference
between v . 20 and vs. 25b , 27 shows. Actually, despite i ts
s i mi lar i t y t o t he appeara nc e to t he Twelve , there are even
s ome words tha t are not typi ca lly Johanni ne : TV~O~ (only i n
v . 25 in John ) , ~~O, (only here i n the New Testament),
M~t\j~o~ (on ly i n vs • 25, 27 in John ~ ...nd fragment i n chap.

8J, t o", (onl y in -e , 26 in John), lh ~ ot o, (o nly in v , 27 in
John) , l ~at&s: (onl y in v , 27 in JOIIC.j .)6

361n fa ct Bul t ma nn, po i nti ng t o John ' S r a re us e of
611i6t~a and t he fac t tha t the reader al r ea dy knows Thomas ,

thinks the Thomas sto r y could be trad i t ional (Bultmann,
Johannes , p . 537 ) . On t he ba s i s of Joha nnlne stylistic



Ther e s e ems t o be no evidence , moreover , tha t t he eight

day interval i s de s igned t o land the appearance on t he

Christian Lord's oay. Brown points out that t be earliest

Chris t i an wors hip ga t heri ngs were not on Sunday at all, but

on Saturday night after the c l ose of t he Jewi sh sabbath,

when the Christ ians would meet at their homes to break

bread . - Thus i t would seem that t he earl iest Christian

celebrati ons on 'the f irs t da y of the week' were not on the

day of Sunday, but l ate i n the eveni ng on t he vigil of

Sunday.-n Saturday evening could s t i l l be reckoned in the

J ewis h manner to be after e ight days; but t here is no s i gn

her e of worsh ip or of brea d- breaking .

If we t a ke the Galilean appearance tradit i ons

s er i ous l y , one must ask what the disciples are doing in

Jerusa l em a week af ter the di s covery of t he empty tomb. An

an swer may be at ha nd in t he con secutive J ewis h feasts of

Passover and Un leavened Bread (Deut . 16:3 ), f or t hes e f easts

las ted eight days . Since Passover fell on Saturday,

accordi ng to John, t hat means t he feast l a s t ed until t he

next Satu rday. I f the di s c ipl e s stayed i n J e r usa l em f or the

dur a tion of the feast, then t ha t would explai n why they

would st i l l be i n the city eight days later .­

( I nter estingly, the Gospel of Peter ha s t he disciples remain

cr i t e ria , Osborne a l so conc l ude s t ha t t he story is
t r aditiona l (Osbor ne, "Resu r r ect i on," p. 301) .
Sehnftc kenburg , Job annese va nge l ium , 3: 394-95, as serts tha t
t he Thomas s t or y has the s ame s t r uc tur e as the Nathanae l

story (I n. 2:43 -51 ) , but a reading of th is passage makes it

evident that t he s i milarit i es a r e s uper ficial. The
Natha nae l story ha s Nathan ae l coming t o Jesus , J esus
praising Nathanael, and no bl es s ing after the confession,
al l of whi ch a re co ntrary to the Thomas story.

37Br own, John, p. 1093.

38Swete , Appea r ances , p . 52; M. - J . Lagra nge ,
tvangile s elan sain t Jean ( Pari s : Librairie Victor Lecoff r e ,

1925 ) , p . 511; C.F . D. Ma ule , - The Post -Resur rection
Appeara nces i n Light of Festival Pilgri mmages ,- NTS 4 (1 957­

58 ) : 59 ; Bar nabas Lindars , ed . , The Gospel of J obn, NCB

( London: Oliphants, 1912), p . 609.
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in J eru sal em unt i l the e ighth day of t he f east bef ore

r etur ning to Galilee . ) ThUS , the eight da y figur e could

r ef lect histor ical ci rcumstances a nd not ec c lesiastical

pract i ce . The disciples may have assembled often during t he

week , ant i cipat i ng t he appoint ed mee t ing wi t h J esu s later in

Gal i lee, and t his a s s embly could have been t he last prior to

departu r e . Thomas may have bee n an outsider in al l th i s .

His scepticism fi t s his character as J ohn portrays him, a

man who is not a f raid t o bl unt l y con tradict J es us (In . 14:5 )

and who ha s a touch of cyni c i sm (In. 11:16 ). His full

commitment was s ecur ed only by Jesus 'S unexpected a nd

pers onal l y di r ected appearanc e .

The appearance t o Thoma S serves t o ha ndl e the problem

of believers temporally or geographically removed from the

original appearances , but t his need not imply either that

the i nci dent i s unhistorical or t hat i t i s late, s i nce s uch

a problem would ar i s e al mos t immedia t e ly in the church.

Gr as s points out, "The contemporaries of the apostles were

f undamental l y i n no diffe rent position than later

gen erations or ou rselves. Christ was procla i med to t hem as

c rucified and risen, • . • a nd they believed in him without

having seen him before he died or after his death (in Easter

vi s ions ). -~ Because only John t ells the story , one would

be inclined t o th ink i t is not based on t r adition, bu t

rather on t he reminiscen ces of the Bel oved Disciple t o t he

Johannine community .

The Appearance by the Lake of Tiberias

The Relationship Between Chapters 20 a nd 21

The fina l appearanc e mentioned i n I n . 21 takes place i n

Ga li l ee . In orde r to analy ze this appearan ce , one mus t

fi rst determine as fa r as is possible t he relationship

be twe en chaps . 1-20 a nd 21. On t he one hand , there are

strong reas ons t o believe t hat t he evangelist closed the

39H4 0s Grass , Chr 1sel i che Gla ubensl ehr e , 2 vds .

(Stutt gart : W. Kohl hammer , 1973) , 1:107.



gospe l with 20:30-31 and did not intend t o write another
chapter, fo r (1) 20:28 brings the gospel to its t heological
and Christological cl imax; (2 ) 20 :29 bl es s es t hos e who
bel ieve without seeing, t hus making further appearances
somewhat inappropriate ; ( 3 ) 20 :30 leaves the scene of t he
narrative and ~akes the transition to the closing; (4) 20 : 31
summarizes the intent of the gospel and conc l udes i t
suitably; and (5 ) the material in ch ap . 21 tends t o be anti­
c limactic after the commiss ioning of 20: 21 - 23 . ~

On the other hand , t here i s una nimous textual ev idence
t ha t John always had chap . 21 . The gospe l appa re ntly never
circulated with onl y chaps . 1-20. So either the au t hor or
s omeone else adde d t he chapter before publ ish i ng t he gospel .
Ana lys i s of t he choi ce of words, the grammatica l s t y l e,
characteristic manner of ex press ion , and theo logica l outl ook
makes i t pract ica l l y certa i n that chap . 21 bas the same
author as chaps . 1-20:'1 (I) Choice of words: t he
researches of Sc hwe i ze r, JereMias , Menoud, Ruckstuhl, and
Solanges have demons trated on the basis of grammar and
vocabulary the l inguistic uni t y of chaps . 1_21. u

40But see Paul S. Hinear , - The or iginal Funct ions of
John 21, - JBL 102 (1983): 85 -9 8, who a rgues that (i) a strong
cas e can be made for the fact that the l ast Ve r s es of c hap .
20 close t hat c hapt e r alone, (ii) chap . 21 is necessary to
close the story of Peter and the Be l oved Disciple , (iii)
chap. 21 clarifies t he relation between the evangelist and
the Bel oved Di sci p l e , (iv) there are several incidental
links between chap . 21 and the earlie r chapters, and (V) the
c l osing verses of chaps . 20 and 21 are quite similar.

41See Robert Mahoney , Two Disciples at the Tomb , TW
6 (Be r n : Herbe r t Lang, 1974 ), pp . 18-3 6.

42Edua r d Schweizer, Ego Ei mi , 2d ed ., FRLANT 56
(G6tti nge n: Vandenhoeck , Ruprecht, 1965 ) , pp . 82-1 12;
J oa chim Jeremias, -Johann eische Literarkritik,~ TB 20
(1941): 3] - 46; Philippe Henoud , L'tvangi l e de Jean d 'apr~s

les recherche s r~centes , 2d ed . ( Par i s : Del achaux , Niestl e,
1947), pp . 12- 36; t uge n Ruc ks t uhl, Die li terarische Ei nheit
des Johannesevangeliums, SF 3 (Fr e i bur g , Switzerl and :
Paul usverlag. 1951 ) ; B. de solanges . Jean et l es Synopt ique s
(Lelden: E. J . Bri ll, 1979), pp . 191-2] 5.
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Morgent ha ler 'S &tatistica l approa ch fou nd 75 characteristic
Joha nnine words, ] 7 of which appea r in c hap. 21, a norma l

distribution when compared with t he distribution in chaps .
1_20. 4

] Expressed as a percentage of total words i n t he
chapt e r , the favored words in c hap. 21 const itute 25 .6\ of
the words , compared, for example, with a 25 .8\ ratio for
chap. 20 ; t his desp i te the f act that chap. 21 co ntains many
atypical words inherently required by the fi s hing s tory .
This homogeneity of c ha p . 21 wi t h the rest of the gospe l
seems decis ive fo r authors hip, f or whi l e a n imi tator might
be abl e t o pi c k up ce rtain Johaanine character i s tics of
st yl e, perhaps exagge r at i ng them , i t would be vi r tua l l y
impossible f or him to achi eve just the right r a t i o that is
homogeneous wi t h t he rema i nder of the gospel. (2)
Grammatical s tyle: t he r esults are similar to the abOve.
The 23 ins tances of historical pres ent preclude a Lukan
redaction , as is sometimes suggested . A time l ag or
tradition co uld account f or t he t hr ee grammatica l anomalies
of chap. 21: od as causal i ns t ead of 61.0 + accusative {v ,
6), 0.6 as partit ive i nstead of iM tv, 10) , and the absence
of a ~VQ clau s e , us ed 141 times i n the gospel (but note,

only once in chap. 20 at t he very end, v . 31). ( 3 )
Characteris t ic manne r of express i on : t he ed itorial work of
ve , 1, 14 is not atypical for the eva nge lis t . The \.lClb TCliilCl

and &aAaoOT\( t f)( Tl. lltp l.Q6o ( in v , 1 a r e Johann ine {c f , 6: 1)
as i s the enumerat ion of the eve nt and t he expression
"raised from the eeed - in v , 14 (c!. 4:54; 2: 22) . IPO \lt po ...

i n v . 1 (n ine t i me s i n John ) ca nnot . in l ight of J r.. 14:22.
be said to be un-Joha nni ne mere l y because it is only here
us ed of a r esurrect ion appea rance . The ex planatory notes i n
vs. 19a, 20b are common i n the gospel . The use and
repetition of different words with t he same meaning i n vs .
15- 17 is Joha nnine . The misunderstanding moti f i n v . 2] i s

4]Rober t Morgent ha ler , Statist ik des
neu t es tamentlichen Wortschatzes ( Zur ich and Frankfurt :
Gotthelf, 1958 ), pp . 49-55, 57-65 , 181-87 .
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a Johanni ne characteri s tic. While an iwita tor would perhaps

be ab le to pick these up, t hey ar e neve rthele s s in hanmony
with common authorship of chaps . 1-21 . ( 4 ) Theo l ogical

out l ook: though this i s t he mos t subj ective of the
criteria , the out l ook is none the l e s s the same as the

gospeI 's-- t he same J e sus and the same fellows hip of love

cont i nue . Two differences, t he men t ion of the Pa r ous! . a nd
the l eader s hip r o l e of Pe ter , are not without para l l el in
t he gos pe l (5 :27-2 9; 6:39 , 44, 54 ; 14: 3; 1 : 42; 13 :3 6-38) and

cou l d aga i n re f l ect a time lag betwe en t he composition o f
the gospel and chap . 21 . That chap . 21 was wr i t ten after,

a nd not before , t he gospe l Is ev ident f r om t he f act that i t

serves as an epi l ogue to co mpl ete some l ine s o f t hought not
ended in the gospel.~ Thus, t he evide nce appea rs to

indicate conclusively that the author of chaps. 1- 20 i s also

the aut hor of chap . 21 .

It next needs to be asked who adde d chap. 21 to t he
gospel . It has be en argued that had t he a ut hor late r
decided to incorporate this Material , he could ha ve wor ked

it i nto the t ex t where it belongs, whe r eas a redactor woul d
tack it onto the e nd . Now it is interesting that this
argu~ent implies that the au thor e ither was himself or was

in contact with a n eyewitness, because i t ascribes t o him

knowledge of when t he events origina lly occurred . If he d id

not hav e eyewitness information , then he would know no

bet t e r than t he r edact or whe r e the t r aditi on -be l onged .-

The only way t o avoid t his would be to ho ld that chaps . 20­

21 were orig i na l l y a uni fied t raditi on out of which the
eva ngel i st separated chap . 21 , and the later redactor did

not know how to put it t ogethe r again . The argume nt a lso

assumes that t he events are in f act not in chronological

or de r as they stand . If t he d isc iples did r et ur n t o Galilee
after s ee ing J esus i n J erusalem, t hen the appea rance i s

44So Brown, John , p . 1079 . Cf . s chn a c kenburg ,
Johanneseva nge l ium, 3: 408-09, t hou gh one ca nnot co ncur with
a l l his as s er tions .
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where i t belongs. But assumi ng t hat the event is out of
order , i s i t true t hat the author could have or would have
worked i t back into the text? Where could it be inserted?

The appearance t o Mary at the tomb had to corne first , so it

could not have belonged t here . But neither cou l d it be

i nsert ed before the appearanc e t o the Eleven, because t hat

would destroy the do ubting Thomas ep i s ode . To na r rat e it

after t be appe a r a nce to Thomas would be somewhat superfl uous
and anti-climactic__so the au t hor s imply left the mat erial

out . Lat er he coul d have added it a s an epi logue .
But i f the aut hor wanted t o add t he ma teria l that he

had l e f t ou t , it is a r gued , then he sure l y would have moved
20 : 30-31 t o the very end .~s But s o would a r edactor ! The

ver se s are so obviously a concluding c omment on the gospe l

as a whol e that i t w? uld take no lit erary genius whatsoever

t o insert t he mat erial of ch ap. 21 afte r 20:29 and put

20 :30-31 on t he end of the whol e . I t seems dif f i cult t o

understand how scholars can be lieve that a latter redactor
could so ski l lfully i ns e r t the figur e of the Beloved
Disciple ba ck into t he t ext of the gospe l , but be unable to

detach vs . 30-31 to keep the~ at t he end of t he e nt i r e

gospel . But i f the author did add t he epilogue l ate r why
would he leave vs . 30-31 whe r e they are? Perhaps t he bond
between vs. 29 and 30 is stronger t ha n ha s been per ce i ved .

Verse 29 co uld give the mis impr ession to readers that the
au thor means to deprecia te faith ba sed on sight, tha t f a i th

wi t hout signs i s a supe r i or fa i th .~ Thus, vs. 30-3 1 s erve

4'C. K. Barrett, The Gospel according to St . John
( ~on~o n : SPCK, 1972) , p . 577; Brown , Joh n, p. 1080; Mahoney ,
Dl sc~ples , p . 38; SC hnacke nburg , Jo hannesevange l ium 3 :416 .

46Desp i t e t he close connection of vs. 29-30, some
COmmentators st i ll cannot avo id t his mis i mpression i for
example, Bult mann, J ohannes , p . 539; Sc hna ckenburg,
Joh annes evangelium , 3:393 . It is i llegit ima t e to appeal to
JO: 4: 48 for suppor t , for J e sus is he r e t esting t he man's
f alth (ct. Mt . 15 :22 -28) . ~esus would not perform a sign
mere l y so tha t the people migh t have -br ead and c ircuses, ·
but he did urge seekers aft e r t ruth to believe in him on the



t o dispel a ny suc h mi su nders tanding : t hese s i gns are
writt e n so that you may believe. The -thos e " of v. 29 are
the "you · of v . 31. The author tells us that we are bl es s ed

when we believe on t he basis of the s igns don e i n t he
pr es ence of t he disciples and written in the gos pel, without
hav i ng s ee n t hem ou rselves . Thus the a ut hor woul d not want
to break t he unity of the gospe l by insert ing chap. 21
between vs . 29 and 30--bette r t o append the mat er ia l as a n

epilogue .
The author might ha ve been pe rsuaded by hi s f ellows to

add it because of the valuable mater ia l it con t ains ; it a lso
Serves to draw together some t hreads in the gospel a nd was
made pe rhaps mor e ur ge nt because of the necessit y of
quash i ng the false r umor t hat was be i ng circ ul a t ed . Even if
the Beloved Disciple had died recently, there is no
i ndicat ion that the author of the gospel had died (unl es s
t he Be loved Di s c i ple were the author) , so t ha t i t would be

very odd t hat the author of t he ch apt e r woul d be unawar e
t hat s omeone e lse was appending t his c hapter , which he had
wr i tten subsequent t o the gospel , onto chaps . 1- 20 . But
whoever added chap . 21 , i t i s highly s igni f ica nt t ha t t he
same i ndi vidual probab ly authored bot h chaps. 1- 20 and 21 ,
f or it s hows t hat he wa s awar e of both J erusalem and
Gal i l ea n appearances and that t hes e were attest ed by t he
au thority of the di s c i pl e whom Jesus loved.

Traditions Behind John 21:1 -14
The ch apter as a whole falls into two halves at vs . 14,

whi ch clos es the appea rance story, and 15, which begi ns t he

section dealing with Peter. But v . 14 i s a n edit orial

evidence of signs (In. 10 : 38; 14:11) . Brown r emarks t hat
the idea t ha t Thomas's faith is not pra i s eworthr because i t
i s based on sensible percept ion and is thus rad1cally
opposed to faith r e f l ect s Bul t ma nn ' s personal theology
rather than the evangelist'S thought ~ Brown,.Jobn, p . 1050).
No discrediting of an eyewitness's fa1th is 1ntended , f or
t his i s foreign, not only to John, but the whole New
Testament, states Grass, Ostergescheben , p . 72 .
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r ema r k, as v . l 5a makes ev ide nt. It is less l i ke l y that v .
15a s hould be redac tiona l because of i t s s pec i f i c t ime

i ndi cation; Johannine style i s vagu er, as in v'. 1 : .- a f t e r
t his . - In fact, the pr omine nce of Peter in vs. 2, 3, 7
a l most r equi r es continuity with t he remai nder of the chapter
t o bring t he t heme to a resolut ion . The fact t ha t fish are
present in vs . 1-14 wherea s s heep a re us ed in vs. 15-17
cannot count decisively against this, since one does not
t end for fi sh as one does for sbeep; t he firs t would be
hopeless as a symbo l f or pas t or a l care. Hence , t he two
scenes ought t o be regarded as a uni ty . 47

As for vs. 1-14, these are usually regarded as a
combi nation of two traditions : a miraculous catch of f I sh
and an appea r a nce of J es us t o the disciples during a meal .­
The internal evidence us ua l l y adduced f or such a s epara t i on
inc l ude s: (1) i n v. 5 J esus appe ar s to have no fish , but i n

v , 9 he bas fi sh prepared . (2 ) In v , 10 he as ks tbat fish
be brought, but in vs . 12-13 i t i s not clear that they are
ea ten. ( 3 ) In v. 7 the mi r acu l ou s catch causes them to
recognize J esus, but i n v. 12 t hey are still puzzled . (4 )
In v , 11 Pete r goes Qv{Sn , but i n v , 9 the disciples are
already ashore . (5 ) In v . 5 lPOO,<iy~ov, in va • 6, 8 , 11
txe6s: , and in 'IS . 9 , 10 , 13 bif&P~OV is used for "f i s h .-

These indi cat ors s eem, howev er , i nco nclusive : (l) It
is not said in v. 5 that Jesus does not have a ny f i sh nor is
i t implied. (2) Nor is it e i t he r said or i mpl ied t ha t the
f i ah of v , 10 were not ea t en. ( 3) I t s eeees in v. 12 t hat
tht d i s c i pl es kn ew i t was the Lord , whi c h could ac tually
presuppose t he recogn it i on In v . 7; compa r e 1:19; 8:25 f or
t he mot i f t ha t thi s ques t i on was no longe r nec essary . ( 4)
The Qv{l!Tj means aboar d t he boa t , f or a fisherman secures the
ends of the net in the boat while al lowing the fish to

4750 Brown, Jobn , pp . 1083-84 .

48Bar r e t t , Jobn, p . 578; Brown, John , pp . 108 4-85;
Al s up , Stories , pp . 201-02 .
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remai n i n th e wat e r (cf. v . 8 ) . Pe t er pulled t he net up

onto t he beach t o get some of the fis h . ( 5 ) The word

lCOO.o:yl.OV is not comparable t o the othe r t wo wo:ds , but

indica t es a s tapl e food , which was usually fi s h. Jesu s ' S

que stion us ed the t ypical words add r essed t o a hun ter or

f i s herma n: -Got anythi ng?" The va r iat i on of the other t wo
words may be no more signi f icant t han the va r iati on be t ween
Ii pv~CI. a nd . p06<na . These a r e not aur e guides to separat ing

t he tradit ions, for critics of t en combine the t wo wor ds i n
ODe s t o r y. Bu l t ma nn thought the origina l s tor y was v s . 2-3 ,

44 , 5- 6 , 8b-9a , 10 - 11a , 1 2.~ P e sch t h i nks t he mi rac u l ou s

cat ch story was va . 2, 3, 48 , 6 , 11; t he appearance st ory
was 5b , 7 , 8, 9, 12, 1 3 . ~ Fortna believes t he cat c h s t ory
was 2, 3, 4a (51) , 6 , 7b , 8b, 10, 11, (1 21) , 14. S1 Br own
and Schnacke nburg , whi l e hol ding t o dual t r ad i t i ons beh i nd
V5. 1-1 4, have gi ve n up on tryi ng to r econs truct pr ec ise ly
the or i ginal s tories . ~ Ta Ken in i solation t he Joh annine
s to r y is ac t ually quite l ogica l a nd wel l -told a nd gi ves no
ground s f or as s uming the existence of two underlying stori es

t hat hav e become so intricately int e rwoven t ha t moder n
scholars cannot separate them wi th a ny degree of

ce r tainty . SJ

The c hief bas i s fo r suspecting an independent ,
unde r l ying stor y of a miracu lous cat c h of fi sh 1s the ver y
s i milar story in Lk. 5 . The significant similarit i es

49Sultmann, Johannes, pp . 544-45 .

50RUdo l ph Pesch, Der r e i ch e Fischfeng (DUSs e ldor f :
Pat mos Verlag, 1969) , pp . 42-52 .

SI R. T. Fortna, The Gospe l o f Si gns (Cambr i dge :
Cambridge Unive r sity Pr es s , 1970 ) , pp . 87-98 .

52Brown, John , p . 1085; Schnackenburg , J ohann es·
evange l ium, 3:4 12 .

53Against t he ex is tence of separate traditions i n
vs . 1-1 4, s ee Lindars, J ohn , p . 623; Osborne,
"Resur r ec t i on, - pp . 307-0 8.
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be twe e n t he t wo stories are: t he d i sciples have f i shed al l
ni ght and ca ugh t not hing , J esus tells them t o put out the
ne t f or a catch, t hey do s o a nd catch a mir aculously great
qua nt ity of fish, the effect on t he ne t i s ment ioned , Jes us
i s ca l led Lord , mi s s i ona r y activi ty is symbol i zed , f o l l owi ng
J es us is ment ioned. But the miss iona r y ac t ivity (-f i sh ers
of men ~ ) an d the "f o l l owi ng Jes us " probably come from Mk.
1: 16- 20; the "f o l l owi ng moti f~ i s very f a r r emoved f r om the
appear ance in J ohn (v . 19) , a nd cal l ing Jesus -Lord " occurs
in numerou s contex t s ; s o t hes e a re doubtf ul para l lels. The
di ff e r enc es betwee n t he stories s ee m to be equal ly
sign i fican t: in John Jesus i s on the s hore , but i n Luke he
set s out t o s ea with the discipl es; in Joh n the di scip l es
a r e a l one , but in Luke two boats a r e i nvolved , as well as
ot he r f ishe rmen; in J ohn J esu s as ks a ques tion, but in Luke

he does not ask anyt hi ng; in John he tells t hem t o cas t t he
net on the right side , but i n Luke merely to le t down the

nets; i n J ohn t hey can not haul in t he net, but i n Luke t hey
do; i n John the net does not break, but i n Luke t hey are
br eak i ng; i n John t he boat does not sink , but i n Luke the
boa t s begin to s i nk; in Jobn Pet er ru s hes to J es us , but 1n
Luke he be gs J esu s to l eave.

Equal l y i mportant , t he verbal simi l arities be twe en the
t wo s tories a re largely i nc i dent a l , such as arise from the
cont ent matter: f i s h, nets , an d so f orth . Some of the
vocabul ary (bo at , nets ) could Come from Hk. 1 : 16-20, as we l l
a s the dramaei s per s onae (on · Si~n Peter · c f . Mt . 4: 1 8 ) . ~

54r itzmeyer lays great emphasi s on t he name ~Simon
P~ t~r - whi c h occur s in Luke only i n 5.8 and is fo und i n a
s1m1lar co ntext i n I n. 21 .7 . Luke does empl oy the
expr ess ion · Si mon called /named Peter " i n 6.1 4; Ac t s 10 .5 ,
18, 32; 11: 13, but r i tzmeye r does not t ak e t hi s as count e r ­
ev i de nce , s i nce Luke is consistent i n ca lling bim Si mon
before 6:1 4, whe n J esus names him Peter (Jos eph A.
Fi t zmeyer , Tbe Gospel accor di ng t o Luk e ( I- IX) , Anc h Bib 28
[New York : Doubleday ' Co . , 1981J , pp . 549 , 560-6 1, 564) .
But Fitzmeyer 's argument s eems f anciful, since prior to 6:1 4
simon i s mentio ned onl y once (4:38 ) apa r t f r om t he
miracu lous catch st ory , wher e he is called Simon Peter .



Signif i cant ly, t he un-~ohannine grammat ica l pecul iar i t ies we
noted bef o r e do not occu r i n t he Lukan account . Even t he
express i ons f or the frui tless ni ght ' s work and cas t i ng t he
ne t are dif fere nt i n t he t wo accounts .ss

One must ask i f i t i s not pos s ible that we have he r e
t wo s imi l ar , but d i s t i nct ev ent s . Agains t thi s it migh t be
s a i d t ha t it would be impossible f or Pet er t o go t hrough the
s ame sit uat ion a nd not r ecogni 2e that it was ~esus . But
t hi s s eems to f or ge t t ha t v . 7 is probably a redactional
addition, so t ha t i n t he traditional story , Peter did , upon
catchi ng the mult itude of fi sh , r ecogni2e that it was J esus
on t he shore . In the tradi t i on 7b may have been someth i ng
like · when Si mon Pete r knew/ s aw that i t was t he Lor d • • • . ­
It i s not so odd that t hey would not r ecogni2e Jesus unt i l
t his moment of d i sclos ure . ~esu s ' s call ing t hem ~Q~~Q in v.
5 was not pa st or a l but co l l oquia l. His question was ,
-Ha ve n ' t ca ught a nyt hing , hav e you, boys? ·~ When t he
s tranger said t o cas t t he net on t he r i ght side of t he boat
(t he s ide of good l uck ) , t hey may hav e s ensed someth ing
peculia r was going on but obe yed t o s ee what woul d happe n .
Whe n t he nets were suddenly crammed wit h f ish, their

Moreover , 6: 14 is not t be occas ion upo n which Jesus bes t ows
t he surname · pete r , - but a r etrospect ive comment , so that
6:14 is its e l f an i nstance of Luke ' s using t he double name
pr i or t o i ts bestowa l . The double name i s f ound i n Ht . 4 .18
i n t he call of t he disci pl es and could wel l be t he so ur ce of
t he name i n Lk. 5 , es pec i a l ly i f Luke us ed Mat t hew, as is
a r gue d by Gundr y , Ma t thew, pp . 599- 609.

55J . N• Sanders's conclusion, - I t is fairly clear
f r om t he l i mit ed amount of common ma t e rial t ha t one
na r r a t ive ca nnot be a n edi t ed ve rs ion of t he ot he r - (~ . N.

Sande r s , The Gospel accor di ng to St . John , ed . B.A. Mas tin,
BNTC (London : Adam & Charles Bl ack, 1968 ] , pp . 449-50) can
be s t r engthened : neithe r do they appear t o be edite~
versions of an independent story di ff er ent ly appropr~ated by
the two eva nge l i s t s . See also Stephen S. Smalley , -The Si gn
i n John XXI, - NTS 20 (1 974) :275-88; Mar s hall , Luke, p . 200 ;
Osborne , ~ Re su rrect ion , - p . 310 .

56See J . H. Bernard , Gospe l according t o St . Joh n, 2
vol s. , ICC (Edinbur gh: T&T Cl a r k, 1928 ) , 2: 696 ; Brown, John ,
p.l070 .

I,

i
I

I

1
I

2'9

s us pi c i ons wer e co nfi rmed . I f he was t he r e , the Be l oved
Disciple ma y have i mmediately cried out, ~ I t i s the Lord! ~

upon whi ch word Peter gi r ded hi mse l f , f l ung hims elf int o t he
s ea, a nd swam t o J esus. It may be that t he Bel oved Di sc i ple

was the f irst to real ize t hat i t was t he Lord or i t may be
t hat Peter realized i t simu l taneously , but beca use t he s t ory
is t old from t he s tandpoint of the Be l ove d Discipl e, whom
t he evange l i s t inserts he r e, Pet er appears to have a delayed
reacti on . Preci se ly be cause the event had happened in a
s imi lar way bef or e , it was the means of their recogni2ing
tha t i t was J es us. The f act t hat th i s t ime t he nets do not
break almost seems to ma ke t hi s a consc i ou s ly contrapunta l
event which presupposes t he previous i ncident , in order to
s how pe rhaps that their miss ion to be fishe r s of men wi l l
not fa il. At a ny r ate , even if the mi r acul ous catc h s tories
of Lk. 5 a nd I n . 21 der i ve from t he same s tory , ma ny, i f not
mos t , cr i ti cs agree t hat i t is Luke who has taken a nd
di splaced a post-resurrection story, r athe r t ha n t hat John
has appropriated a story from the l ife of Jesus. S7 As Brown
urges , the mos t compe l ling argument t hat t hi s was a post­
re surrect i on story is that t he re is no r eas on a Christian
preacher would t urn a n i ncident from the l ife of Jesus i nt o
a pos t-Easter oc currence . All t he other exampl es of
displace ment spot t ed by New Tes t amen t schola r s a r e in the
other direct i on , from the post-res urrection period back into
the l ife of J esus . Mor eove r , the r e i s a pe r fect ly good
r eos on why Luke would not us e t he inciden t as a post­

resurr ection appear a nce , name l y , i ts oc currenc e in Gal i l ee .
Becau s e he center s hi s at t ention on the Jerusal em t r adi tion,
Luke would have a mot ive fo r p lacing the event i n t he pre ­
Easter period. Real l y Lk. 5 has s o many s i milarities to Mk .
1 : 16-20 a nd s o many diss i mila r i t ies to I n . 21 tha t one could

57Bultma nn, Jo hannes , p . 546; Wi l cke ns,
Aufer s teh ung , p . 83; Lindars , John , p . 623; Grundmann ,
Lukas , p . 127; Brown , John , pp . 1089 - 92 ; Fi t zmeyer , Luke , p .
561 .
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only say that Luk e has spi ced up the Marke n s tor y wi th the

mi r acu l ou s catch moti f , but not that he ha s tra ns f e r r ed t he

ev ent i t s e l f. One cou l d ma i nt ain, of course, that Luke i s
using some earl y var iant o f t he s ame story t hat we have i n

In . 21, but t he n the hypothesis becomes unfa l si f i able .
There seems t o be no r eas on t o suppose any mor e t han that
the i nc i dent d id occu r a s we have i t in John, but t ha t Luke

borrowed the mot i f of the mi r aculous catch f r om t he
trad i t i on . Thus , Luke 5 cou l d be a n extra cted moti f from a

t radit i on, rather t ha n In. 21 a co mposi t i on--and a ve r y
i nt ricate interw eaving at t ba t--of two . The un -Johan nlne

elements i n t he cha pt er do not belong exc l usively to eit her

the mi r a cu lous cat ch or the mea l ( i ns of a r a s one mi ght

s epar a t e them) . For example, v . 6 has un- J ohan ni ne traces ,

but al s o cl _Uw , whi c h i s a Johann ine s tyle cr i terion . Ver s e

10 a lso has un-Joha nni ne fea t ur es , but i s usual ly regarded
a8 redact i onal ; i t p lays no r o l e in t he miraculous cat ch
story . There i s a n unusua l expression in v . 4 fo r day brea k,
but t his vers e c ould be connect ed wi t h either story . So it

seems i mpos s i ble to d i scern s eparate t radi t ions on the basis

of gr ammar a nd s t y le .

The Appearance ' s Cl aim t o Chrono logical Pr i macy

I n In. 21 we are t old t hat ~ a ft er th is · Jesus revealed

himself t o seven d i sc i ples by t he Sea o f Tiberias . They do
not re cog nize him , but when at his command t hey catch a

mir aculou s quant i t y o f f i sh , they recogni ze that it is the

Lor d . proceeding t o s hor e t hey f i nd a meal o f bread a nd

fi sh wa i t i ng f or t hem, whi c h they then con sume . I t is ve ry
of t e n obser ved that the stor y sound s very much l i ke a f irs t

appeara nce of J esus : the f ishi ng i n Gal i lee s eems t err i b ly

i ncongr uous wi t h the commis s ioning an d the b r eath i ng of t he

Holy Sp i r i t by Jesus in chap . 20 ; t he d iscip l e s do not
recogni ze Jesus; the ap pearance seems utt erly une xpected ;

t he rehabi litation of Peter smacks of a f irst t ime

appearance. ~ Also the fact t hat t he ap pearanc e i s in

Galile e accords with the Har kan a ccount o f t he appearance t o
Peter a nd the d iscipl es. It is sometime s said that t he
Gos pel of Peter suppo r ts this a ppea rance's being f irst,
s i nce it has t he d i s c ipl e s r eturn i ng forlorn to Galilee ,

p i c king up their nets , a nd go i ng fishing ; here t he f r agment

breaks Off ."

Al l t he se fact s mus t be acknowl edged . But a s
Schnackenbur9 po i nts out , those who r ega rd the story of In .

21 a s a f us i on of tva separate stor ies cannot argue f or t hi s

appearance' s being f i r st on t he ba sis of its unexpe ct ed ne s s ,
since thi s i s the resu l t of t he reda ct i onal int er t wining of
t he or i gina l traditions. ~ In t his cas e , the orig i nal
trad itions coul d hav e concerned a Galilea n appea r a nc e which
was not fi r st . I f, howeve r , we agre e t ha t we do have her e a

unifi ed traditi on , must t hi s appea r ance be t he firs t ? The

evide nce seems inconclusive . While th i s appearance , taken
i n i s o lati on, doe s seem t o be a f i rst appear an c e , t his is

true of jus t abo ut al l the appea r a nc e s : t he appearance t o
Mary seems t o be a f irst ap pearance , so do e s t he appea ra nc e

t o the Twel ve . This makes o ne scept ica l t hat this

appearan ce is un i que i n its "f i r s t ne s s . - The return to

Galilee may hav e been comma nded by Jesus himself wi t h a view

58Ki r s opp La ke , The Hi s t o r ical Evidence for the
Res ur r ecti on of J es us (Londo n: Wil l i ams & Norgate , 1907 ) ,
pp . 137 - 62 ; Bul t mann , Johannes, p . 54 3; Grass ,
Ostergeschehen , p . 76; Barret t , John, pp . 579, 582; Br own,
Jo hn , pp . 1070, 1083 , 1086- 92 ; Fu l ler, Formation , p . 149 .

59Gospel of Pe t er 14:58 -60 r eads :
"Now it was t he l ast day o f un leavened br e ad a nd ma ny
went away an d repaired to thei r homes , since t he fea s t
was a t a n end. But we , the twe l ve d i s ciples o f the
Lord, wept a nd mour ned , and each on e, ve r y gr i eved f or
wha t had come t o pa s s , we nt t o his own home . But I,
Simon Pe t er , a nd my brother Andrew t ook ou r net s and
went to the s ea . And there wa s wi th us Lev i , t he son
of Alpha eus , whom the Lor d .

60Schna ck en bur g, J oha nne s e vangeJ i um, 3:414. Thi s
consider at ion presses hard against Br own .
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t oward meet i ng at an appointed time and place (Ht. 18:16);
in the meantime the di sciples exercise t he i r old livel i hood.
It i s i nteres ting t hat t he names in v . 2 include some non ­
f ishe rmen . I f t he lis t 15 not wholly unr e l i abl e, then it
seems odd tbat non_fi shermen should be fishing here. Why
did they not return to thei r t r ades as well? That the
disciples are t ogether requires mor e explanation than that
they simply went back t o their old way of life. But if
3esus had arranged to meet them in Gali lee after t he i r
r et urn f rom the f ea st , then the disciples might pr obabl y
stay together , a nd whe n Pete r announced, " I am going
f i sh ing, " some of the non- fish ermen among t he disc i ples

might partic ipa te .
Beca use the f ourth eva nge l i s t d id not intend to inc lude

events subsequ ent to chap . 20, the bestowing of t he Holy
spirit in 20:22 is , I suspect, e i t he r not a performative
utterance, but a command, or a t el escoped account of f utu r e
events analogous to Luke ' s telescoped ac count of the
ascension . If the f irst , t he n 3esus' s breathing on them is
a symbolic portraya l of bestowal recalling the language of
Gen . 2: ? (c f . Ez. 3?: 9); obv i ous l y 3es us' s breath was not
l i tera l ly the Holy spiri t . It is i nt er est i ng tbat he f i r s t
breathes on them a nd then command s t o r eceive (these acts
coul d not , of cou rse, be don e simu l t a neous l y ) , which i s the
oppos i t e of what we shou l d expec t, had t his act ua l l y been
the moment of bes t owal. It may be that t hi s act i s a pre­
f igu ring of the giving of t he Ho l y Spir i t , an alogous i n
fu nct ion to t he statement of Lk. 24 :49 -I send the promise

of my Father upon you, " wh ich was apparently not a
performat i ve ut terance either . Passages concerning 3esus ' s
send ing the Holy Spiri t and the Spirit 'S coming seem to
i mpl y s t rongl y t hat so long as 3esu s was physically pres ent

with the di sciples , the spirit would not yet co me (In .
14: 16-1 7, 22-23 , 25-26 ; 15 : 26-27; 16 :5 -7 , 13) , a nd i n .rcbnr s
concept i on 3es us 's presence with t he disc i ples afte r his
resur rect i on was definitely phys i cal. Thi s s ugge s ts 3n.

20:22 is a co~and concerni ng the spirit 'S coming . On the
othe r ba nd , i t may be t hat 30hn ha s t e l escoped hi s account
here to place t he giving of t he Spirit at th is appearance ,"
just as Luke gives the i mpression in t he gospel tbat t he
ascension was on Easter Sunday . I n either case , i t is t he n
unde r s t a ndabl e how t he disciples could r e t urn t o Gali l ee t o

fis h unti l they were to meet 3esus .
The vi ew under discussion could con cei vably a l s o help

to expla in why the disciples did not r ecogni ze J esus . Not
expecting to see him pr ior to th~ appointed time, t hey di d
not r ecognize the figure on the shor e 100 yards away (the
length of an Ame rican f ootball f ield). But when the
miraculous catch occurred, t he rea liza t i on broke i n upon
them: "I t is t he Lord '- On the other hand, 30hn menti ons
the 100 yards, not to emphasize how f a r f rom shor e t he
discipl es wer e, but how clos e . I t could be t ha t , like t he
Emmau s disc i ples, thei r eyes were s i mply s uperna t ura lly he ld

from r ecogni2ing Jesus until the miraculous moment of
disclosu r e . I n any case, in v . 12 the di s c i ples knew i t was
the Lord ; there is no recognition during the mea l itself .
On John's comment that none da red t o ask him, compar e In .
4: 27: - They marve led, .. . but none said, ' What do you
wish?' - We need t o remember t hat t hes e appearances must
have been a wondrous mystery t o the disciples , a s were t he
Old Testame nt epiphanies to the prophets (cf . In . 12 :4 1 ) ,
a nd they wer e no do ubt s ti l l gripped with awe and perhaps a
holy trembl ing as t heir risen mast er stood before them a nd
spo ke with them .

As for the rehabil itation of Pet e r , I hav e already
s ugges t ed that t his may be a misinterpretation of Peter ' s
pas t or a l commiss ion ing as ch ief shepherd . If there was a
rehabilitation of Peter , it probably took place i n 3erusalem

after Peter had ret urned from the t omb and was alone . As

61Thi s would be mor e probable i f t he promis e of the
Spiri t is not part of the appe arance stor y t radit ion, but a
t heologica l e leme nt appended t o i t.



says the fishing is not a return to the old l i f e , but is the
apostolic labor of being f i s he r s of men . Peter 's nakedness
is a symbol of his sin. The seve n disciples and 153 fis h
are also symbols. But _hen i t comes to t he night in v. 3,
Kremer, despite hi s s ymbol i c interpretation of the night in
13 :30 , her e asserts that ni ght i s simply t he best t ime to
f ish 1M One could go on and on .

But Chris tian inter pre ters throug hout t he ages seem to
have r eal ly outdone themsel ves i n the inter preta tion of t he
153 fish. 67 Jerome reported t hat Greek naturalists had
dete rmined 153 different kinds of f i s b; accordingly, t he

number is a symbol of the universality of t he church .
unfortunately, Je rome's sou rce (Oppian Ha lieutic4J doe s not
in fac t list 1S3, but 1S7 and says tha t there are co unt l e s s
more; acc ording t o Pl i ny (Pliny Na tur a l History 9 . 43 ) the r e
a r e 104 vari eties of f ish. Augusti ne observed t ha t 153 i s
the sum of the numbers f r om 1 to 17; it symbolizes the
f ullness of t he chur c h. But s uch mathematical j uggl i ng
seems somewhat far-fetche d a nd t he very plurality of the
vari ous mathematical solut i ons (for example , 153 dots could
be arr anged in a n equilate r al trian gle wi t h 17 do ts on each
side , a nd 17- 10.7 , both of wh i ch are number s of perfect ion)
show that these pe cul i a r ities a r e coi nc i de ntal. Cyr il of
Alexandria proposed an al l egorical so l ution : 100 _ the

fullness of the Genti les ; SO - t he remnant of Israel ; and 3
z the Tr ini t y . But i t goes wi thout saying t ha t t his r eads
later ecclesiol ogica l interests bac k into John . Gematr ia i s

proposed by some modern authors; for example i n Ez . 47 :10 ,
which is the passage on which Jerome made his comment
conce rni ng the di fferent va rieties of f ish, the numeri cal
va lue of the Hebrew consona nts of (En-) gedi is 17 and of

( En~)eglaim is 153. But aga i n, this i s pr obably fortuitous ,

indicAted be f ore, t he Galilean tradition i n Har k does not
necessarily pr ec l ude appearances firs t in Jerusalem. The
Gospel of Peter' s placing t he fi shing appea rance f irst is of
l ittle hi stor i cal wor t h, f or it knows the gospels a nd may
have placed this appearance f i rst prec ise ly f or the very
same reas ons that have pe rsuaded some scholars to regard it
as a fi rs t a ppearance . The fragment is t oo s hort to
determine if t he appea rance t he re is based on the tradit i on
i n I n. 21. So it s eems do ubtful that the appearance in I n.
21 must be a f i r s t appearance of J esus to the disciples .

Al l egor i ca l Exegesis
The story itself has pr oved to be ferti l e gr ound for

al legor i zing exegesis . Whi le the mi r acu lous catc h probabl y
symboli zes the s ucce s sful mis s i on of t he fishers of men, it
s eems doubtful whether the imagery ext e nds beyond thi s .
Accor d i ng to Grass, howeve r , the whole story is ful l of

symbo l i sm: the futile night's vork is the disciples '
frui t l e s s nes s without J esus ; the net i s the miss ion; that i t
is unbr oke n shows the church can handle the influx of
members; the 153 f i s h a re someth ing , but what they are,
Grass does not k now . ~ Bar rett says the fishing i nc i dent i s
the mission , and t he fish are t he converts;M t hi s , however,
i s diff icu l t i n l i ght of J esus 's command to eat t he f i s h,
which would make t he meal a canni ba l i s tic feastl Wilckens
be l ieve s the fact t ha t Peter pul ls t he net ashore symbolizes
his special leader s hip i n t he church.~ Schnackenbu r g
th inks t he seven disciples s ymbolize the whole ch urch. In
his vi ew, the re is no mi s s i ona r y motif in the f i s hing;
r a t he r the net symboli zes the universal c hur ch .M Kremer

62Gra s s , Os t ergesch ehen, p . 78 .

63 Barrett, John , p . S80 .

64wllcke ns , Au f ers tehung, p . 83.

65Sc hnac kenbur g , Joh ann esevangelium, 3:420 , 427.
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66Kr emer, Osterevangelien, pp. 205- 10 .

67See t he f ine discu s s i on i n Brown, John , pp . 1074-



since it was l ater churchme n, not J ohn, who poin ted to Ez.

47 as t he key t o the number of I n . 21. Brown remarks that

all these solutions e ncounter the s ame difficulty: there i s

no reason to be lieve t hat such a complica ted i nter pr et a t i on

of the number woul d ha ve been inte l l i gib l e to John 's

readers .M Because t he symbol i s m i s not evident, i t

probably did not prompt the inventi on of the number . It is

probably mean t to emphasize the eyewitness character of the

inc ident, perhaps i n as so c i at ion with the Bel oved Disciple

as i n In . 19:35. Later the number came to be interpre ted

symbolically .

Euchar i s tic Motif

Hay exegetes hav e also wa nt ed to i nterpr et t he mea l of

bread and fish in vs. 9-13 in terms of the eucharis t . John

writes in v , 13 : tPXtt1l1. ' Inooti , Mo.~ Aa llBdvcl. l~V ; OlOV

MOo t 15.:'l5wal.V Olll O':;" Mat l~ 04o&01.0V 0\101.7"" . In his account of

the feed i ng of the 5, 000 John .... r i t es : haBcv o~v to t ,

O:PlOII, 0 • Inc-au, Ma t CUxo.pl.olfioa , 6I.l 6wM'V l ot , OvaMC l.lI l vol.'.

0110.:'101 ' MO.!. 1:M lWV ooj..ap.:'WV Oo-OV ntlcJ.ov (I n.6 :1 1) . The

language i s simi l ar at several point s j but agai n t he key

word CUXlIol.o ll", i s l acking i n t he In . 21 meal. I t seems

diff i c ul t to unders tand ho.... this element can be absent i f

this incident i s supposed t o symboli ze t he eucharis t .

Moreover, the evidence ....e hav e indica t es that f i sh ....a s not

used i n early Christian euc haristic meals jm t he us e of

br ead and f iRh i nstead of br ead a nd wi ne s eems a strong

a r gument against the s tory's conta in i ng a e uch aristic moti f

f r om the ea r l y church, since the eating of fi s h would not

hav e been invented by l ate r ecclesiastical r edactors. Thos e

who think that v . 12b co ntains remnants of a r ecognit i on

scene during the eucharist (though v . 12b as it now stands

s eems de f i nite ly not that) simi l a r to the r ecogni t ion scene

6B 1bi d . , p , 1075.

69c • vogel, - Le repas sacr~ a u poisson c he z l es

chret iens, - RScRel 40 (19 66) : 1-26.
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i n t he Emma us s t ory, fa il t o r eckon wit h t he fact t hat here

t he purported r ecognit i on takes place before the taking a nd

distribut i on of the e l ements i n v. 13. Thi s seems t o be a

s ubstant ia l weaknes s in attempt s t o int e rpret t he incident

as t eaching that ~es us wi l l be met and recognized in the

ea t i ng of the euchar ist .

Actual ly , the s o-called -mea l mot i f- i n t he

resurr ection appea r ances s eems to have been grea tly

overblown by commentat ors; of all t he appea rances only two

have a mea l as socia ted wit h them (Lk. 24: 41- 43 is definitely

not a meal ) . The early Christian believers did not

appa r en t l y l ay so great a n emphasis on Jesus ' s post ­

resurrection presence in the eUCharist that t his colored t he

accounts of the resurrection appearances . For them Jesus

was a living real ity, a lways present with them in the i r

da ily l i ves (Mt. 28: 20; cf. Rom. 8 :10 ) , not jus t i n a

sacramental meal . At t he most one co uld say that in the two

a ppea rances i n whi ch Jes us s hares a meal with the disciples,

s ome eucharis t ic language has been taken over in narrating

t he events, ~ but t he lack of the key words indicates that

euc ha r i stic int e r ests were not t he s our ce of thes e stories .

If one accepts t he Pauline a nd gospel tes t imony t hat Jesus

r OSe phys i cally from the grave , t here ne ed be no i nher ent

implausibility i n J esus 's ea t ing with his d i sci pl es after

his res urrec t ion . Pe rhaps one of the chie f reasons for ma ny

s cho l a r s ' inter preting these incidents in t erms of symbols

of the euc ha r i s t i c pres ence of Jesus i s t ha t the phys i ca l

r ea lism which would be ent a i l ed i n a historical

under s t andi ng of t he i ncidents is offensive to t hem. But

again , the bi bl i ca l accounts cannot be f orced in to the mold

of modern s ensibilit i es, for that would be contrary to sound

historical met hodology .

70See Bro....n , John, pp . 247-48 , 1099 .



The Bel ov ed Discip l e Once More
I n J ohn 21 the Beloved Disciple agai n play s a key role .

He i s t he same di s c i pl e who in chapter 13 lay against
Jes us' s br east at the Last Supper (v . 20), and he is known
to t he evangelist as the disci ple of whom Jesus said. -If i t
i s my will that he r ema i n unt il I come • .• - (v . 22). He
is we l l - known among Chr i s t i a n brethren , a nd the Pa rousia was
expec ted to come bef or e his death (v. 23 ) . Mos t incredi bly ,
he is finally declared t o be witnessing to t hes e things a nd
to have wr i t ten t he s e things (v . 24). The most
straightforwa r d i nte rpr etation of this vers e is that,

contra r y to a ny i mpress i on gained f r om v . 23 , he is still
al ive and i s , in fac t, the evan gelist hims elf . Thi s holds
true whether t he wri ter is r efe rri ng t o hims e l f i n t he t hird
pers on or whethe r v . 24 is a comment of hi s associates or
f o l l ower s . This woul d mean that the accounts of at least
the event s where t he Beloved Disciple i s mentioned a r e
written by an eyewi t nes s . We should t hus possess s t or i e s
wr i t t en by an eye wit nes s r elati ng t he crucifixion of J esus.
the visit to the empty tomb , a nd t he resurrection appearance

on t he Sea of Tiberias .
Leon Horris has collected confirmatory internal

evidence for t he authorship of the f ourth gospel by t he
Bel oved Di sciple . n (1) Pa les tinian knowledge : the author

71Morris . J ohn , pp . 10 -28. Bar r et t ' s critique o~
t he evidence f or a n eyewitness reduces largely to a · ' t ~s -­

' t a in 't- disput e wi t h a Harris-like opponent (Ba r r ett ,
John , pp . 119- 23) . In l ight of t he cumulative nature of .
Morr i s ' s a r gument. this so rt of refutation loses convict~on
after a while. For an Impressive piece of work by a great
scholar of the last centu r y on the exter nal ev i dence for the
authe nticity of John' s gospel , see J.B . Lightfoot, Essays on
the ~ork Entitled Super natura l Religion (Londo n : Macmi llan,
1889 ) . He argues tha t Eusebius 's si l ence resp ecting early
witnesses to t he four th gos pe l i s evidence i n favor of i ts
a ut henticity. f or Euseb i us ' s intent ion is t o su ppor t onl y
t he dis puted books , whi ch was superf l uous In the case of
John (Ibid ., pp . 38-5 1). He argues extensively for the
testimony of Polycarp and papi as to t he authent i c i ty of John
(Ibid . , pp. 91-2 11) . Fi na l ly , he examines othe r externa l

writes of Elijah and t he Messiani c expectation ( 1:21) . the
l ow s tatus of women ( 4:27) , the impor t a nce of various
religi ous schools ( 7: 15) , t he hos t ilit y between Jews a nd
Sama r i t an s ( 4: 9) , the con tempt of t he Pharisees f or the
common people (1:47 ) , t he u n la~fuln es s against carrying
one' s bed on t he sabbath ( 5 : 10) , t he priority of
circumcision over the sabbath (7:22) . and gives accurate
topographica l references . (2 ) Style of t hought and writing :
the pa rallels in ideas and expr essions between t he gospel
a nd t he Dead Sea scrolls conf i rm that i t is a Pa les tini a n
document. The paralle ls t o t he rabb i ni cal writings
reinforce t hi s judgment . ( 3) Eyewitnes s touches : many
i ncidenta l comme nt s i ndicat e observat i ons of an eyewitnes s ,
such as t he time of day (1 : 39; 4: 6 ) , t he time of a fea s t
(2 : 13. 23), incidental pl ace names ( e . g ., Canal, eyewitnes s
r emi ni s cenc es ( 1: 35- 51; 13:1 -20) , persons not men tioned i n
t be Synoptics (Nicodemus , Laz arus, and others).
re lationships such as Halchus' s being r elat ed to a s ervant
of tbe hi gh priest (1 8:10 . 26 ) . or Annas's being the f a ther­
in-law of Caiapbas (18:13 ). ( 4) EyeWitnes s claims: 1 :1 4
would be very unna tu r a l if it mean t bel ievers in ge ne r a l .
especia lly since t he verb means simply physical seeing;
sim ilarl y 19: 35 is a sel f -reference by the a uthor (cf.
Jos ephus J ewish War 3. 202 ). (5) Dogmatic controvers ies;
t he theologi cal disputes are young , f or example. t he us e a nd
abuse of t he s abbat h (ch. 5) and whet he r the Mes s iah woul d
bri ng deliverance f rom the Romans (6 : 15 ; 11:4 7-50 ) . ( 6 )
Personal knowl edge of the i nner c i r c l e of d i s c iples: the
author portrays circumsta nces and thoughts only known to t he
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 cumulat ive weight , supporting v . 24's
claim that the evangel i s t is t he Beloved Dis c iple . Agai nst
the ob jection t ha t no one would ca l l himself by th i s t itle,

evidence f or the authenticity of t he f our t h gospel from
Meli to of Sa r d i s , the churches of Gaul, etc .
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Morris r emi nds us that by assuming t hi s title the author i s

able to avoid using hi s proper name; his anonymity actua lly
shows modesty . n Since the title was d oubtlessly g iven him

by other s (the Joha nn ine communit yn ) a nd he was widely
known in this way, t he a ut hor could simply us e i t , too ,

without having to us e his own name.
Perhaps the greatest objection to eyewitness authorship

is , however , the eva ngelist 's use of sources.~ The extent
of the evangelist's use of sources i s not c l ea r , however ;

more i mpo r t a nt l y, the Object i on rests on the assumption that
an eyewitness would not use sources, wbi cb he could fill ou t

wi t h his own memor i es . Whether one makes or r e j ec t s t his
assumpt ion will lar ge ly determine whether he regards the
evangelist as the Be l oved Disciple or not. If, i n order to
al l ow t he use of sources by the evangelist, we dif ferentiate
between t he Beloved Disciple a nd t he evangelist , then in
order t o give due weight to the considerations adduced by
Horris , we mus t i nterpret 21 :24 as stating t hat t he Beloved
Disciple i s be a ring witne ss i n t he written gospel and that
he caused these t hings t o be wr i tten. In t his case, the
Beloved Disciple i s the a uthorit y and personal source behind
t he f ourth gospel, though not hi mse l f its author . As Brown
remarks , this is the minima l interpretation t hat ca n be
give n to v . 24. " This would allow f or use of sources by

72 Hor r i s , John, p . 12.

?3Br own, Communit y , pp. 22-23.

74Brown, John , pp . C-CI ; Schna cke nburg,
Johannesevange lium, 3:458 i Brown, Commu ni t y , p . 178. But
see the cr i t i que of source theories by Don A. Ca r s on,
· Cur r ent Sour ce Cr i t i ci sm of the Fourth Go spel: Some
Methodol og i ca l Ques t i ons , - J BL (1978): 411- 29. Carson
exami nes t he theo ri es of Bul t mann, Becke r , Schnackenburg ,
Nicol , Fort na, Teeple , a nd Temple and pl eads for a probing
agnos ticism.

75Br own, J ohn, p . 1127; c t . XCIV- Cli 1119- 1129 .
Accor d i ng to Br own, t he Be l ov ed Disciple was t he pe r sonal
s ource of the eva ngel i s t, who was a Joha nnine di s c iple . The
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the evangelist, perhaps a pupil of the Beloved Disciple , but
at t he same t ime ac count for t he evidence of an eyewitness
not ed by Morr is and the persona l r emi ni sce nces tha t seem t o
be reflected i n t he Johannine resurrection narrati ves.

Whether the Beloved Disciple was stil l al i ve or had r ecently
died wou ld not mat e r ia l l y a ffect t his picture .

I f, then , the Beloved Disciple i s ei ther the author of
t he gospel or the persona l so urce s t a ndi ng behi nd the
gospel , who i s this man rever ed as the Be l oved Disciple? To
put t he conc l usion first, t here seems l i t t l e doubt tha t he
was John t he son of Z ebedee . ~ Si nce he is present in 21:7 ,

Beloved Di sciple was a historical figure who stood in an
i nt imate relationship wi t h his community and the
i nf ormat i on about him is probably accura~e . After the
Bel oved Disc iple' S death, a r edact or added chap. 21 from
a ncient material he had . Bot h the eva nge l i st and t he
red~ctor cla im t he wi t ne s s of the Bel oved Disciple , a nd t hi s
cla1m ;ould not be fal se , f or be had just died. The
anonym1ty of the Beloved Disciple is l iterary a nd symbol ic;
the people i n the commun i ty knew who he was : probably John
t he s on of Zebedee . (Bu t see note 78 . ) One would wa nt t o
ad just Br own' s view ma i nl y i n that the evange l ist and the
redactor we r e probably t he s ame person .

"Db · t · h · i . .) ec 10n5 to t 1S dent1ficat10n do not s eem to
be too weighty . I t may be urged t ha t John was a Galilean,
ye t t he re is l ittle mention of Gal i l ee in t he gospel . But
the centering on Jerusalem could be the resu lt of t heol ogy ,
not i gnorance . Aga i n, that J ohn is called illiterate and
i gnor an t i n Acts 4: 13 can not preclude hi s being the Bel oved
Di s c iple, s i nce t he terms mean mer e l y ~ u nschoo l ed. · I n any
case , he could s ti l l be the per s onal source behind t he
gos pel . It is true t ha t two scenes where J ohn was present,
t he Trans figura tion a nd Gethsema ne , are not me ntioned in the
gospel , but t here may be traces of these i n 12 :23, 27-28 .
Tha t the sons of Zebedee do appear f i nally in 21:2 cannot
affect these co nclusio ns , since anonymity is preserved by
the us e of t wo unnamed disciples; since this chapter came
l~t e r as an appendix , perhaps even after the Bel oved
D1sci ple 's death, t he mention of t hem here doe s not violate
the int ent of t he Be l oved Disciple t o r emain a nonymous in
t he gospel.

Obj ec t ions tha t the i nt e nded i den t i f i ca t i on of John
wi t h the Bel oved Disciple was wrong are not any mor e
signi f i can t . I t is unfou nded to thi nk tha t J ohn is t rying
to r econcile t hrough t he Bel oved Di s c i pl e t he t wo tradit ions
that Judas was a nd was not unmasked as t he betrayer at the
Last Supper , especially s ince J ohn probably is i ndepe ndent
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tha t me ans t hat of t he s even disciples mentioned in 21: 2 , he

must be one of the t wo unnamed discipl es or one of the son s

of Zebedee . His presenc e a t t he l ast supper make s i t

evide nt t ha t he was one of the Twel ve, f or ~ohn give s us t o

be l i eve t ha t on l y the Twel ve were present , even if he does

not say so exp l i citly ( c t . Lk . 22: 14, 30 ) . We have s een the

Bel oved Di sc i ple 's c l ose a s soc i a t i on wi th Peter ; in t he

Syna ptica, Peter , J ame s, a nd John form a t r i o that were
c losely bound to J esus and t o each othe r . Since James was

mar t yr ed early , t ha t leaves John as the Beloved Discip l e.

Ac cor ding to Brown , "The c l os e a s s ociation wi th Peter
pos i ted on the de s cr iption of t he BO would f i t no ot he r NT

figure a s well a s it f its John son of zebedee. ~ n

Probably t he most s i gn i f i can t c onf i rmat i on of this

i dentification is t ha t neither John no r J ame s is ever
mentioned i n the gospel unti l t he r e f erence t o the sons of

Zebedee in 21:2 . So importa nt a discipl e as John could fail

to be mentioned only if he wer e hidden be hind t he a nonymity

of the title - t he Be l oved Disc iple . " Though othe r persons
i n the gospe l a r e car efully disti ngu i shed ( 6 : 71; 11 : 16;
13: 2 , 26; 14 :22 ; 20 :24 ; 21 :2), John the Bapt i s t i s re f e r red

to only a s "J ohn ." This may r eflect t he fact that J oh n t he

Beloved Disciple could no t be confused by t he autho r wi t h
John t he Baptis t, since he e i t he r kne w or was the f or mer .
Other candidates for the Beloved Disciple suc h a s Lazarus or

of t he Synopt i cs . It is not impossible that John should be
at the f oot of t he cross with Ma r y , nor does this contradict
t he f l i ght of t he di sciples, which was general and
tempora ry . That Mary is named with J esus 's brothers i n Acts
1 :14 ca nnot overt urn the hi s t or i c i t y of In . 19, since the
disciples are ment ioned in the preceding verse and Mary
would natura l ly be listed wi t h her sons ; besides Act s 1 :14
is itsel f questioned historically by some crit i c s, a s noted
earlier . The visit of Peter an d John to t he t omb ca nnot be
dismis sed mer e l y on a ccount of Mk . 16:8 , a s explained
a l ready . In none of the ca s e s where the Beloved Di s c i p l e
appears do we have s ubstant ial grounds f or dou bting that
John t he son of Zebedee cou l d have hi storically played the
ro le des cr ibed.

"Brown, John , pp . XCVI-II.

I,
J
I

i

'0'

J ohn Mark have litt l e t o co mmend them; a cco r d ing to Ba rrett,

we may say with some a s suranc e that • • . . the aut hor of the
gospel , whoever he may ha ve bee n, described a s t he disc iple

whom Jesus l ove d , J ohn, the s on of Zebedee and one of t he
Twelve . " ~ The fact t hat J ohn stands behind t he
resurrect i on accounts of t he fou rt h gos pel is, of course ,

t r emendous l y signi f icant f or their his torical credibi lit y ,
fo r a l t hough Gras s shrugs t his off ( t o prove t he author was
a wi tness would not i ncrease the c r edib i lit y of the

a ccounts, but only decr ea s e t he credi bi l i ty of the wi tness ),
his conc l us i on is s ha pe d by the conviction that t he ac counts
a re hopel essly l egen dary, a conclus i on which we have s een t o

be unwarrant ed .~

The Ascension
The Lak e of Tibe r i a s appeara nce is the las t of the

resurre ction appearances as such in the gospels. Luke does

refer to the ascens ion of J esus in hi s gospel , M and this

mi ght be ca l led a resurrection appearance. But an

investigation of t he ascension is a study all of its own and

7. Barrett , J ohn, p . 117 ; 50 also Brown, John, p .
1046 . ~rown . n~w be~ieve 5 tha t t he Beloved Disc i p l e s hould
not be 1de nt1f1ed ~1t~ J ?hn be cause t he f our th gospe l , by
~ etting .the Beloved D1sc1ple ove r against Peter , g i ve s the
1~press10n t ha t t he Bel oved Di s ciple was an outs i de r to t he
c1rcle.of bes t known d i scipl e s (Brown, community , p . 34).
But t h1S argument is based on t he f i c t i on of a · one
upmans hip ft of the Belove d Disciple over Peter in the gospe l .
~oreo~er, t he confirmation of the Bel oved Discipl e's
1dent1ty with John deriving from the f our t h gospe l ' S s ilence
about John rema i ns , Br own admits, a mystery .

7', Gras~ , Osterges~hehen, p . 73. An exa mple of
Grass s reason1ng: the m1raculous ca tch stori es of Luke and
J ?hn probab ly belong t o t he same t rad i t i on; Luke has
d1slocated a pos t -re su r rection a ppearance narrative .
Nevertheless, i t is sti ll a legen d . Why? "Thi s s tory was
also a n Easter l egend, for the fa ct that the miraculous
cat ch of fish really took place neither in t he Easter days
nor at t he call of the first disciples needs no proof ­
(Grass, Os t er gesche hen , p . 81 ) .

80s e e Marsha l l , Luke , pp . 907-09 .
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would not s ubsta ntia l l y affec t the results of our

d i scussion ; the r e f or e, we shal l not cross the l i ne t o

include it i n thi s s tudy .81

But it s ho ul d be observed that the of t - r ep ea t ed c l a im

t hat Luke i s the on l y evange list to mention the a scension

because t he gross mat erialism of his resu rrect ion
app earances demanded t hat he somehow get Jesus of f the Bcene
and that he therefore invented the as cens i on is su rely
wrong. ~ In point of fact all t he gospel s are "g r o s s l y

material istic · in t he i r pre sentation of Jesus's r e s ur r ec t i on

appearances , as we shall see; he nce , Luke's ascension

81The s tanda rd wor k on the ascens ion is Gerha rd
Lohf ink, Die Himmelfahrt Jesu , SANT 26 (MUnc he n: Kos e l
Verlag, 1971); but see al so Ferdinand Hahn , - Di e Hirnmel fahrt
Jesu, Ein Gespr~ch mit Gerh a r d Lohfi nk , · Bib 55 ( 1974): 418­
26; a l so Osborne, -Resurrection, · pp. 253-65.

82TyPical i s Wilckens's assertion that the entire
New Testament knows of no ascension of Jesus other than the
resurrect i on . The resurrect i on and exa l t at i on 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 ge t rid of J esus' s ea rthly sojourn; if the
resurr ec tion was not understood as t he exaltation , then a
second act was necessary (Wilckens, Auferstehun g , pp . 91-98 ;
so also Gunther Bornkarnm, Jesus von Na zare t h, 8th ed .
[ St ut t gar t : Kohlhamme r , 1968J, p . 162; Grass , Glau benslehre,
1 : 100; Perri n, Resurrection , p. 72 ) . This f requently
repeated reason i ng seems to res t on t he fa lse assumption of
a dichotomy be tween resurrecti on a nd exaltation . For the
evangeli sts as wel l as Paul , t he re surrect ion entailed the
exa ltation of Jesus. When he appears, he app ears in hi s
exa l ted state . Hence, s t atements conc er ni ng J esus' s death
and exa ltation in no way intend to prec l ude his appearances
on eart h . Those who envi sion a dichotomy here seem t o
presuppose (on ce again ) t ha t t a ngible co r porea l i t y is
i ncompa t ible with exaltednes s , a co nvict ion not sha r ed by
t he New Testament . O' Collins points out that resurrection ,
along with translat ion , i s a SUb-category of exaltat i on, and
t hus t he dea th-exa l tat i on t exts of the New Testament are not
co nt r a r y t o , but merely mo re genera l than , the dea th­
re surrect ion t exts (O'Co l lins, Eas t er , pp . 50-5 3) . It would
be implausib l e to suppose that the death- exaltation texts
envi saged , not the r esurrection, but the translation of
Jesus (see chapter 11) .

i '"
narrative is not to be accounted for merely on the basis of
hi s phys i ca lism .

It ought to be noted t ha t f or Luke the as cens i on does
not s eem to be the glorification of Jesus; when Jesus
appears t o the disciples after his r esurrect i on he is

already gl or i f i ed (Lk . 24:26 ) . The ascension is s imply t he
dec isive end of t he appearances of Jesus . I hav e suggested

that we ought to reconsider whe n J ohn may not have t he same

sort of conception of the as cens i on as Luke : that t he
r es ur rect i on and glorifi cation are the same , but that t he
ascension is a decisive end to Jes us ' s phys i ca l pr ese nce
here; the alterna t ive seems t o be t ha t J es us appeared to
Mary in an uDglorifi ed s tat e. u However this may be , for
Luke there cou ld be no mor e phys i cal appearances of Christ
aft er the ascens ion, not because Christ was then c han ged ,
but simply becaus e he had l eft decisively the earthly worl d .

83Coppens argues that fo r John Jesus e nt er s his
glor y at hi s death (Joseph Coppens , -La glorificat i on
celes t e du Ch r i st dans l a theologie neotestamenta i re et
l 'attente de J esus ,- in Resurrexi t, ed . Edouard Ohani s
f Rome : Libreria Edi t r i ce Va t i ca na, 1974J, pp. 33 -36) . But i f
t his is so, then in view of J esus's statement, · 1 hav e not
yet asce nded," the conclus ion that the ascension is f or John
virtually the same as for Luke is a lmost irresi stible .



CHAPT ER 8

~BREE I SSUES RAISED BI THE GOSPEL NARRATIVES

The Local i t y of the Appearances

One of t he most d i sput ed que s tions conc ern i ng t he

r esurrection appearances in gene r a l i s t heir geograp hi cal

locati on. Most s cholars would pr oba bly i ncl i ne t oward t he
Gal ilean appearance t r adi t i on , lar ge l y on t he a uthor i ty of
Har k . Since t he f light of t he d i sciples hypothes is i s
unreal istic , t he mos t conv i ncing presenta t i on of thi s vi ew

would probab ly be t ha t after the di scovery a nd i nsp ec tion of

the empty tomb, t he d i sciples ret urned , pe rhaps s ti l l
unbelievi ng , t o Galilee , where t hey then s aw J esus .

But t hi s theor y i s f or ced to r ide r ough- s hod over s o
many tradi t ions that J esus did appear i n Jerus a lem t ha t it

s eems diff i c ul t t o embrace with f i rm co nvict i on . It i s not
t rue that Ma r k nec es s a r i l y precludes J er usa l em appeara nc es ;

both Mat thew and J ohn ac cep t J e ru salem a nd Gali l ee
appeara nces and pe rhaps so does Pa ul ' s formul a; Luke , gi ven
hi s 40 days t e lescoped to one , doe s not ne cessar i ly pr ec lude

Gal i lean appear anc es . Therefore , we need t o ask ser i ously
whether t hes e tradit ions are so irreco ncilable a f t er a l l .

Contrary to frequent as ser t i on, i t is not impos s ibl e to
construct a s eries of appea r ances in J erusal em and t hen in
Gali lee . I t is possi ble t ha t t he appea r ances t ook pl ace in
the f ol l owing way : a fte r t he disciples had i nvestigated t he
t omb and departed , the women (or Mary) lingered outside t he
tomb, wher eupon they s aw Jesus . The Emmaus discip l es ,
havi ng heard only the report of the disciples that t he body
was missing , departed forlo r n back to Emmaus ; Jesus joined
them, and they recogniz ed him dur i ng the eveni ng bread-
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breaking. They hu r r i ed to r e tu r n t o Jerusalem; meanwhile,
Jesus appeared t o Peter . Whe n the Emmaus disciples reached
J er us a l em that evening, the d isciples and they exchanged t he
sto r i es of what had happened. Some wer e perhaps s cept i cal ;
Thomas was not with t he group . Jes us then suddenly s tood
among t hem, which mus t ha ve t errified t he disciples , who
thought t hey wer e seeing 4 ghost; Jesus , however , reas s ur ed
them of hi s corpor ea l i t y and cont i nui t y wi th the J esus they
knew. The disciples rema ined i n Jerusalem f or the rema i nder
of the Feast o f Unl eaven ed Br ead , after which they we r e to

return to Gali lee where a rendezvous with J e s us bad been
set . Thomas was stiff-necked, howeve r , and re f used to
be l i eve ; therefore, just prior to the di s ci ples ' r e turn to
Galilee, Jesus appeared once more to Thomas and t he
disciples , which c l imaxes t he gospel of J ohn. The disciples
returned to Galilee as arranged and , vhile wai t i ng for t he
rendezvo us with J esus , engaged i n the old livelihood of some
of them, name ly, fis hing. During t his f ishing expedition,
Jesus unexpect ed l y appeared t o t hem on t he be ach; the
disciples , though having no inkl ing that Jesus should a ppear
to them before the pr e-arranged t ime and place , r ecogni zed
him in the miraculous draught of fish . Some time l ater the
di sci ples a nd perhaps others with them assembled on the
hi l l side where J esus had arranged t o meet t hem, and he
appeared to them there, as Matthew relates . This need not
have been the l as t appearance; Luke says Jes us continued to
a ppear to the di s c i ples dur i nQ t he time be t wee n Passover end
Pen tecos t , and Paul spec i f i ca l l y names appea r an ces to t he
500 brethren, to James , and to all t he a pos tles . I t i s
possible that t he di sciples returned to Jerusalem for
Pentecost a nd t hat t hi s l ast ment ioned appearanc e took place
ther e, prior to t he f ea st i t sel f and the out pour ing of the
Holy Spirit . One woul d t hus ha ve a sequence of appeara nces

i n Jerusalem-Gal ilee-Jerusa lem .

1
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Now I am not assert i ng that t hi s is i n fact the way i t
mus t have happened; but i t is not impos s i bl e . 1 The
conclusion t hat - I t i s imposs ible t o ha~onize the accounts
of the resurrect i on appear a nces - has come too quickl y f r om
scholars' pe ns. 2Though one is loathe to try to har~onize

ell t he account s, t his being speculative and tenuous , t he
fact r emai ns that negative j Udgments of the his t orical worth
of t he account s on this basis alone do not s eem t o be
warranted . One is not fo rced to accept either the Jerusa l em
or Ga l ilee tradition a nd therefore to suppress t he ot he r ;
bo th tradit ions are well-a ttested and both could be
accurate .

I C•F•D• Moule, -The Post-Resurrection Appe a ra nces i n
Light of Fes t i va l Pi l gr i mages , - NTS 4 (19 57-58) : 58-59; idem,
The Signi fican ce of the Mes s age of the Resurrec t i on f or
Faith i n Jesus Chris t , S8r 8 (London : SCM , 1968) , p. 5 .
Anderson r et orts that Moule ' s so lution "l eaves unexp l a i ned
the thorny problem of Mark's and Matthew' s ' add i ction ' to
Galilee, or Luke's or John's 'addiction ' to Jerusalem-
(Hugh Ander son, Jesus and Chris tian Origins [New York :
Oxford University Press , 1964 ], p . 196) . Luke' s centering

, on J erusalem i s , however , widely acknowledge d t o be the
resu l t of his scheme of s a lva tion hi s tor y moving t oward a
climax in Jerusalem. Similarly , J ohn may concent rate on
Je rusalem because t bis was wher e the Messianic eve nt s
reached their f ulfillment. And John does have a Galilean
appearance i n the epi l ogu e. It con t r adi ct s the facts to
s peak of any -addi ct i on" by Matthew to Galilee. Ma r k ' s
ment ioning only Galilee could be explained i n a number of
wa ys - - as I have s ugges t ed in the text--and cannot jus t i f y
our i gnor ing the Jer usalem t r ad i tion . The ob j ections of
C. Y . ~vans , Resurr ection and the New Te$t ament, SBT 12
(London : SCM Pr ess, 1970) , pp . 112-13, t o Moule's thesis a re
impl i cit l y answered in the t ext ; similar ly, the obj ections
of Ka r l Ma r t i n Fischer , Das Ost er geschehen, 2d ed .
(GBtti nge n : Vandenhoeck , Ruprecht , 1980) , pp. 45- 55.
Suppor t i ng Moule i s Grant Osbor ne , -History and Theology in
the Resu rrect i on Narra t i ves : a Redact i onal Study - (Ph. D.
t bes i s , university of Aberdeen, 197 4) , pp. 351-53 .

2See the s urpr i s ing l i s t of c i t a t i ons i n John
Wenham, Eas t er Eni gma (Exe t e r , England : Paternoster Pres s ,
1984), pp . 9- 10, 140 , who s e own fa i ling i s that he t ends to
t ake his of ten unnecessarily elaborate specu l a t i ons, not as
mere pos s i bilities, but as actual f ac t s .
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A Gatt ung for the Appearance Stories

Dodd 's Fo rm Critical Ana lys i s

I s there a pa r ticul ar Gatt ung or f orm that
cha rac t eri zes the r esurrection appearances acro s s the bo a r d?
C. H. Dodd i n hi s influ ential essay, -The Appearances of t he

Ri sen Christ, - at t empt ed t o discover the common f orm of the
va r i ous appea r ance stories . ] He differentiated between
conc ise a nd circumstantial narrat ives, t he l a t t er bei ng
stories f i l led with picturesq ue detai l s, the former be ing
brief a ccounts woro down t o the bare es sential s. Exampl es
of ci rcums t antial na r r ati ves include the walk to Emmaus ao d
the appea r a nce by the Sea of Ti beri us ; example s of t he
c o nc ise fo rm includ e Ht . 28: 9 - 10, 16-20 ; I n . 20 :19-21. Dodd

believed that f i ve element s common to t he con cise narrat ives
could be d i scerned : ( 1) the s itua tion is that t he
di sciples are bereft of the Lord, ( 2) t he Lord appear s, ( 3 )

he gives a gre eting, (4 ) the disciples recogn ize him, (5) he
gives a word of command. ~he c i rcumst ant i a l narrat ives a r e
charact erized by unnecessary det ails of the story t eller ' s

a rt .
But Dodd's schema faces a f undame nta l dilemma : eithe r

the f ormal characteristics be adduces as common t o t he
ac counts seem to be so general as to be of little wor t h or ,
when t hey a re Dade more specif i c , they are no l onger common
cha racteristics of all the accounts . For example , the
characteristics (1 ) and (2 ) are a ct ua l l y tautologous, f or
any appeara nce of J esus in what ever form must pr esume tha t
he is not present and that he then ap pears . These e l ement s
then seem to be of l i t t le va lue in d i s coveri ng a common form

to the appearance ac counts . But when we come to the
r ema i ning three , these s impl y do not seem t o hold f or all
t he appea ra nce na r r at i ve s . In Mt. 28:9-10 we have ( 3) a nd

3C •H • Dodd , - ~he Appearan ces of the ~i sen Chr is t :
v

A
study in f orm- cr i t ic ism of the Gospels ,- i n 1dem, .Hore He
Testament Stud ies (Manchester : Manchester Univers1 t y Press,
1968) , pp . 102-15 .
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(5 ), but ( 4) i s missing (unless it i s s o gen eral i zed as to
become tri Via l ) . I n Ht . 2 8 :16-20 , ( 5 ) is present , but (3 )

a nd (4 ) are lacking . In Lk. 24 :36 - 42 we find (3 ) , but ( 4 )

and (5 ) are l acking. Thi s i s not a recognition scene i n the
proper sense of t he word, as in the Emmaus and Ma ry
Magdalene appeara nces, for t he disciples do not dou bt the
i denti ty of t he apparition, but r ather his corporea l i t y and
co nt inuit y with the Jesus who was l aid i n the grave . The
word of command is included in the appea r a nce only if we add
on vs . 44-49 ; but then t he distinction betwee n a
circums t ant ial a nd conc i s e narrative be comes pretty t hin ,
for the co ntent of thes e vers es i s very simila r t o t he
discussion 0 0 t he Emmaus road. Ther e we hav e a ba sic s tor y
expanded wi t h t heo l og i ca l motifs ; but her e we bave precisely
the same t hi ng . I t seems somewhat ar bit r a r y to call t he
first circums t ant ial and t he s econd consise . I n I n . 2 0 :11­

18, we hav e ( 4) a nd ( 5 ) , but ( 3 ) i s l acki ng (Jesu s' s
que s t i on cannot be called a gree t ing in comparison with
~ Pea ce be with you, " or "Ha i l " ) . Here, too, one must
ser ious l y question the di stinct ion between circumstantial
and conc i se accounts, f or t h i s st or y s hows as muc h the sto r y
te l l er 's art as the Emmaus appearance . I t certainly
inc l ud es unne ces sary detail s . Dodd 's c lassification of t hi s
s t or y as concise becaus e it - f o l l ows t he f ami l iar pattern ~'

s eems a good illus t r at ion of t be dange r of the
misu nde r s t an ding that can r e s ul t f r om pressing f orms onto
tbe accounts . In JD. 20 :19-23 we ha ve (3 ) a nd ( 5 ) , bu t not
( 4 ) ; a s in t he Luka n account it is not the i den t i t y of t he
apparition that is dOUbted. The a ppea r ance to ~homas has
only (3 ) , but Dodd does not regard t hi s a s an i ndependent
s t or y, but a n add endum to t he foregoi ng appeara nce . Dodd
regards Mk . 16 ;1 4- 15 as an i ndependen t t r adi t i on; but it has
onl y ( 5 ) and l a ck s ( 3) a nd ( 4) . Deat h by a t housand
qu alific at i ons s e ems t o hav e alrea dy begun when Dodd assert s

4 Ib i d . , p . 113 .
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that these ere lacking , but are nevertheless implied. In

fact , not one of the su pposed conc i s e narrati ves ha s al l
t hr e e of t he e l ement s t ha t del i neate t he form of the concise
narrat i ves , and t here are other elements that are just as

common as these three . These characterist ics thus do not

seem to co ns t i tu te formal earmarks of the r esurrect i on
acc ounts ; t he on ly common form i s that Jesus is absent and

then ap pe a rs , whi ch is o f no he l p i n ident ifying a Iltera~

form .
The i nadequacy of Dodd's s chema seems to become

e specia l ly evi dent whe n i t i s applied t o the Harken ac count
of Jes us 's walki ng on t he water , f or according t o Dodd this
stor y has fo ur of t he f ive formal c har a ct er i s t ics of a
r esurrection narrative , but it nevertheless i s not one a nd
i s firmly welded in its context . 5 Dodd' s schema s eems,
t here f or e, a Procrustean bed i nto whi c h t he gospel a ccounts

ought not to be coerced .

Hel lenis t i c Gat t ung
It is of ten alleged t hat t he gospel appearance stories

have been s haped by Hellenis t ic myths con cerning t he
appearan ce s of quasi . divi ne heroes . ' John Al sup has given

considerable ana lysis t o t he quest ion of whethe r a story
Gattung ex ist ed concur r ent with t he gospe l s that t old of
div ine appearance in human f or m or an appearance of t he dead
in a way compar abl e t o t he gos pe l s t ori e s and whether a
f orma l a nd ess ent i a l r elat ionsh ip can be drawn betwee n
th em . ' Ver y of ten the gospe l appearance s , especially the
Emmaus road appearance, a r e compa r ed t o t he He l lenis t i c

5l b i d . , p . 12 L

6Fo r exampl e, I ngo Broer , "Der Her r i st wahrhaft
aufers t ande n eLk. 24, 34) , " i n Aufers t ehung Jesu-- .
Auferstehung der Christen , 00 l OS , ed . Lorenz Ober11nner
(Freiburg : He r de r , 1986 ) , pp . 56-57.

7J ohn Alsup, The Pos t-Resurrection Appearance
St ori es of t he Gospel Tr adi t ion , CTM A5 ( Stutt ga r t : ca lwer
Verla g , 1975) , pp . 214-65 .
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stories . ' Most often ad duced as a pa ral l e l a r e
Phi los t r at us's tal es of Apollonius of Tyana ; pa rticul a r ly of
inter est i s t he s tory of hi s di sappearance f r om his tria l
be fo r e Domitian a nd his r eappeara nce to Damis a nd Demetri us
in the grott o of Dicaerch i a IPhilost ratus Vi t~ Apollonii
7. 41-8 .13 ) . Pr i or to t he tr ia l Apo l l on i us tells the t wo to
go to t he s ea by the i sland of Ca l ypso , "fo r t here you shall
s ee me appear t o you . - ~b en Dami s asks, -Al i ve ? - Apol l onius
a nswers , -As I mysel f be l ieve , a live , but as you will
be l ieve, risen f r om t he dead . - Thre e days lat er t he two a r e
in Dicaercbia t o see Apollonius. At the trial Apollon i us
pr oc l a ims t hat eve n i f his body is t a ke n, no one could t ouc h
his s oul, and adds, -Nay, you cannot even take my body, -

8Typical i s Wilckens ' s statement :
-The appeara nce st ories of t he gospels obviously bel ong
t o a n e nt i r e l y different r ea l m of tradition: not t o
the J ewi sh- Chr i s tian urgemeindlicben or to t he r ealm of
t he Paul i ne mis s ion, but ratber to t ha t o f t he
Hellenist i c communi t i es of the Palestinian-Syr i an area
bordering in t he north . He re t he old Palestinian
t radition about 3e sus was t a ken up and- -as in
J er us a l em- -made t he c ent e r of the t raditions of the
communi t y, granted , unde r t he simult a neous
transformati on of t he frame of co nception . Ou t of
J esus , the eschatological , omnipot e nt Rabbi , came
3es us, t he epiphana l Son of God , the unique I:l ttos a\lnp
and ownlp . The concept ion of the appearance stori es
handed down i n the gospels i s s haped by t his
Hellenistic Christology, a s is especial ly to be s een i n
pa r t i cular f eatur e s of the Emmaus pericope (Lk . 24,
l 2ff .), fo r whi ch ther e are, as i s we l l - known, s t r iking
Hel lenis tic pa ra l le lsP . . . . On l y i n t he tota l
c~ntext of t hi s gene r al trans formation proces s in t he
h1 story of t he 3ewis h Chr is t i an 3esus t r ad i t ion in the
Hellen i stic communi t ies of Pales t i ne a nd Syria can the
gospe l appearance s tor i es be s ui tably understood in
terms of the hi s tory of r eligi ons .

SiCf, R. Bultmann, Ges chichte der s ynopt ischen
Tr adi tion3 (1 957) 310 , note 1- (Ulrich Wi l cke ns ,
Auf er s t ehung, TT4 (Stuttgart and Berlin : Kr euz verlag ,
1970 1, p . 94) .

So a lso Norman Perr i n , The Resurrection accor di ng to
Matthew, Mark, and Luke (Philade lphia : Fortress , 1977), p.
ee,
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qu oting Homer: "For thou s halt not slay me , since 1 t e l l

thee I am not mor t a l ." Thereupon Apolloni us va ni s hes.

Meanwhi le Oami s and Demet r ius wal k along the s hore,

des pairi ng t hat Apo l l oniuB would not come . As t hey sit i n
t he grotto, Cami s a s ks whe t her they wi l l ever see bim aga i n,
whereupon Apolloni u s s uddenly appears and answers, · Ye s ha l l

s ee him ; nay, ye have already seen him . " Demetri us asks ,

-Alive ? " a nd Apol l oni u5 in response extends his hand and

i nvi t e s t hem to take hold o f i t . They then embrace him wi th

j oy and ask about hi s trial . Whe n Apol l onius i nf orms them
that he had made his def ens e t hat day, Demetrius i s amazed

that he co uld make s o long a j ourney t o the grotto i n one
day. As they wa l k back t o t own together, they ta l k a l ong
the way, -and he to l d theM exactly how he vanished from t he

seat o f judgment . -
Another frque nt ly mentioned ana l ogy is t be apotheos is

of Romulus a s re lated by Pl utarch (plutarch Lives 1. 27. 7­

8) . Amidst natura l disorders o f t he weather, Romul us i s
s aid t o have been - caught up into heaven" and to have become

a -benevol en t god, - i ns t ead of a good ki ng. Some, howev er,

suspect t hat Romulus ' s disappea rance was t be resu l t o f hi s

mur de r by the pa tricians . Lat er a patr i c ian fr i end of
Romulus swear s by the s acred emblems t hat he saw Romul us

comi ng to meet him on t he r oad , fair and stately a nd a r rayed

in br i ght a r mor . He asked ROMUlus why he had l ef t the

patricia ns prey t o t hese unj us t a ccusations, t o whicb
Romul us an swer ed that h~ had to r eturn t o heaven , but tha t
i f the Romans p r a ct ice self - r estraint an d valor t hey wi l l
at t ain t he he i ghts o f power . Becaus e of t he noble cha r a cter

of the wi t nes s and his oa t h , t hi s account was accepted .
A simi l a r s t ory is t he apotheos i s of Ari s t ea s of

Pr oconnesus (He rodotu s Per s i an Wars 4. 14 . 1- 2; 15 . 1-2 ) .
Ar i s teas had en t ered a textile s hop , where he d ied . The
owner c l oses t he shop to inf orm relat ives o f the misfortune .
But a man o f Cyz i c us r eport s t ha t he saw Ari s t ea s a nd spo ke
wi t h hi m o n t he way to Cyzicus . When the shop is ope ned,

'1'
t he body i s not t o be found . Sev en year s l at er , Ar i steas
r eappears in Proconne suB . He i s s a i d to have appeared aga i n

2 40 ye ars later t o t he Het apont i nes of Italy , whom he t e l ls

t ha t be had once visited thei r co untry i n t he f orm of a
crow .

A not d i s s i milar story is to ld of Cleomedes of

As t ypa leia (pausanias Descr i pt i ons of Greece 6 . 9 . 6- 8 ) .

Having ki l l ed a man i n an Olympi c boxing ma tch , Cl eomedes
ret urns to As t ypaleia wi thout the prize . I n a nger he pulls

down the p i l l a r supporting t he roof of a s choo l hou se
containi ng s ixty ch i ldren . When t he parents want to ston e

him , he take s r efuge in the sanctuary of At hena . He climbs

into 4 ch est a nd shuts the lid i when, however, the chest is

br oke n open , no one i s f ound . The oracle at De lphi

proc l a i ms him t he last of t he beroes , a nd fran that time he
ha s been honor ed among t he Astypa l a ean s .

Pl utarch relates one mor e s i mi lar story : t he

disappearance of Al cmene (Plu t ar ch Lives 1 . 28. 6-8) . I t is

sa i d t ha t her body di sa ppe a r ed on ;the way to the buri al , and
a stone was f ound on the bie r ins t ead . Plutarch's comment

on all these ~ fabl es - is t ha t we ought not t o a c cept t he

i dea that the body can be t a ken into heave n , but t hat only
the soul s urv i ves.

Another story of dea t h , ascens ion, and appea r an ce from

Hellen i s t ic literature is tha t concerning Peregrinus Proteus

a s related wi t h a measur e of rid icule by Luc i an of Samosa t a

(Lucian Pas s i ng of Peregr inus 36-40) . peregrinus leaps i nt o
a f ire an d d isappea r s . Luc i a n made up the s tory tha t out o f

t he f lames a vulture fl ew, crying t hat he wa s d one with

ea rth and was f lying to Olympus. Late r Luc ian hears an
e l der ly man te lling how he had j us t s e en Pe reqr lnus wear i ng
a white robe a nd an ol ive garland ; the old man s wor e that he
had eve n seen t he vu ltur e , whi ch Luc ian had i nvented , f l yi ng
up ou t of t he flame s.

Luc ian r ecords anoth er s tory, the appearance o f a
deceased woman Demainete to her husband (Lucian Pass i ng of



Peregrinus 3. 27) . Her husband had burned all her pe r s ona l

effects wi t h her on t he f uneral pyre . Seven days afte r her

deat h , as he was readi ng Pl a t o on the sou l, she came and sa t

down beside him, as r eal as life. He embra ced he r , but sh e

reprimanded him fo r not burni ng one of her sandals, which

was under a chest . A dog i n the room the n barked , a nd she

va nished . The sandal , however , was f ound under the chest

an d then burned .

I n a na lyzi ng the individua l stor i es , one notes that t he

gr eat est di fficu lty in comparing the Apo lloni us s t ory wi t h

the gospe l appearance stories is t hat Apollonius was not

r eally dead. Nevertheless , the parallels t o the Emmaus

story in particul ar a r e s t r iki ng . One might be t empte d to

t hink t ha t t he two stories s hare a common Gat tung , but as

Alsup points out , it -is very pr obable in t he l ight of

ch ronologica l a nd bi ographi ca l f actor s that thi s wa s not the

ca se , but that Philost ratus i n one sense or anothe r i s

dependent upon the gosp e l account s (especial ly Luke) a nd

maybe directly upon the Emmaus story. -9 Phi l ostrat us' s work

was designed to provide a non - Chr i stian a l t e r na tive to

Jesus , a nd gi ve n the f act that his story r esemb les the

Emmaus i nc i de nt not so much i n its broad f orm but i n i t s

particularities , the most likely explanat i on for the

simila r i ties i s direct depend ence . On t he other hand , in

the Romulus story the key moti fs are the disappearance of

the hero and hi s en counter wi t h a person later on. The

~tories of Aristeas , Cleomedes, and Alcmene show that t he

key element in this type of story is the disappearance, not

the appearance. Simi larly in t he Peregrinus story , the

original account was only of his di s appea r ance i n the

f lames . The Demainete s t or y does not fit into this Gattung;

Alsup wants to r egard i t as a vis i ona r y dream stor y , but t he

vividness of the s t or y and its similar i ty t o accounts in the

ca se s tudies of parapsychology conce rni ng ver i d i ca l vi s i ons

of r ecent l y deceased i ndi vidua l s make one wonde r i f there

9Alsup, St ories , p . 232.
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cou ld not be a n actual historical inc ident in back of the

story.

Now when one r elates the Gat tung of the ~ E:t os &11 11.0

disappearance stories to the resurrection appea r a nce

na r r a t i ves of the gospe l s, decis i ve differences a t once

appear . The ~ti:o ," & 1I ~ .o Gl!ttung is a Greek story de signed to

answer t he ques tion : where has the he ro gone ? The

r eappearance on ly goes t o sh ow t ha t the etto," &vr\'.o has not

died, but only di sappeared, as Als up explai ns ,

The ' a~pearanc e' or its s ubst itute gave t he s olu tion to

a pa rtJ.cular problem: the I) t 'i: o," c."tli.o d i d not di e , but
ha s disappea r ed , he has beer. tr~nsl a ted from this to
an? ther sphere, he lives 00 in a hi gher form of
eXJ. stence . • • • Moreover t hi s i s a ne cessity from the

v~ ewp? int of the Ga t t ung becaus e a ect ec ';vtli.o cannot
dJ.! lJ.k e ot her s, but • • . must be exa l t ed on hi gh.
ThJ.s s tor y Gat t uo g is a Gre ek t ype a nd has i ts origins
in t he heroic ep i cs of the Homeric per i od and was
de~eloped f urthe r i n the transit i on from s mall l iterary

unJ.ts t? l arge r ooes - - as in t he background of a nc ient

novel s J.n general . Where similari t ies in these stories

t ho: oughly over l ap wi t h those of t he gos pel account s- ­
as J.o the case of Apol l ooi us--dependence o f a direct
na t ure , the latter upon the f ormer, i s probable
• • • . 10

Hence, in t he gospel accounts, the mot i f o f

disappear ing occurs only once, in t he Emmaus s tory, and

there it does oot have the s ame dimensions as in the ~tto s

&"ri.o stories , for it is unrelated to t he question where the

her o has gone. Moreover, t he r esurrection appearances are

radically unlike the reappearance of the (It'i:os " " tljl" , f or

their pUrpose is not t o s how t hat Jes us did not r ea lly die

a nd lives on, but rathe r that he has bee n raised f r om the

dead . Thus, although the two types of appearance stories

s how some similarities, as one would expect from the nature

of the s~bj ect matter , s uch as a figu r e ' S be iog seen ,

conv ers i ng with people , a message 's being given, and so

lOI bi d . , p , 238 .
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forth, in es sen ce the two t ypes of story are dist i nct and

not genealogi cally related . 1I

Jewish Gat t ung
Alsup argues i ns t ead that the Gattung for the

r esurrecti on appearance stories actua l ly comes f rom Jewish
theophan y s tor es. 12 He cons iders fi r s t t he an thropomorphic
t heop han ies of t he Old Testa~ent . I n Gen. 18, God appears
t o Abraham at Hamre. Abra ham sees three men and , unawar e

that t he Lor d i s among t hem , of f er s them a meal. The
promise of an hei r is g i ven . As t wo of the me n go on to
Sodom, Abra ham remains before the Lor d and speaks wi t h him.
In Ex . 3, t he angel of t he Lord appears to Mos es i n t he
bur ning bush . God spea ks to Hoses out of the bus h wi t h
wor ds t hat are familia r to any Bi bl e r eader . In Judges 3,
the a ngel of the Lor d appears to Gideon and tells him to go
into battle , f or t he Lord is wi t h him . Af t er Gideon br ings
a n offeri ng , the angel causeS it t o be con s umed with fire,
and then he disappears . Gideon now knows t ha t he has s een
t he angel of the Lord face to face . In J udges 13, t he angel
of the Lor d appears t o Manoah's wife an d promi s es her a
chi l d . Manoah as ks that the man of God might appear to them
again . The angel appears aga in t o the woman , who fetches
her husband, who t he n speaks wi th t he an gel abou t his
i de nt ity . The a ngel r efuses Hanoa h's off er of a mea l a nd
urges that an of fering be gi ve n instead . As t he flames
consume the off ering, t he a nge l asce nds out of s i ght in the
f lames. Hanoah knew that it h4d been the a ngel of t he Lord .
I n I Sam. 3, the boy Samuel hea r s t he vo ice of one call ing

11Cf• a simi l ar co nclus ion concerning t~e mira:le
s t or ies of t he gospel s and mirac l e-worki ng - div1ne,~en by
Bar ry L. Bl ackburn, - ' Mi r ac l e wor ki ng ~E IOI AN~Er 1n
Hellenism (and Hellenistic Juda ism), - 1n Gospe l .
Pers pec t i ves , vol . 6: The Miracl:s of Jesus, ~d. Dav1d
Wenham a nd Craig 810mberg (Sheff1e 1d, Eng land . JSOT press,
1986 ) , pp. 185-2 18.

l2 A1s up , St ori es , pp . 239-65.
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his name . Upon El i' s instruc t i ons , he r espo nds , · Spea k ,
Lord . - The Lord comes an d s pea ks wi t h him as man t o ma n .

Alsup next t urns t o anthropomorphic t beophanies in
i nt ert est ament a l literat ure . In Tobit 5 and 12, Tobias goe s
to Media accompanied by Azar i us, who is r eally t he angel
Raphae l in disguise. I n Media they f r ee Sarah from demonic
oppr ess i on with the heart , liver , and ga ll of a fis h. Upon
t heir return, Tobias c ur es his father 's blindness wit h left­
over fish gall . When t he time comes for Azarius t o be
rewarded, he reveals hi s ident ity as the ange l Raphael and ,
after exh orting them , disappears . In the Tes tament of
Abraham, t he a nge l Michae l goes to inform Abr a ham of his
coming death , Abraham does not know who be is . As they
walk together , a t r ee t e l ls Abraham that bis companion is

ho l y . In a tearful s cene , t he angel i s unable t o
communicate hi s mes sage . But God tells Isaac in a dream of
his fa t her' s comi ng death . Sara h r ecognizes Michae l as one
of t he t hree who had vi sit ed t hem at Mamre. Abraham a dmits
that he also recognized him, as he was hed his feet. Michael
con firms I saac' s dr eam and at Abraham 's request takes

Abraham to see heaven before he dies and his sou l is
separated from his body .

In analyzing these t exts , Al sup admits both that they
have noth ing to do wi t h dea th and res urrection a nd t ha t t he
gospe l narratives neve r re fe r in a ny way t o t he s e texts . "
Moreover, t he above exampl es differ cons i de r ably among
the~~ e lv e& i n context and p4rticul~r mess age . 14

Neverthel ess, he maintains that they share a unity of f o rm
and int ention . They a re a ll immedi ate , personal encou nters
between the Lord and persons s ingled out for an appea rance,

a nd the appearan ce s focus on God' s ch osen people .
Furthermo r e , Al s up contends that in te rminology , mot i fs ,
s t ructur al elements , and conceptual scope t he gospe l

13Ibi d ., p . 251 .

14 Ibi d . , p . 263,
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appearance stories are a del ibe rat e ref lect i on of t he Old
Tes t ament t heopha ny . The subject mat ter is t he same : a
perso na l encount er where the resolution of non-recogni t i on
i s important, where the huma n partner rece i ve s a pr omis e and
commission , and where the human part i cipants experience
fear , doubt , and awe at the presence of the one who appears .
In or der t o exp ress that Jesus appeared , t hat he reunited
t he disc i ples out of appa rent t r agedy, and t ha t he
commissioned them , the ea rly Chris t i an s ut i lized t he form of
Old Tes t ame nt anthropomorphic tbeophanies .

I t seems puzzzling, howeve r , why Al sup shou l d rega rd
t he t he opba ny s tories as the s ource of the Ga t t ung f or t he
re surrecti on appeara nce s tories, since the s imilar ities seem
to be no gr eater t ha n those of the ~ti:o~ inlllP stories . The

ch ief motif that i s present in SOQe of t bem is t he non ­
recognit i on of the di vi ne vis itant . But even t bi s i s not
essent i a l, and as I i ndicated i n t he d i scus s i on of Dodd's
form proposal, this so- ca l led r ec ognition moti f i n the
gospel s tories s eems t o have been bl own out of propo r tion by
some New Tes tament SCholars . I n fact onl y three of the

resurrect ion appeara nce stor ies contai n th i s moti f . It
Cannot be emphas i zed enough tha t in t he appearance t o the
Twelve, the r e seems to be no prob lem of recogni z ing J esus ,
as i s evident from the f act that t he r e i s no moment of
d i sc l osure; r a t her t he disciples' doubt s concern Jesus's
corporeality. lj (Compare Acts 12:15 where Pete r i s mista ke n
fo r an angel; there seems t o be no problem of recognizing

Pete r , since the angel is identifi ed as his, but t he doubt
concerns hi s bod i ly presenc e .) Most of t he r esu r r ection

stories conta i n no recogni t ion mot if comparable t o t hat
cont a ined i n s ome of the Jewish th~ophany s t ories . Thi s
makes it di fficul t to believ e that the gos pel appea rance
stories are borrowing a Gattung f r om t he Old Testament

l 5~acob Kremer, Oie osterevangelien--Geschichten
Geschicbte (Stuttgart : Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1977), p .
139.
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theophanies i a t most one could say that one feature of s ome
t heophan y s t or i es was taken ove r by some gospe l appearance

accounts .
But mor e than that : even in the t hree i nstances where

J esus is not recognized , the situation is unl i ke t he
t heophany stories . For in t he t heopha ny s t ories , the
si tuation is essent ially t he Lor d or a n angel 's appea r i ng
i ncognit o among men; he i s di sguised. But i n the gospe l
s tories , t here is no indication t ha t Jesus appea r s disgu i sed
i n another form ; he i s not incognito; rather the eyes of the
be holder s eem to be supernatura l l y be l d f r om recogniz ing
him . This is at least the case in the Emmaus appearance .
At t he Lord ' s discret ion, t he scales fal l from t he eyes, and
he is recognized . Actual ly, in the J ewi s h theophany
stories, one cannot speak of a re-cognition at all (except
i n the Tes tament of Abra ham, where Gen. 18 i s being
de l iberately reca lled) , f or the huma n participant did not
know the divine bei ng previ ous ly i n or der to r ecogni ze him.
I n the t heopha nies it is a matt er of penetrating a n
intentiona l di s gu i se; i n t be gospels t hos e who knew J esus
best did not recognize hi m, t hough he was not disguised.
The Jewish moti f i s r eally a disgui se moti f , God incognito;
i n the t hree i ns t ances i n the gospels where the r ecognition
moti f occurs, t he theme is not t he div i ne person 's assumi ng
a disguise i n order to so j ourn unnoticed among men, for
J esus was already in human f orm before his death ,
r es ur r ect i on , and appear a nc es .

This l ast fac t a lone seems , moreover , to make the
a nt hropomor phic t heopha nies a dubi ous source of the Ga t t ung
of the resurrect ion appearance stori es, f or t he only
signi f i cant e lement common to a ll t he an thropomorphic
theophan i es is that t hey a r e a nt hr opomor phic (even the
disgu ise mot if is not alwa ys present) . But t he fact t hat
the Lord or hi s angel a ppears in human form can not be
assumed to be the source of Jesus 's so app earing since J esus
already was a man. A r adical difference between the
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theophanies a nd the resurrect ion a ppe arances seems to lie i n
the f ac t t ha t in a t heophany a heavenly being assumes a

human f orm in or de r to appear, but in a r es urr ect i on
appeara nce , a human being appears as r i sen f rom t he dead.

Certainly the concept of Jesus'S res urrec t i on appear a nc es

could never ha ve been deduced f r om t he Old Testament

anthropomorphic t heopha ni es . But , i t i s alleged . the
disc iples turned to t he Gattung t o exp r es s what they had
experi enced. But why should they do this ? For if , on t he
one hand , they experienced heavenly visions of Jesus after
his death, then a much closer Gatt ung lay in t he Jewish
concept o f transla t ion (Gen . 5: 24; 2 Kin gs 2 :11-18 ;
Tes tament of J ob ( 0 ) , in which case neither re surrec t i on nor
anthropomorphic appear ances comes into view. But if, on the
othe r hand , t hey expe rienced bodily appeara nces of Chr is t ,
then a ny borrowing of anthropomorphism from the theophanies
would be superflous . For given that the disc i p l e s bel i eved

that ~esu s bad risen from the dead a nd that these were
therefore resurrection appearances, they could only be
physical e ncount e r s , f or that i s what a re surrect i on
implies, a physical ra ising of the man in the tomb. The
appea rances a r e anthropomorph ic bec ause ~e sus i s an &v~p~.o ,

who was raised . The ~ewi s h theophanies do not even s eem to
come into view . But i f one takes away this pa ral lel, t hen

what s ignif icant r e s emb l an ce is l eft between tbe t heophanies
and t he r esurrec t ion appearances ? The elements of persona l
encounter , d i v ine promise or co mmi s s i on, a nd r ea ct i ons of
fear, doubt , a nd awe s ee m to be so gene r a l i zed as to be of
little help i n determining genealogical r elationship . The
fact i s that t he r e are no across the board featu res common

to all t he an thr opomorph ic theophanies a nd to t he
resurrection appearances, except the most general
con siderations, f or example, a divine person appea r s to
huma n pe rsons ; a nd t hese a re i ns uf f ic i ent to s how that the
one is usi ng a Gat tung borr owed from t he othe r . The r e is
thus no ev i dence , i t s eems, t o bel i eve t hat t he disciples
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were using the theophany Gattung t o formulate t he ir
experience . Therefore , it seems mi s l eadi ng to speak of the
r esurrection app earance stories ' us ing t he Gat cung of Old
Testament anthropomorphic theophanies. The uniqueness of
tbe resurrection appearance stories ought to be
r ecognized . 16

16Kl aus Ber ger has also sought t o f i nd i n Juda i sm,
not indeed a deta i l ed Gat tung f or all the r esurrecti on
ap pearances , but va r i ou s Gattungen and moti f s whi c h he
believes are taken up in the res urrection narr atives . The
empt y to~ narr at i ve fo l l ows a Gattuog of -the f utile sea r ch
for the body - of s ome exalted person (Klaus Berger , Die
Aufer stebuog der Pr ophe teo und die Er b6bung des
Henscb ensohnes, SUNT 13 (G~ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1976] , pp . l 17- 22) . Be r ger traces t he Ga tt ung ba ck t o II
Kings 2: 17 and f i nds it i n 4 Mace. 17: 2- 6; Test. ~ob 18;
4Q:9, 13 - 1. and apo crypha l stories of t he absence of the
bodies of Zec har i ah, t he tbief in Pa radise, aod Mary . The
app ea r anc e s tories conform to a Gattung of -Who are you?
• .• I am . • • - i n d i v i ne calls a nd appearances, which
s t r es s e s t he identity of the calling or appea r ing one
( Ibid., pp . 154- 200) . Doubt i s often an elemen t i n such
stori e s and s er ves t o evoke a s i gn of i denti t y . I n this
rega rd, Berge r p l ac es great s tock in the moti f of God 's
ca lling three times , for the thi r d ca l l makes c ertain t hat
i t is God (Lib . Ant . 53 : 4; I Sam . 3 :1-18) . He think s t hat
t he demonstrat ions i n the appearance s tories are s igns of
identity to prove that ~esus is not a n impe rsonating demon.
The - t hi r d t ime - motif plays a dire ct ro le i n the
arrangemen t of the appearance stories . They a r e arranged so
a~ t o incr ease in number of wi t ne s ses; the women are placed
f 1rst becaus e t hey are poor er wi t ness e s ; t he l ast appe arance
is the most important .

Berger has produced a prodigious tomb, choki ng wi th
document ation , but one cannot help but f ee l t ha t here i s t he
r : l i gi ons ges chi cht l i che Me t hode gone out of cont r ol . Ber ger
mlxes hi s material without discre tion f rom s our c es wheth er
Jewish or Chris t i an , early or late. Most of his t exts are
f rom l ate Chr i s t ian sources , wh i ch he reads ba ck into t he
New Testament na rratives. He do es not disc rimi nate be twe en
the subj ect ma t t er in the tex t s, whether it con c erns a
t r a ns l at i on t o hea ve n, a div ine cal ling, a n epiphany , a
r e sur r ect i on appea r an ce , and &0 f orth. Al l a r e t hr own into
the potpourri, and any and a ll paralle ls are dra wn, whi l e
ge nea l og i ca l ties are s i mply assumed.

With regard t o the empty tomb , the Gattung discerned
b¥ Berger ha s to do with a pe r son 's be ing translated
d1rect l y to heaven, not with hi s re surrection. But since
the disciples be l ieve d J esus had been raised f r om the dead ,



the empt iness of hi s grave was automa t ica l l y entai l ed .
Thus, the question is whet her the empty tomb is a l egendary
pr od uc t of this assumption ; there i s no need to appea l to
the trans lation Ga t t ung at a l l . I n fa ct , in i ts details the
empty tomb stor y does not t r uly co r r espond t o t he ~ futile

search fo r t he body ~ Gattung , f o r whi l e t he sons of t he
prophets were actually s ea rching f or El i jah ' s missing body,
the women knew the locat ion of J esus' s body , having observed
t he burial , and were coming to anoint i t, not t o f ind it .

Act ua l l y, the real value of Berger 's work seems to
be that it confirms that the app ea rances of Jesus we r e
phys i ca l in natu re . For bad the disciples s een only
he avenly vi sions of Jesus , then ev en in t he pr esence of the
empty tomb , they would pr obably not have concluded that he
had been r a i s ed f rom t he dead , a notion whic h ran co nt rar y
to Jewish concepts of the r esur rection ; r ather t hey would
have concluded that God had translat ed and exa l ted him t o
heaven , whence he appear ed t o t hem, a nd the r e fo r e his body
was not to be found . That they proc laimed, cont ra ry to
Jewish notions , t he resur rection of J esus , a nd not his
translation , on t he analogy of Enoc h or El i jah, thus s eems
st rong evidence f or the physical appearances of Jesu s to
them .

With regard t o the appearance Gattung , Be r ger has
a ttempted to use para l l els f rom st ories of God's ca i l i ng to
di s cer n a Gattung for stor i es of Jesus's appearing . But he
ra t her fo rces hi s texts to come up wit h his res ults . For
exampl e , in Samuel's call, he is summoned, not t hr ee t imes ,
but f our times . In Jos . As . 14, Asena t h i s only called
t wi ce; but Berger says t he s econ d time her name is repea ted
two t i mes , so all t ogether sh e i s cal led thr ee t imes l (I f
one applied t his r ul e t o Samuel 's ca l l, t hen he was ca lled
six t i mesl ) This ma kes it doubt ful if t here r ea l ly i s a
motif here that the third cal l ~ God ' s voi ce . At a ny rat e,
this s eems pretty far removed from the gospe l s . None of the
gospel appea r a nces have the f orm ~ Who a re you? • • • I am

" Only the appearance to Paul has this e lement
involved . That doubt is a common element in s tories of
divine ca lls and appea r ances is not su rprising, but Berge r
s eems mis taken whe n he asserts that the disc i pl es ' doubts
conce rned the identity of the one appearing to them. Ra ther
t hey doubted the r eality of what they saw. This does not at
a ll s eem historically improbable. I n a ny case, t he "t hi r d
time~ moti f pl ays no r ole in overcomi ng t hos e doubts.
Berger 's attempts to see t hi s motif in the arrangeme nt of
the resurrection narratives seems f a nciful . They do not, in
fact , form bunches of threes as Berger as s ert s . He arr ives
at th is only by arbitrarily count i ng or not counting t he
angel ophany . Thus , if one counts it in Ma t t hew one gets
three "appea r ances"; but i f one counts it in Luke or John
one gets f our . Simila r l y , Berger wants to see the ~third

t i me" moti f i n In . 21: 14; but then one mu s t discount t he
appeara nce to Ma ry . Ber ger eve n s ees t wo sets of t hr ee i n

•
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The Nature ot the Resurraction Body

Final ly , we nee d to examine t he na ture of the
resurrect i on body of J esus as conceived by the evangel i s t s .
Many con t emporary t heo logians try t o playoff t he ~ massive

realism ~ of the gospel s against Pa ul ' s purely spi r i tua l
concept ion of t he resu rrection body. 11 Because Paul 's

the list of I Cor. 15:5-8 1 But Pa ul 's list of appearances
is probably ch ronologically arranged, as we have seen, which
su ggests tha t a ny increase in numbe r of witnesses i s pure l y
incidenta l . That the women are placed first in the gospels
prObab ly has nothing t o do wit h t heir s tatus as witnesses ,
but with t he i r d i scovery of t he empt y t omb. Tha t the l ast
appear anc e i s the most i mpor t a nt probably has mor e to do
with end i ng t he gospel on a c l imax t ha n with a ~ third t ime "
mot i f ; and in John the s econd appeara nce would seem t o be
t he most i mportant . At any r a te , t he number of appearances
s eems t o have absolu t e l y nothing t o do wit h t he t hird t ime •
God' s voice , which was su pposed to be the bas is of the
moti f . Nor has a ge nea l ogica l t ie t o t he gospels been s hown
for any of t his . Berger hi mself admi t s , ~ Certainl y one
cannot s ay t hat a r epo rt must t herefore be unhistor ical, if
the conc ept in it s hows para l l e l s i n t he his t or y of
traditions. In t he end one Can f i nd pa ral l els t o
everything ~ (Ibid . , pp. 234-35).

l'Typical is t he r eas oni ng of Scroggs :
~The New Testament churc h does not agree about the
nature of Chr ist ' s re surrected body . Mater ial i n Luke
a nd John perha ps s uggest t hi s body t o be corporeal in
nature.~3 Paul , on t he ot her ha nd , clea r l y a rgues t ha t
the body is a s pir itua l body . If an y hist ori ca l memory
res ides i n the accounts of Paul's co nvers i on in Acts ,
he must not have understood t he appearance of Chr i st t o
have been a corporea l appearanc e . Host cr i t i c s
i denti fy this co nvers ion wi th the eve nt r e f er r ed t o in
I Cor . 15:8 : 'Last of al l, as to one unt i mely born, he
appeared also to me . ' The argument s in verses 47-50 of
t hi s c hapter fo r the i den t ity be t ween Chri s t 's body a nd
t he spi r i t ua l body of t he re s urrect i on i ndica t e that
f or t he Apost l e hi s Lord ros e from the dead i n a
spiri tua l body . Mos t importantly , Paul ha s equated the
appea r ance of Christ to him with the appearances to the
other apost les . The resurrected Chr ist, as he was
manifested to the chu r ch is thus a spiritual body

4JLuke 24: 39-43; John 20 :2 6- 38 . The r e a r e , of
course, contradictory elements i n the s t or i e s which
i mply the body i s mor e tha n phy s ic41~ ( Robin Scroggs ,
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Th e Ldst Ada m ( oxf o r d: Bas i l Blackwell, 1966) . pp . 92­
93 ) •

What Scr oggs c alls contradictory element s ar e i nt egr a l parts
of t he overall portraya l of J e su s ' s glorified body . We have
a l ready se en t ha t Paul d i d not s eem t o equate the mode of
t he appearances t o t he di sc i p l e s with the one t o him nor
did he mean by - s pi r i t ua l body· an immater i al , int a ngi b l e ,
unextended ent ity . Paul a nd the gospel s seem t o be in
compl ete accord . For t he mos t brilliant, i f misguided ,
at t empt t o drive a wedge betwee n Paul and t he gospels on t he
nat ur e of the r e s urrection body, s ee Hans Grass ,
Ostergeschehen und Os terbeeichte, 4t h r ev . ed . (G6ttingen:
Vandenhoeck , Ruprecht, 1963), pp. 138-86 . See a lso Gera ld
o ' Col l ins, The Eas t er J esus, 2d ed. (London: Dar ton,
Longman, , Todd , 1980 ) , p . 84; ~ames W. D.G. Dunn , J es us a~d

t he spiri t (Lond on: SCM , 1975 ) , pp . 115- 22; ~remer

Ost er evangelien, p. 153; Wa l t er Grundman~ , Das Eva~gel lum
nach Lukas , 8th ed . , THKNT 3 (Berlin : Evangelis c he
Ver l a gsa ns t a l t , 1918 ) , p . 451; TRE, s.v . -Auf erstehung I I .
AUferstehung ~esu Christi I I / I . Neues Tes tame nt , · by Paul
Hoffmann, pp . 490-97; Fi s c her, oster ges ch ehen , pp . 78- 81 ;
James M. Robinson, -Jesu s from Eas ter to Val entinu5 (or t o
t he Apostles · Creed ) , - J BL 101 (1982) : 6- 17 .

Perhap s a word s hou ld be sa id i n part i cu l ar about
Dunn' s hypot hes i s of a three s t age deve l opment of the
doctrine of t he resurrect i on body . The f irs t stage was t he
or i ginal d i s ciples ' understand ing t hat God had raised ~esus

phys i cal ly from t he t omb . The secor.d stage was Paul 's
-dema t er i a l i za tion- of the body t o a c<.iiLJQ (Y(VLJan N6v. The
t hird s tage was Luke a nd t o a cer t ain exten~ John's
he ight ening and under scor ing t he original belief. We have
seen~ ho~ever, that Dunn ' s s eeond s t age is probably a n
i mag1nat1ve reconstruction based on an incor r ect exeges i s of
Paul' s doc t r i ne . Indeed, Dunn's s ol e proof t hat Pau l ,
c?ntr~ry t o bot h Hebraic a nd Hellenistic -Gnosti c thought of
h1S t 1me , made a "neat; dist inct ion- bet wee n CW\.la a nd adpt ,
~uch t hat ma t er iali t y was assoc ia ted onl y with t he l a t t e r ,
1S I C?r . 15: 50 (Dunn, Jes us , pp . 120- 21) 1 Dunn ' s thi rd
stage 15 based on a purported mat er ia l i z ing tendency i n
Luke. Al t hough Dunn thinks th i s t ende ncy is easy to
demonstrate , hi s texts do not s e em t o support the wei ght he
l ends them . To see such a t endency i n Lk. 9: 32 ; Acts 2 : 3
s eems fa nciful. Luke ' s angelophanies a r e no more physica l
t han t hose of the other go sp e l s ( c f . Lk. 24:23 ). Nor doe s
Luke' s supposedly crude co nception of t he Spi r i t (Acts 2:4 ,
33 ; 8 :1 7-18 ; 10: 44-6 ; 19:6 )- - a moot poi nt indeed - - go t o
prove . any materializing tendency . Dunn' s on l y s ubstantial
text 1S Lk . 3:22, but t his loses much of its f orce i n l i ght
o f Mt . 3:16 . Both Matt hew and Luke wa nt perhaps s i mply t o
make it clear that the Spirit actually came as a dove, not
merel y in the ma~ner of a dove . However al l this may be ,
when it comes to the resurrect ion r.arrat ives, Dunn f orget s
that Luke and 30hn's physical isM is probably tr~ditional,
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lette rs ante -date the gospe l s , the gospe l accounts of t he
phys i ca l r es urrect i on are r egarded as l a t e l egends, t he i r
phys i ca l i sm usual l y being expl ained as a n ant i - doc et i c
device. The phy s icalism of the gos pe l s ' portrayal of t he
resurr ect ion body accounts , I think , mor e t ha n a ny other
s i ngl e fact or , fo r critical scept i cism conce r ning the
historic i ty of t he gospel narratives of the r e su rrection of
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not redact i ona l . There fore , i t does not s e em to be a
purposef ul at t empt t o he i ghte n the physica l nat ur e of
J esus' s resurrect i on body , but stems out of t he old ,
origina l be l ief. As Dunn bimsel f admits in a not her place,
- In view of t he ot he r evide nce, it i s l i kely t hat Luke's
mat e r i a l i s tic view of J es us ' r e su r r ection body is prompted
as mu ch by t he pri mitive t radi tions of which he became aware
as by hi s own in t erest s •• • - (Dunn, Jesus, p . 390 ) . Dunn
at least has t he perspiCUity, in contrast to Robinson, t o
di s cer n the f i r st stage .

lBTbis i s especially true f or Gras s . He asserts,
-Above all, [ the Easter reports} have throughout a s trong
l egendary character . For a 3esus who, after hi s
r e s ur r ection, int eracts in t his way wi th his disciples is a
f igure of legend , of a l egend of which it must be asked
whet her it does ~u st i ce to t he mys t e ry of what Jesus 's
r esurr ecti on rneans - (Hans Gra ss , Cbris t l i cb e Gl aubenslehr e ,
2 vols . [ St uttga r t : W. Kohl ma nner , 19731 , 1: 101-02) . The
~ e s ult of t his aoti-physical ism for his exegesis is clear l y
11lus t r a t ed i n his t r eatmen t of the hist oricity of t he
appea r ance t o t he women : t he l ege nda ry c ha racte r of Ht .
28: 9- 10 i s proved above a ll by its -mds siven Realisrnus , · fo r
t he women grasp J esus ' s fee t ; he bas f l e s h and bon es (Gr ass ,
Os t eges~b eh en, p. 28 ) . Aga i n, t he l e gendary c haracter of
Act s I 1S sh own by the rea l i sm ent ai l ed in t he 40 days of
Jesus ' s physical pr es ence wi t h t he di s c i ples ( I bid . , pp. 48­
49) . Accord i ng t o Al sup , - • . . no other wor k ha s been so
~ide ly used . or of such s ingu l ar i mpor t a nce f or the
1nter pret at10n of t he gospe l accou nt s • . • a8 Gr ass ' • .. "
(Al su p , St ori e s , p . 32 ). Al s up prot es ts t ha t Gras s 's
"i ns i s t e nce t hat t he heavenly t ype [of appearance] s t ands
be hi nd t he othe r is predicat ed upon t he impos s ibility of t he
mat e r i a l real ism of tha t latter f orm as a n acceptable an swer
to the ' what happen ed ' ques t ion ••. . Gr as s supe rimposes
th i s criterion over t he go s pel a ppea r a nc e accoun ts dnd
jUdges t hem by t he ir conf ormity or diverge nce f rom it ­
(Ibid . , p. 34 ) . Oth e r s hav e imitat ed Gras s ' s appr oach.
Koch, f or exampl e , protes t s that in having the wome n g r a b
Je su8' ~ f eet , the 3~rusalem trad i t i on is in dan ge r, -das
Ereign~s der ersche~ n u ng zu verdingli chen- (Gerhard Koch,
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But we ha ve s een tha t such rea son ing r ests on a

f undamenta l a nd dr a s t i c misinterpr et at ion of Paul's
doctrine . The i dea t hat Pa ul conc e i ved of t he resurrect ion

body of Christ a s an immater ia l , i ntangible, unext ended

e ntity seems to be wi thout fou ndation . I t is t he refore

f utile to try to play Paul's doctrine off against the
gos p e l s' . One c a n not b ut s uspec t that the r e a s o n for much

scholar ly scepticism conc er ni ng t he hist oric i t y of the

gos pel appearance narratives is t hat, a s Bultmann open l y

stated, thi s is offen sive to "mod er n man, · an d so Paul has
been made an unwi lling accompl ice in criti c s' attempt to

find reaso ns to s upport a conc l usion already dictated by a

Die Auferstehung Jesus Christ, BHT [Tubingen: J.C .B . Mohr,
1959), p. 48 ) . Similarly, Ful ler claims this appea ranc e is
l egendary and begins the materi~lization process (Regina l d
H. Fuller , The Forma tion of th e Resurrection Na rratives
[London : SPCK, 1972 ] , p . 79 ). Anderson war ns that we must
not dwell upon the phys ica l aspect of Easter or e l s e we r un
the peril of r educ i ng it to something like a "nat ur e
miracle " (Ander s on , origins, p . 200). Brown a s ser t s
indignantly that speculation about Whethe r t he risen Jesus
cou l d have been photographed "doe s not s how any appreciation
fo r the tra ns f orma t i on invo lved in the r es ur r ect i on "
(Raymond E. Brown, The Vi rgi nal concep ti on and Bodily
Res ur r ection of Jes us [ LOndo n : Geoffrey Chapman, 197 3), p .
91). Schweiz er clai ms t hat as wmode r n men" we ca nnot be
obl iged to bel ieve in the cr a s s corpor ea l ity of the gospel
r esur rection appearan ces ; i nstead we believ e what t he
gos pe ls i nt end the r eb y, whi ch i n Schweizer's an a l ys is
r educes to the moralis t ic maxim that we must live with in t he
boundaries of this e arth ly li f e alone and en j oy mu s ic, art ,
love, and poe t ry (Edua r d Schweizer, "Di e Leibl ichkeit des
Menschen: Leben--Tod--Auf er s t e hung, " in i dem, BeitrBge z ur
Theo logi e des Heuen Testaments ( Zurich : Zwingl i Ve r l ag,
1970), pp . l77 -80)! Thus , becaus e the offens e of t he
physical resu rrect ion a nd appea r a nc es , Christiani t y is
v i r t ua l l y reduced t o Ep i c ureani s m. Al sup r ema r ks ,

" • .. t he contempor ary spectrum o f r e s ea rch on t he
gospel re surr ect i on a ppea r a nces displays a pr ocl ivi ty
to the last century (a nd to Ce lsus of t he s eco nd
ce ntury) i n large measu r e under t he influence of Grass '
approach. In a s ense the gospel stories ap pear to be
something of an embarrassment; their 'realism' is
offensive- (Alsup, Stories , p. 54) .
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priori philosophical assumptions . 19 But Paul wi l l not al low
himsel f to be put t o t hi s us e ; carefu l exeges is o f Pa uline

doctrine s upports a phys i cal re s ur rection body , The ground

t hus seems to be cut from beneath t hos e who obje ct to the

hi stori ci ty of the appearance t rad i tions solely on t he ba s is
of t he "massive real i sm" of t he go spe l appearances.

But more than that: if Paul ' s doctrine of t he
resurrect ion body confo rms t o tha t of t he gos pe l s, t hen

ough t not t he historicity of physica l appearances o f J e sus

to be accepted precisely f or t he same reason that the

"s pi ri t ual ity" of the appear an ce s was a ccepted , namely, the

earliness and closeness of Paul's information to t he

or i ginal eve nt s ? The fact i s , as we shall s ee, that every

19s ee Rudolf Bultmann, wNew Testament and
Mythology , " i n Kerygma and Myth , 2 vols ., ed . H.W. Bart s ch ,
t r an s. R.H , Fuller (London : SPCK, 1953) , 1 : 39- 40 ; s ee also
idem, "Bul t mann Rep lies to his Critics , " in Ker ygma and
Myth, 1: 197 , which especially illus tra tes Bultmann 's a
priori a s s umpt i on of history and the uni ve rse a s a c losed
sys t em. Ac cor d i ng to Niebuhr, Bultmann retained
uncrit i cized t he nineteenth century idea of natur e and
history as a closed system, which forced him to insist that
t he resurrect i on is on ly the wonder o f faith (Ri cha r d R,
Niebuhr, Resurrecti on Bnd Hi s t ori cal Reason [ New York :
Cha r l es Scr ibner's Sons , 195 7J , pp . 60-61 ) . In the same
ve i n as Bul tmann , Pes ch asserts that the central t a s k of
dogmatic theol ogy t oday is to show how Jesus can be the
centra l figure of God's r eve l a t i on without presuppos ing "a
'theistic- supe r natura l i stic mod e l o f r eve l at i on and
mediat i on , ' whi c h i s no longer acceptable to our thought W

(Rudolf Pesch , "Zur Ent stehung de s Glaubens an d ie
Auferstehung J esu, w TO 153 [ 1973 ] : 277 ) . wThe t a l k o f t he
resur re?tion of Jesus i s the n an expression of the be l i eving
co nf e ss1on t o the e s cha t o l og i c a l meani ng of J esus , hi s
mi s s ion a nd au tho r i t y, his divine legi t i mation i n fa ce o f
hi s death " ( Ib i d., p . 226 ) . According to Carl Braa ten, the
r esurrection i s denied toda y not on hi s t orica l /exegetical
ground s ; rat her t heo l ogy, de r ou t ed by philos ophi cal
ex i stent ia l ism, has de ter mi ned t he r esults . Historicism and
exis t ential ism have a "stranglehold" on the proces s of
forming t heo l ogi ca l s t atements, t he e nd product being
t heologians l ike Ogden and Fuc hs who us e t heo l ogy t o
jettison all the his t orical ev ents of t he Chr istia n faith,
i nc l udi ng J esus hims el f (William Hor de rn , gen. ed ., New
Directions i n Theology Today, 7 vols . (London : Lutte rwor t h
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
physical ap pearance , a fact made more remarkable
r emembers that these traditions were originally
i ndepe ndent, a nd they thus seem to be i n complete
wi t h Pau l's doct r i ne of t he resurrection body .

Anti_doceticApologetic
Though i t is constantly repeated that the phys ica l i sm

of the gospels is ao anti -docetic apologetic ,· scar ce l y a
single piece of evi de nce ever seems to be produced i n favor
of t his assertion . Perhaps Talbert 's i s the best a ttempt t o
pr ove this viewpoint . ]1 His main contention is that Luke ' s
wi t nes s motif is construct ed to guarantee the real i ty of
J esus's death and bur i al an d t he mater ia l ity of hi s
res urrect i on , appearances , and ascens ion . This motif is a
r esponse to Gnos t ics who denied the materiality of t he
pa ssion and resu rrection . Talbert argues that because the
wi t nes s terminology in Acts is equally cha racte r i st ic of
Aramaic/less Aramaic sections , kerygmati c / non-kerygmat ic
s ections, a nd Pa ul i ne / Pet r i ne speeches, it i s entirely Lukan
in or igin and not part of the pr imitive kerygma . In the
gospel, Luke ha s an equa l ly strong emphasis on wi tnes s . Why
is t his so? The r eason i s t hat Luke want s t o guarantee the
t ot al ca ree r of Jesus. But , Talbert pr oceeds , he especia l l y

wants to gua rantee the passion a nd above all the

20Ki r sopp Lake , The His t ori~a l Evidence for the
Resu r rect i on ot Jesus (London : Wi l 11ams , Norgate , 1907),
pp . 221-24; Gr as s , os t er geschehen , p . 71; James McLernan ,
Resurrec t i on Then and Now (LOndon : Hodde r ' Stough:on,
1965) , p . 203; S.H. Hooke, The Res urrec t i on of Chr~st as
History and Experi en ce (London : Darton , Longman, ~ Todd ,
1967 ), p . 146; Charles H. Talbert, ~An Anti-Gnost1c Tendency
in Lucan Chr i s to l ogy ,· NTS 14 (1967 -68 ) :259 -71 ; Er ns t
Haenchen, The Ac t s at the Apostles, 14th ed., trans . B.
Noble , G. Shinn , R. McL. Wils on (Oxford : Bas il .Blackwe l1 , .
1971 ) , p . 115; J oachim Je r emias, Neutestamentl~cbe Theol og~e
(Gutersloh: ce rd Ha hn, 1971), p. 287.

21cha r les H. Talber t , Luke and the Gnosti cs
(Nashv i l le : Abingdon Pr ess , 1966), pp. 17-32 .
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r esur r ect i on. He nc e , be has witne s s es at t he crucifixion,
burial, empty t omb , appearances , a nd ascension of Jesus .
Now Luke piCks these events because (except f or the
cruc i fixion) he want s to emphas i ze their ma ter i al i t y .
Talbert's proof of t hi s final assertion is t ha t Luke
mentions Jesus's body in 23 :55; 24 :23, has pr oofs of

corporeality in 24 : 36-43, a nd re f e r s to J esus 's eating with
the disciples in Act s 1:4; cf. 10:41. He concludes , - Thi s
mean s that the entire witness mot if is constructed to

guarant ee especially the materia lity of t hese ev ents as the
valid content of the church's proc l amation . - ~ Talbert thus
regards Luke ' s emphas is on ma t eriali ty as a n anti-docetic
de vi ce .

But t hese s e em to be rather we i ght y conclus ions to res t
on su ch s upport . We have al r eady see n in chapter 1 that t he
appeal to wi t nes ses was in f act c ha ract er i st i c of t he
pri mi t i ve preaching of the chu rch . Tha t Luke also adopt s
t hi s motif as his own does not undercut i t s authe nticit y.
Now certai nly Luke us es t his mot i f to cons t ruct an
apologetic f or t he career of J es us --indeed, be s ays as much
(Lk . 1 :1 - 4 )- - a nd t he resurr ection constitutes the pinnacle
of t his career . But doe s t his mean t ha t Luke t her e f or e

want s to prove the materiality of the eve nt s of the pa s s i on
and r esur r ect i on? Is it not r ather thei r hi stori city? His
me nt i oni ng of the body wi t h regard to the empty t omb does
seem t o show t hat he wants to under l ine the empt iness of t he
tomb: t he women saw t he body laid in t he tomb , but when
t hey returned the body was gone . But this 1s alre4dy
f orcefUlly s t a t ed in Hark. Again , Luke does want to
emphasize ,t he cor por ea l i t y of the risen J esus in the
physical demonstrations . But these, too , are l argely
t r adi t i ona l elements in the story , not Lukan inventions .
Luke' s emphas i s is clear, bu t this is no pr oof t hat the
physicality i s an unhis t ori cal , anti _docetical f iction. The

22 Ibid . , p , 31.
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same is t r ue of the Acts sermons , which i n f act do not

usua lly empha size t he co r porea li t y of the appearances . Luke

certainly want s t o pre sen t a historica l a po l oge t ic f or the

reality of t he resurrect ion. but t hat i n no way seems t o
warrant the sweeping conclus ion that Luk e constr ucted t he

en t ire witness motif t o prove t he mat er i al i t y of t he eve nts
o f Easter . Nor doe s it seem t o be pr oved that Luke invented

t he phys i cal appe ar a nces to combat Gnos t i c i sm.
Mor e recently, Robinson has argued t hat t he t raj ectory

whi ch l ed to s ec ond cent ury Gnosticism vas already present
i n t he f i r s t century a nd that the gospel appeara nce stories

are shaped by a n a nti - Gnosti c, mat er i aliz ing tende ncy whic h
has almost completel y obscu r ed the original vi sionary
exper iences of t he di s c iples .n Rob ins on holds that the
r es urr ect i on appearances wer e experiences of a blinding
l i ght , including t he visuali zat ion of a l umi nous , heav enly
body s uch 4 S St ephen is reported t o hav e s een. This
primi t ive s t a ge of l umi nous, bodily appearance s i s
i dent i f i ab l e from (i) vestiges i n the non-luminous gospel

appearance s t orie s a nd in t he mispl aced appearances, (i i )
Paul and J ohn ' s i dent i f i ca t i o n of t he r i s en Christ with the
Spirit ( I Cor . 15:44; II Cor . 3 :17-1B; Rev. 1 : 17- 1B; 2: 7, B,
11, 17, 29 , etc . ) , a nd ( iii ) t he outcome of thes e
tra j ec t or ies in s econd ce ntu r y Gnosticism. With regard to
(i) Robi ns on appeal s t o the luminous a ttendants at the empty

tomb , J esus's passing through c losed door s in Docetic s t yle ,
the non- r ecognition motif, and the transfiguration.
Concerning (ii) , Robi nson appeals t o Pau l 's Damascus road

exper ience and John's vision in Rev. 1: 13- 16 (the onl y
r esurrect ion appear a nces i n the New Testame nt described in
any detail) to prove that the only accou nt s we have by
eyewitnesses of appearances concerned luminous visions ;
therefore , the original experiences were of t ha t sort . 80t h
Paul and John do not think of a mat erially risen Christ, fo r

23Robinson, "Eas t e r to Valentinus ," pp. 6-17 .
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t hey i den ti f y Him with the Spir i t. Fina l l y , 4S to (iii)
Robinson a r gues tha t becaus e the Gnostics d i s t a i ne d
cor poreality, ttey abandoned the heavenly body mot i f i n the
appea rances, reta in i ng only pure luminosi t y . Now, a c co rdi ng
t o Robinson , what we find in Luke a nd John is a n a po loget i c
aga i nst this Gnos tic spiritualizing away the resurrec t i on .
By co ns t ru i ng t he r es urrect i on as t he raising of the s ame
fl es hly body , t he ev ange l is ts s ought to counteract the
Gnostic attempt to cas t t he appea r an ces as disembodied ,
radiant mani f estations of t he Spi r i t. Luke ' s s t a tement t hat
the di s ci ple s did not s e e a gho s t is preci sely a n attempt to

break the i den t i f ica tion of Chr is t and t he Spirit. J ohn has
a s i milar apo loget ic , but i n 20 : 29 moves back i n t he Gnostic
direction because the appeara nces t o t he Twel ve and Thomas
were -a bit too mat erialistic · ev en f or hi ml Thus , just as
we today re ject the vi e w that J e su s rose in d i s embodied
radiance , so we ought t o r e j ect t he view t ha t he r ose i n
phy s ical corporeality .

But our study t hus far makes i t clear that Robinson's
ingenious r eco ns truc tion is multipl y flawed. His grounds

fo r pos t ulating t he pr i mitive stage of appearances of a
lumi nous body seem very wea k . Conc er ni ng (i): angels are
typically described in t e nms of dazz ling l ight , so that

t here is no reason to see any ves t i ge her e. Jes us does not
in fact pas s th rough the doors, but simply appears i n t be
room . There is no suggest ion tha t non -recogni tion is due to
luminosi ty. Though Paul did not recogni ze the one who
called him, t here is no indication that he saw a bodily form
at a l l . By con trast, in the trans f igu r a tion, the r e i s no
problem wi th r ecognition. Finally , we have seen tha t most
cri t ics r e j e ct the typically suggest ed identifications of
supposedly misplaced appearance stories . Concer ni ng (ii):
Robinson does not understand the difference between a
resu rrection appearance and a vision . What Ste phe n and John
describe are pure visions; Pau l's expe r i e nce could s till be
Characterized by the apostl e as an appeara nce , i n cont r a s t
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t o his later exper i ence s , because it bad extra- ment a l

aspects percept ible to stende rs - by _ There is no e vidence

t ha t the or i ginal experiences of t he disciples were
visiona r y in ch a r acte r . Fina l ly, we have s ee n t ha t t he idea

t hat Paul and J ohn t hink that Chri s t i s numerically
ident ical with the Spi rit rests on sloppy exeges i s .

Concerning ( i iil : O'Col l ins r ightly obj ects that · What
Robi nson cal l s a t ra jectory l ooks mor e l ike a s cholarly
retro jection, or r ead i ng lat er documents t oo f ar ba ck i nt o
ear l ier his tory .·~ There is no basis f or t hinki ng that New

Testament wr i t e r s were opposed by pe rsons who espoused
lum inou s appear ances lacking a bod ily s hape . I n fact,

Robinson appear s to be lapsing ba ck into 19th centu r y
exegesis ' s identifying s oma wit h f orm and its su bst anc e with
l i ght or glory . He thinks the Gnost ic bias against soma
mean t a bia s aga i ns t bodily f orm and that Paul ' s affirmat i on
of a re s urrecti on soma mea nt a f fi rmation of a bod ily f orm,
all of whi c h i s mistaken and t he refo r e outmoded exegesis .
But what Paul affirmed and Gnostics ob jected to was r ea l
co rporeality , not j ust t he fo~ t he r eo f , so t hat prot o­
Gnostics c ould qui t e happi l y af f i rm the view which Robinson
ascr ibes t o Paul a nd John . Indeed , an exami na t i o n of
Gnost ic res urrection appearanc e texts revea l s that the
Gnostics did aff i r m su ch a view; f or contrary to Rob i ns on,
the Gnostic res urrect i on ap pea rance s wer e not visions of
bodiless r adiance , but were usually visions of a luminous
human body (Apoc r ypho n of John [ NHL 3 .1) ; Sophia of Jes us
Christ [HHL 3.4 ] ; cf . Letter o f Pete r t o Phil i p {NHL 6.2] IH
or , i n other words , precisely the view whi ch Robi nson
ascribes t o pr i mi t i ve Christianity ! In f a ct even the
luminosity is abs ent i n some Gnost ic res urrect i on appea ra nce

24Gera ld O'col li ns , -Lumi nous Appearances of the
Ri s en Chr is t ,- CS O 46 ( 1984) : 248 .

25Text in James H. Robins on, ed . , The Ha g Hammedi
Library (Le i de n: E. J. Bril l, 1977), pp . 99, 207-08, 395 .
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stories (Act s of Peter and the Twelve Apostles [NHL 6.1 ] 1 . ~

Moreove r, even i f the proto-Gnostics were denying t he bodily
fo~ of the luminous appear ances , an anti -Gnostic a po l oget i c
would merely have t o affi~ that; the mat e rialism of t he
gospe l narratives remai ns unexplained . The fact is that the
gospels' portraya l of J esus' s g lorified bod y is qu i t e
balanced, a nd cr i ti cs like Rob i ns on are f orced t o i nt e r pret
t his ba l an c e of mat eria lit y and glorif i cati on as s ome sort
of inconsis t ency .

Actua l ly , there a r e pos itive reasons to think t hat t he
phys i calism of the gos pe ls is not an a nti -docetic
ap o l ogetic : ( 1) As we have s e en, f or a Jew the very t erm
"r es ur r ect i on- enta iled a physical r esur rec tion of t he dead
man i n the t omb. The noti on of a ·spiritual resur r ect ion ­
was not me r ely unknown; it wa s a cont radiction in terms .
Ther e for e , in saying that J esus was ra ised and appea r ed , the
early bel ievers must have unde r s t ood t his in physical terms .
It wa s Docetism whi ch was t he respon s e t o th is phys icalism,
not t he other way around. n The phys i cal re s urrection is

26Text in ibid . , p. 269 .

. 27As Rob i nson says , i n the Gnost i c view, bod i l y
eX1stence is -de ficient, stupe f i ed with fa t i gue, pa ss i on ,
drunke nne ss, s l e epi ne s s, a prison from whi ch the so ul is
l ibe r a t ed by its ecstatic trip a t conve rsion and by the
sloughing of f the mortal coil a t death- (Robinson, - Ea s t e r
to Val entinu5,· p . 11) . Hence, El l i s ve r y plaus ibly
contends that Luke d i d not mat e ria l i ze t he a ppe a r ances ;
ra the r the Gnostics had de -materialized them (E . Ear l El l i s ,
ed ., The Gospel of Luke, NCB ( LOndon: Ne l son , 1966 ) , p .
275}. Similarly Dunn a r gue s on the ba s i s o f t he o l d
tradit ions in Ht. 27 :52-53 ; I n . 5 : 28-29 ; Ac t s 2: 26-27 , 31;
13: 35- 37 and the empty t omb tradi tion t hat - . • . the f irs t
bel ievers took up the s traight fo r wa r d res us c itat i on of t he
corp~ e view of Jesus ' res ur rection . • • . --t hat hi s body
had 1n~e ed qui te li t erally be en ra ised from t he dead • .••
Ther e . 1s no rea son to suppose that this phy s i ca l unde r ­
s t and1ng of J esus 's r e sur r ec t i on was ever abandoned by the
Je ~usa l em ce nt e r ed believers · (Dunn, Jesus , pp . 119-20) . He
th1nks that Luke was me r e l y reasserting the original views
of the church a ga i ns t He lleni st i c tendenc i e s . See a lso Kar l
Bor~hau ser , Das Recht de s Bekenntnisses zur AUf er s t ehung de s
Fle~sches (GU t e rs 1oh: C. Berte1sma nn, ]899 ) . pp . 47- 61, who

I
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thus pri mi t ive a nd prior, Oocetism being t he later r eact ion

of t heo l ogica l and philos ophica l r ef lec t i on . (2 ) MoreOver ,
bad purely -sp i r i tu a l appea r ances · been or igina l . t he n it is

d ifficu l t t o see how phy s i cal appea r a nces could have

developed . For (a ) t he off ens e of Oocet i s rn would then be
remo ved, since t he Chr istians, too , bel ieved i n pure l y

s pi r i tual a ppearanc es, a nd ( b ) t he doctrine o f physical

appear an ces woul d have been counter - product ive as an
apol ogetic , bot h to J ewS and t o pagans ; t o JewS because they
did not accept an individua l resur rect i on within hi s tor y and
t o pagAns be caus e t heir be l i ef i n t he immo r talit y o f t he

soul co uld not acc ommodate t he c r udity of phys ica l
resurrect i on . The church woul d t here f ore bave r etained its
pur e l y spi ritua l appe a r a nc es . ( 3 ) Bes i des , Docetism was
mainly aimed a t denying t he r ea l i ty of the inca rnation of
Chr is t ( I In . 4 : 2-3; II I n . 1 ) , not t he phys ica l
r es urrection. n Docet is t s were not so i nteres ted in denying
the physica l r es~rrect ion as in denying t hat t he divine Son
per ished on t he cross; hence, some held t hat the Spirit

des er t ed the human J es us at t he cruc ifiXion, leaving t he
human J esus to di e a nd be phys ical l y ra i s ed (I renae us
Against Heres ies 1 . 26. 1 ) . An ant i -docetic apologet i c

points out t ha t the lette rs of Cl ement an d I gna t i us prove
early wid e accepta nce of t he physical resur rect i on of J esus
i n f irst century ch urc hes , e ven wher e Paul himse l f had
t aught . RUnneth a rgu es convincingl y that it i s extreme l y
di f f i cu lt to s ee how the gospel account s ot t he bod i ly
r es ur rect i on could ha ve a r i s en i n opposition to t he original
apostolic pr ea chi ng aod t o the teaching of Pa ul. The
author i ty of the apost l es was extraordinari l y s t rong, a nd i t
i s i nconce i vabl e t ha t ther e s houl d have arisen i n opposition
t o t he i r author i tative wi tnes s a consistent tradit i on of
phys i cal r esur r ect ion , i f that had no basis in the mes sage
of the eye -wi t nes s es . I t is more probable t hat Paul a nd t he
original apos t l e s he l d the same view as is expressed i n t he
gospe l account s (Wa lther Kunnet h , The The ol ogy of t he
Resurrection , trans . J . W. Leitch (London: SCM Press, 1965J ,
pp . 92- 93 ) .

2Bs ee Wilckens , AAuf e r s t ehung, p . 76; I . Howard
Harshal l , The Gospel of Luke, NIGTC (Exe te r : Paternoster
Press , 1978 ) , pp . 900- 01 .
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aimed a t proving a phys i ca l r es ur rect i on therefor e misses
t he poi nt ent i r e ly . ( 4) The demonstrations of corporeal i t y
a nd con t inuity i n t he gos pe l s , a s we l l a s the other phys ica l
appeara nces , do not s eem to have been r ed act i ona l addi t i ons
of Luke or John ( it i s thus i nco r r ect to sp eak , f or example ,
of ~ Lu ke' s apologet i c agains t Gnos tic i sm" ) , but were part of
t he t r adi tions recei ved by t he eva ngelists . Docetism,
however , was a l ater theol ogi ca l development, at t ested i n
John's letter s . Therefore , t he gos pel account s of t he
phys ical re surrect i on tend to an t e - dat e t he r ise a nd t hreat
of Docetism. Moreover , not even al l late r Gnos tics de ni ed
t he phys i ca l r esurrection (cf. Gospel of Phi l i p , Letter of
James , and Epi s t le of Rheg i nus ) . I t i s int erest i ng that in
t he e ndi ng added t o Mark t here is actual l y a swi tch away
from materia l proo f s of t he re su r r ec t ion t o verbal r ebuke by
J esus for t he di s c ipl es' unbelief . (5 ) The demonstr ations
them selves do not ev ince the rigorous nes s of a n apo logetic
aga inst Docetism. In both Luke and J ohn i t i s not said that
e i ther the disc iples or Thomas actua l l y accepted Jesus' s
invita tion t o t ouch him a nd pr ove that he was not a spirit .

Cont r as t t he st a t ements of Igna t i us that t he disciples di d
phys i cal l y tou ch J esus ( I gna t i us Ad Smyrnaeans 3. 2; cf .
Epistula Apos t olorum 11- 12) . As Sch nackenburg ha s said , i f
an an ti - docetic apology were involved in t he gospel
accounts , more would have t o hav e been do ne t han J es us 's
merely showi ng the wounds . ~ (6) The inc i dent al, of f - hand
cha rac t e r of t he phys ica lity of J esus 's r esurrecti on

29Rudol f Schnacken bur q, Das Johannesev~ngelium, 3
vols . , HTKNT 4 (Fr eibur g : Herd er , 1976 ), 3: 383 . He argues
tha t this not onl y goes f or the appeara nce t o t he Twe l ve ,
but fo r the Thomas appea r ance as well . The poi nt of t he
Thomas s tory is t he believing wi t hout s eeing, not a n anti ­
doce t i c apo l ogy . I t is not even said whe t her Thomas t ouch ed
Jesu s or not ( Ibi d . , p, . 391) . Thi s latter poin t shows t hat
cor po r ea l i t y was a na t ur a l pr esupposition, not a n
intentional apo l ogetic . Clearly the a uthor 's concern is
with Thomas 's co nf ession, not wi t h the touch ing ( I bi d ., p .
39 6) •



"8
appea rances i n most of the accounts shows that the

phys icalism was a natural assumption or presupposition of
the ac count s , not an apologetic poine conscious ly being
made . For example, the women 's grasping Jesus's feet is not
a polemical point, but j us t their respons e of worship.~

Similar ly, Jesus says, -Do not hold me, · though Mary is not
explicitly said to have done SOi this is no conscious effort
t o prove a physical resurrection . The appearances on the
mountain and by the Sea of Tiberias just natura l l y
presuppose a physical Jesus; no points are trying to be
scored against Oacetism . Together these considerations

strongly suggest that the phys ical appeara nces were not an
apologetic to Doceeism, but always part of the church's
t radition; there seems to be no good historical r eason to
doubt that Jesus did, in fact, show his disciples that he

had been physically raised f r om the dead. 31

30It is not, therefore, an a ttempt to prove
co rporeality, accor d i ng to Ernst Lohmeyer, Das Evangel ium
des MatthNus , 4t h ed., ed. W. Schmauch, KEKNT (G6ttingen:
Vande nhoe ck & Rupr echt, 1967) , pp . 407-08 .

31Again, t he theological objection t~at this wou~d
involve "a n overwhelming of the senses to fa~th i n the R~sen

OneM (Koch, Auf er stehung, p. 48 ), so that the disciples'
faith would no l onger be t r ue faith, holds no wei ght . For
theological . conceptions ca nnot change historical events; .a
priori constructs of wha t can and cannot have happened w~ll
be broken by the facts themselves . ~esides, ~he obj~ction
co ntains a f undament al misunders tand~ng of f a ~ th , wh1ch has
plagued post-Bul tmanni a n t heo l ogy . Bult~ann construed faith
i n epistemol ogi ca l cate gories, opposing 1t to knowledge
ba sed on proof . Hi s t or i cal evide nce is , ther~fore , not .
merely i r r e l evant to fai t h , but actua lly i nim1cal to .fa1th .
Because f a ith cannot be based on evidence , t he deciS10n to
bel ieve ne cessarily i nvol ve s r i sk and uncertainty .. The . .
result of t his i nter pr et a tion of f ai th may be seen 1n W11l1
Marxsen , The Resurrection of Je su s of Nazareth , t rans .
Margaret Kohl (London: SCM Press , 1970) , pp. 143-83. He
t e l l s us that J esus wa nted a daring fai t h . A veri fiab l e
r es ur r ec tion, on the ot her hand, woul d have given Jesus his
l egitimation . Who he was would be a ma tter of certai nty .
I t would no l onger be a ve nture f or t he wi tnes s es to enter
the life of fa i t h . Indeed , it would have bee n a cou ns el of
wi sdom; it would have been simply s tupi d not t o do what

i
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Jes us s a i d. So typically Bultmannian i s Marxsen 's
dichotomy : -It may have been tha t thos e first witnesses
experienced J esus' l egit i mation and t hen no longer needed t o
believe - {Ibi d. , p . 151; cf . t he similar remark of Kaspar :
" . • • if one understands the ' appear a nces ' as exorbitant
miracles that simply ' cut down' the disciples, then t hat
would amount to t he grotesque assertion that the fi rst
witnesses of t he faith were themselves dispensed from having
faith " [Walter Kaspar, HDe r Glaube an die Auferstehung Jesu
vor dem Forum historischer Kriti~ , M TQ 153 (1973):239 ).
But to believe on t he basis of preaching, that is reall y
believing, since preaching offers no legitimation. Were we
today able to show through historical - critical investigation
that the resurrection occurred, t hen faith woul d not be a
venture for us; we should be merely stupid not to accept
J esus's challenge. But as it is, we have no such proof .
J esus is dead. Doing what he as ks is -cont r a r y to all human
reasoning - (Ibid., p . 183) . But his offer cont i nues - - die
Sache Jesu geht wei ter--reliance on God, f reedom to love,
losing oneself for on e 's neighbor and discovering that as
salvation . Van Caalen puts it su ccintly : fait h is a l eap
in t he dark . -That such a leap in the da r k is a r i s k worth
taking can only be found out by actually doing i t M (C.H. Van
Caa len, The Real Resurrection fLondon : Co l l i ns , 1972 ], p .
74) .

This catastrophic misunderstanding springs from the
error of taking faith as an epistemological ca tegory, a wa y
of knowing . It ignores the fact that in biblical usage,
f aith is not merely assensus , but fiducia . Because faith is
a whole -souled t rust 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
t he evidence . Precisely because the evidence shows that
J e sus is risen , I can place my trust in him . No biblical
writer coul d construct a di chotomy such that if one saw the
risen Jesus, then one no longer ne eded to believe. Now
Marxsen is right in one t hing: if Jesus did appear to the
disciples, as t he gospels say he did, then they would have
been s t upid not t o place the i r fa ith in him; and equally so ,
if the weight of the evidence indicates that Jesus r ose from
t he dead , then we are stupid if we do not bel ieve in him .
But the s tupi des t thing of all is to believe i n preaching
which is without legitimation and contrary to a ll human
reason ing . As O'Col lins urges, most people refuse to agree
that it is better t o be committed than t o be rational
(O'Co l l i ns , Easter, p. 33 ). If J e su s i s dead, then 50 be
i t . But let us have none of t his mu shy-minded t heolog i2ing
about die Sache J esu or fa ith i n the preaching of the cros s .
As Wilckens emphasizes, nei ther Marxsen nor Bultmann can
pr etend to represent bibl ical Chr istia ni t y (Wilckens,
Aufer s t ehung , pp. 157- 58 ) , and only theolog i ans are apt to
be impr essed wi t h t heir t heo logical salva ge operations . The
layma n knows better, and he i s f Ul l y justifi ed i f he f ol l ows



The Ba l a nce of the Gospel Portrayal
And it must be said that de spite t he disda in of some

theologians f or the gospels ' conception of t he nature of t he
r es urrect i on body, i t is nonetheles s true that like Paul the
gospels steer a ca r efu l course between gross materialism a nd
the immortality of the s oul.

A physi cal res urrect i on
On t he one ha nd, ever y gospe l appeara nce of Jesus that

i s narra t ed i s a physica l appeara nce . u Har k doe s not
narrate an appearance , but t he di s covery of t he empty tomb
cou ld only suggest t o hi s r eade r s t hat the predicted
appearance i n Ga l i l ee would be physical . Hark s eems t o
i mply the corporea l ity a nd co nti nui t y of the resu rrection
body i n the angel ' S wor ds, ~You seek J esus of Nazareth , who
was crucif ied . He has r i s e n, he is not here ; see t he place
where they la i d him~ (Mk . l6: 6b ) . Even the di splayi ng of
the wounds of crucif i xi on does not seem to be a more
powerfu l statement of the continuity of the r isen J esus with
the J esus who was cruci t i ed an d bur i ed t han this . The
r es urrection i s bodi l y ; Mark knows nothing at the
a nni hi l at i on of the old body . The appear a nce in Gal i lee
would therefore probably have been understood as bodily.

In Matthew' S appearance to the women, their act of
grasping Jesus's f eet shows that a physical appearance is in
vi ew here. I n the Galilean appea r ance on the mountain , some
crit ics have wanted t o see a vision from heaven, l ike Paul' s

Damascus r oad expe r i e nce , but this seems to be an attempt t o
read this into the story.]] Mat t hew himself certainl y

his common sens e in r e f us ing to take a l eap into the da r k in
believi ng that a dead ma n ca n be of l i f e - det er mi ning
s ignificance fo r him today .

32Grass, Ost~rgescbeben, p. 92 .

33For example, o 'Col l ins ' s des cr i pt i on of this
appearance: the ~ • • . d isciples become aware of a
presence . Some recognize at once t he i r rise n Lord
(O'Co ll ins Eas t er , p , 8 5 ) -. Ct. Fuller , For ma t i on , p . 82 ;
Dunn , Jesu ~ , p . 124; Per rin , Res urrect i on , p . 72.

I

co nsidered the appearance t o be physical, as t he appearance
to t he women and 3esus' s co~issioning t he disc iples sh ow.
Eve n i n t he appearance itself , there a r e s i gns of
physicality : t he disciples ' worshipping Jesus recall s the

act of t he women in v . 9 and doe s not suit a heavenly
appearance wel l ; a nd J esus 's coming t oward the disciples

( lPOCl t ),~~V ) s eems to wei gh decis ively in favor of a physical
appearan ce .

Luke 's Emma us s t ory i s obviously physica l , and is
ac knowledg ed as such by those who think the at or y is shaped
by t he Helleni s t i c tales of gods' vis iting men; a l so t he
broken bread s hows J es us' physicality . Luke's version of
the appea ra nce to the Twelve st r e s s es Jesu s ' s corporeality:
~ Se e my ha nds and my feet , that it is I myself ; handle me
a nd , s ee ; f or a spirit ha s not f lesh and bones as you s ee
that I have ~ ILk. 24:3 9). I t is noteworthy t ha t t he word
f or handling ( "Il).ll' ~O'llt l ) here is t he s ame verb empl oyed in
I In. 1: 1-

J ohn ' s account ot the appearance t o Hary presupposes a
phys ica l body, fo r whether Mary had grasped hi s feet or not ,
J es us ' s command, - 00 not bold me ~ pr es upposes t hat s he could
have . In John 's version of the a ppearan ce to t he Twe l ve t he
ment i on of the cr uc i fixion scars s hows tha t t he appearance
is physical. The reality of t he physica l resu r r ec tion is
the point of the demonstration in the Thomas s tory . Barret t
comments, Thomas ~ wou ld be satisfied nei ther witb a
substituted body whic h was not t he body of the Lor d who di ed

on t he cross, nor with a spiritual body or app~rition ; · even
i f Thomas did not touch Jesus, Barrett cont i nues , J ohn was
convi nced t ha t Jesus 's r esurrection bod y could be h andled .~

Finally, t he appearance by the Sea of Tiberias was
corpor eal, as evident from the f act t ha t the di sc i pl es a t e a
meal prepared by Jes us a nd took food from his ha nds.

34C•K• Bar rett , The Gos pe l according t o St . J ohn
(Londo n: SPCK , 1972 ) , p. 572 .



So in eve r y case, the gospels prese nt bodi l y
a ppea rances of t he r i s e n Jesus. Their unanimity in t his
conviction is very impressive , especial l y in view of t he
vari ous independ ent strands of tradition repres e nt ed ; they
confirm Paul 's doctrine that the resurrect ion preserves the
cont i nuity with and corporeality of t he earthly bod y .

A supernatural r es ur r ec t i on
On the othe r hand, t he gospels insist that J esus ' s

re surrection i s not s imply the resuscitat i on of a corpse .
Lazarus woul d di e agai n some da y , but J esus r os e to
everlasting life (Mt . 26 : 16-20 ; Lk. 24:26 ; In. 20 :17) . And
his resurrect ion body was po ssess ed of powers t hat no normal
human body possesses . Thus , i n Matthew when the a ngel opens
the tomb , J esus does not come for t h; r a t her he i s a lready

gone . Simila r ly i n Luke , when the Emmaus disc iples
retognize hi m at bread-breaki ng , be di~appears . Tbe same
a fte rnoon Jesus appears to Peter, miles away i n J erusa lem .
Whe n the Emmaus di scipl es arr i ve back in Jerusa lem that
evening , J esus suddenly appea r s i n the i r mi dst. Joh n says
the doo rs were shut , but J esu s s t ood among them. A week
late r J esus did the same t hing . Very often comment ators
make t he er r or of stat ing t ha t J esus came tbrough t he c los ed
doors , ~ but ne i t her John no r Luke s ays this . Rather Jesus
simply appeared i n t he r oom: contr ast the pagan myt hs of

gods entering . r ooms l i ke fog t hrough the keyholel ~

According to the gospels, Jesus i n his resurrection body had

35Barrett, John , 1st ed . , pp . 471, 472, 476 (not e
t he qua l ifying phrase , however, added i n th~ s econd ed ition :
·or, perhaps, t o cau se his body t o ma te rial~ze where he
wills " (Ibi d . , 2d ed , , p . 567; d . pp . 566 , 572 ]); xe rxeen,
Resurrection , pp . 61- 62; wi l ckens, Aufer s t e hung, p . 91;
Schweizer, - Le i bl i chke i t , " p . 178 .

36Homer Odyssey 6.19-20 ; Homeri c Hymns 3.1 45 . See
comment s by Ber tho ld Klappert, -Einleitung, - in Diskussion
urn Kreuz und Auf er s t ehung , ed . idem (Wuppert al : Aussaat
Ver lag, 1971 ) , p . 21.

the abi l i t y to appear and va ni s h at will, without r egard to
spatial distances .

Many Schola rs have s tumbl ed at Luke 's "a spi r it has not
fles h a nd bones as you s ee t hat I have, ' claiming t ha t thi s
i s in direc t COntradiction t o Pa ul . P In fact , Paul spea ks
of - f l e sh a nd blood , - not - f l esh a nd bones .- I s the
dif f er ence s i gnificant? I t hink i t is . - Fl es h a nd bl ood, ­
as we have s een , is a Semitic expression for morta l huma n
natur e aod has not hi ng , strict l y s peaking, to do with
a natomy; Pau l i s not , t herefore , nec essa r ily opposed to
Luke. But f urthermore , nei ther i s - f l esh and bones - meant
t o be an anatomical description . Ra t her , proceeding from
the Jewi s h i dea that it is the bones that a re pr es erved and
ra ised, t he expression probably connotes t he pbysical
reality of Jesus' s re surrection . ~ Though i t i mpl i es

37For examp le , Gras s , Ost er geschehen , p. 40;
Schweizer , - Leiblichkei t, - p . 177; Brown, Bodi ly
Resurrec tion , p . 87; Robi ns on, - Easte r to Valentinus,- pp .
11-12 .

38Mi c hael is wri tes ,
-When accor d i ng to Luke a spirit has neithe: f les h

nor bo nes, and the Ri sen One is no spi r it , that 1S not
to s ay that the Ri s en One does not have , t o use t he
Paul i ne t ermi nology , a ' pneumat i c (glorified , heavenly)
soma, ' but rather a ' ps ychi cal (natural , earthly)
s oma. ' By flesh a nd bon es i n t he Lukan stat emen t is
much more • • . expres sed what Paul expresses by the
concept of ' s oma' (body, corpor ea lity). By po int ing t o
f les h and bon es , the pneumatic ch aract er of t he s oma is
not disputed ; rather the r ea lit y of the soma t ic i s
a t t ested . Luke also s tands under t he pres upposit ion- ­
as f ollows , mor eove r , from al l of t he indications he
gives (cf . 24: 13f f; Acts 1 : 3)--that in t he appea r a nc es
it ca n only be 6 matter of meeting t he Ri sen One in his
gl orified corporeal i t y - (Wilhelm Mi ch ael i s , Die
Erscheinungen des Auier sta ndenen [Basel : Heinrich
Ma jer , 1944 ) , p. 96).
On the J ewish emphasis on the bones, see Genesis Rabbah

28 :3; Levi t icus Rabba h 18:1; Eccl esiastes Rabbah 12:5.
Fur t he r see Evans, Resurrection , p. 108; Grundmann, Lukas ,
p . 451 . According to Lucian Vera bistoria 2.12, the Bles s ed
are intangible and without fl esh and bone , but one ca n only
determine t hei r i ncorporeality by t r yi ng t o t ouch t he m. See
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corpor eality, its primary emphasis is not on the
cons t i t uent s of the body. Thu s , neither Paul nor Luke i s

talking about anatomy, a nd both agr ee on the physicality and

supernatural ness of Jesus'S r e s urrecti on bOdy .
Some c rit i cs have a l so scof f ed at Luke's 40 days of

Jesus's appea ring to the disciples . wondering i f he WAS

hiding in a c ave be twe en app earances . This se ems t o show a
lack of under standing of the bibl i ca l conception of reality;

as Rengs t orff explains , in t he bibl ical conception this
phys i cal univer s e does not ex haus t rea l ity . ~ There i s also

the unsee n world , which , t hough i nvis i ble , is no les s rea l
tha n t he visible. The ~nseen wor l d is jus t AS much a part
of reality as t he v i s i ble world which men inhabit . This
·uni verse next door" i s closed to human eyes , but spiritua l

beings of tbat world can become vi s i b l e and active i n this .

One is reminded o f the s tory of £lisha a nd the servant who
f eared the might o f the s yrians . "He said, ' Fea r not , for

those who are with us are more than those who are with
them. ' The n Elis ha prayed and s aid , ' 0 Lord, 1 pray the s e ,

open his ey es t ha t he may see .' So t he Lor d opened the eyes

of the youn g man, and he saw ; and, behold , the mountai n was
full of hor ses a nd chariots of fi re round about El i s ha " (I I

~ings 6 : 16-18). The opening of t he eye s r emi nd s one of the

Emmaus ap pearance , al t hough in that case the disciples ' eye s

we r e held f r om r ecognizing Jesus, not f rom seeing bi m. But
i n the biblical conception o f real i ty t he invis ible realm is

as real a s the visible . Jesus did not necessarily "bi de

furthe r TWNT, s .v ., • OGP~ . · On Pau l and Luke 's un ity on the
r es ur r ect i on see Borgen, · Pa ul to Luke, " pp. 179-8 1 .

39Ka r l Hei nr i ch Rengstorff , Die Auferstehung Jesu,
4th r ev . ed . (Witten : Luther Verlag , 1960 ) , p . 56 . This may
help to a nswe r the query conc er n i ng the whereabout s o f
Jes us ' s body now, a quest i on po sed by J ohn B. Cobb ,
. wo l f ha r t Pa nnenberg' s ' Jes us : God a nd Han,' " JR 49
(1 969) : 197; G. N. H. Lampe and D.M. MacKi nnon , The
Resurrection , ed . Wi l l i am Pur cel l (London: A. R. Mowbray,
1966 ) . p . 54 .
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ou t " in this world between appearances. but may have moved
i n a nd out of t he vis ible and uns e en rea l ms of rea l i t y .

Christ 's resur rection appeara nces were ap pearances i n

the vis i ble r ea l m out o f the i nvisible . We ca n only

speculate a s to the nature o f thi s i nvisible rea lm, which i s

i n t he biblicel v i ew inhebited by be ings such a s a nge ls a nd

de~on& . I t could be that tbe resu r rection body is ana l ogous
to t he bodies of a ngelic beings , who can materialize a nd de­

materia lize i n the physical universe . I nter est ing i n t hi s
regard is Jesus's a ns wer t o the Saduc ee s ' co nundrum de s i gned
to show t he abs urdi t y o f physical r es urrect ion : "For when

they rise f r om t he dead , they ne ither mar r y nor are given i n

ma r riage, but are l ike a ngels i n heaven M (Hk. 12:25 ). The

s aying cou l d mean t hat t he resurrection body wi l l be of t he
s ame na t ure as t he body o f an angel .~ This would certain ly

accord wi t h t he Pauli ne d es c r i ption , for in t he Bible ange ls

a r e everywhere pre s ented as appeari ng with imperishable,

g lorious, powerful , a nd supe rnatu r al bodies. Thi s
descri pt ion seems ve ry similar t o Luk e ' s vers ion o f Jesus 's

answer : MBut those who ar e accounted worthy t o attai n t o

that age a nd to t he resu rrec t ion f r om t he d ead neither marry

nor a r e gi ve n in marriage , f or t hey ca nnot d ie a nymore,
because t bey are equal t o ange ls and a r e sons of God, bei ng

sons o f tbe resurrection" (Lk. 20: 3-36 ) . On the other band,
the saying does not concern the bodies of the r a i sed per 5e .
but rather t heir marital s tatus . The sayi ng i n Mark could

mean only that the raised are unmarried l ike the a ngel s .

Luke ' s version does seem to impl y , however, that because the
r eised are imperiShable like the engels , t here is no f ur t he r

40See H.A .W . Me yer, Handbuch uber de n ers t en Bri e f
an di e Kori nther , 6th ed., rev. Georg Heinr i c i , KEKNT 5
(Ca t t i ngen : Vandenho eck , Ruprecht's Verlag , 1881) , p . 448 ;
Wo lfhart Pannenberg , "1st J e su s wirkl ich aufe r s tand en? Min
1st Jesus wirkl ich aufers tanden 7 Gei stliche Woche fUr
SUdwe s t deu tschland der Evang. Akad emie Hannbei. von 1 6. b i s
23 . Febr uar 1964 (Karl s r uhe : Eva ngel i s c he Akademie Mannbe i m,
1964), p . 26 .
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need f or marriage , sinc e procreation i s unnecessary_ Luke 's

ve r s i on thus draws a closer parallel between resu rrect ion

bodi e s and angelic bod ies than is explicit in Mark . In I I
Baruch the raised are explicitly compared to a ngels:

they shall • • • be transformed • . into the
splendou r of ange ls . • . •
For they shall behold the wor ld which is now i nvisible
to them,
And t ime shal l no longer age them .
For in the he i ght s of that world shall they dwell,
And they s hal l be made l i ke unt o the ange ls,
And be made equal to the stars,
And t hey shall be changed into ev ery f orm they des i r e ,
From beau t y in t o loveliness ,
And from light into the splendou r of glory
(I I Baruch 51 :5 , 8-10 ) .Q

r do not mean t o suggest t hat the gospels d r aw an ex p l i cit
comparison between Christ 's resurrection body and the bod ies
of angels ; but the description of ~esus's resur rection body
r emi nds one of ange lic bodies , and the latter are a us eful

a na l ogue to make the former more understandable.

The gospels t her e f or e present, like Pau l , a ba lanced
vi ew of the natu re of J es us ' s re sur r e ct i on body . On the one

hand, Jesus has a body- -he i s not a disembodied soul. For
the gospel s and Paul ali ke , the incarnation i s an enduring

state, not limited t o t he 30 some yea r s of J es us ' s earthly
l i f e . On t he other hand, Jesus's body is a supernatural
body . We mus t keep f irmly i n mind that f or the eva ngel i sts,

a s wel l as for Pau l , J esus rises gl or i f ied from the grave.
I n hi s res urrec tion body J e sus can mater iali ze and de­

ma t erial i ze in a nd out of t he phys i ca l universe. The

gospe l s and Paul agr ee t hat th~ appearan ces of Jesus ceased

and t ha t physical l y he has l e ft this universe for an

i ndete r mi nate t ime . Dur i ng hi s p hysica l absence he is

present t hrough the Ho l y spirit who functions i n his stead .

410 n s t a r s ' being equa t ed with ange l s , s ee Job 38: 7;
Dan . 8 :1 0; Rev . 1 : 20 . cr . Da n . 12 : 2; 1 QH 11:10 - 14; ses •
So L 3: 16 .

J

But somed ay he wi ll personally ret ur n to j udge mankind and
e stabl i s h his re ign over a ll cr ea t i on .



PART III
ASSESSING THE EVIDENCE
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CHAPTER 9

THE EVIDENCE FOR THE EMPTY TOMB

The pr incipal historical bas is for bel i ef in the
res ur r ection of Jesus consists i n the ev i de nce f or the empt y

t omb , f or t he appearances of Jesus t o the va rious wi t ne sses ,

and fo r the origin of the Chr i sti a n Way in t he disc i ples'

coming to believe in Jesus's resur r ec tion . I f the evidenc e
f or t he se f a c t s is s t rong and canno t be p laus i b l y account ed

fo r by al t er native expl a na tions, t he n the r esu r r ection of
Jesus from the dead woul d seem to be the histor ical

hypothes i s that most suitabl y fits t he f ac t s o f the ca s e .
Marxsen has protested that the r e s urrect i on is mere l y t he

apostles ' i nf e rence from or interpr e t a tion of the fact s, an

interpretat ion not bi nd i ng on us t oday, since no one
a ct ua l ly wi t ne ssed the resurrect ion . But t his ob ject ion

on ly seems to r ev i ve the old arguments a gainst i nduct ion ,

whi c h woul d land us in nearly absolut e scepticism . I In

f act, if one were t o find empt y the grave of a fr i e nd who

had recently died a nd the r ea fte r ?n r epeated occasions one
encountered him aga i n, talked with him , and ate wi t h him,

t hen , as Bode dryl y r emarks, t he "i nt er p r e t at ion- that he

had been raised f r om the dead would not seem to be either

IWilli Marxsen , The Resurrection of Jesus of
Nazare t h, trans . Margaret Kohl (London : SCM Press, 1970), p .
11 4 ; cf . S . H. Hooke, The Resurrection of Christ as History
and Experi ence (London : Darton, Longman, & Todd , 1967 ), p.
1 49 . Notice that Mar xs en does no t ob ject to t he
interpretat ion of the resurrect ion because it infers a
super nat ur a l c aus e i nstead of a na t ur a l one, but s imply
becau s e it is a n i n f e r ence . On this basis if one were to
hear shots from a neighbor 'S hou se , s ee a man wi t h a gun
f l ee i ng f rom t he hous e, and fi nd one' s neighbor lying dead
on the l i vi ng room floor , and were f ingerprint and
ba l l i stics tes t s t o determine t he murd er weapon that was
carri ed by t he f leei ng ma n, th en on Ma~xsen 's principles one
could s till not s ay t he ma n kil led t he neighbor, since t his
i s an i nf erence . But such ev i de nce i s allowed in a ny co urt
of law.
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The His t ori cal Fact of t he Empty Tomb
On the basis of our study in Parts I and I I , we ca n

s ummariz e the ev idence i n su pport of t he empty t omb unde r

unwa r r anted or merely sUbjective . 1 The que s t i on is , i s the
hi s t or i ca l credibility of Jesus' s r e surrection s ufficiently

high t o warrant our belief ?

I n orde r to answer t hat qu estion , we need to addre s s
t he hi s t orical evi denc e f or the empty tomb , t he resur r e c t ion

appea rances of Christ , and t he origin of the Chr ist i a n Way.
rirst, l e t us di r ect our attention to t he evide nce f or the

empt y tomb .

the pre-Pauline f ormula received and delivered by t he
apostle r efers in its second line t o t he fact of ~esus 's

burial . The f our-to ld OT ~ , the chronologica l succession ot
the event s , and particc1ar1y the r~mdrkable concordance
betwee n t he f ormul a and the pr ea ch i ng of Acts 13 a nd t he
narratives of t he gospels concer n i ng the order of eve nt s
(death--burial--resurrection--appear ances) mak e it highly
probable that the form ula 's mention at the burial is not

meant merely to underscore the death , but r efers to the same
ev ent r elated in the gospels , t ha t i s, t he laying of J esus
in the torr~ . If this is so, t hen i t seems ve r y di f f i c ul t to
regard Jesus' s bur ial in t he t omb as unhistorical, for (i)
given the ag e of the formula (AD 30 - 36 ), t here was not
su f ficient time fo r l egend concerning t he buria l t o accrue ;
(ii) the women wi t nesses (s ee be low) t o the burial were
known i n t he ur gemeinde in which the f ormula was probably
dr afted , a nd thei r test imony s t a nds behi nd i t ; ( i i i ) Pa ul
himself knew the context of t he t r aditions he del i ve red
(eg., I Cor . 11:23- 26), which makes i t probable that he ,
too , knew the buria l story behi nd t he fo rmula . His t wo week

vis i t to J erusalem in AD 36 s ee ms t o make this conclusion
f irm, so that hi s word confirms the reliabil i ty ot Jesus 's
bur i a l in the tomb .

(b ) The burial story was part of t he pr e-Harka n passion
story and is th erefor e very old. It is uni versally
ac knowl edged t hat the buria l account is part of the pre­
Ha r kan pass ion s tory, t he narrat ive of the crucifixion a nd
bur i a l be i ng a co nt inuous unity . Thi s gives good reason to
accept t he burial as historical, on grounds similar to those
listed above: (i ) the time was insufficient f or a pure ly
l egenda r y burial of ~esus t o arise; ( ii ) the pres ence of
eyewitnes~es wbo would know better woul d probably pr e c l ude
su ch; a nd ( i ii) the age of the story s e ems to insure t ha t
Paul must have known i t , for with his intercourse with
J er usa l em he co uld not but know at least the co ntent ot the
pre-Harkan passion s t or y . Thi s woul d confirm that his

j
15:4
th e

AB 45

earl y e vidence f or
saw t ha t i n I Cor .

2Edward Lynn Bode, The First Easter Mor ni ng ,
Bibl i cal Institu t e Pr ess , 1970), p . 165.(Rome :

ten headings:
1. The hjsto~ical cred i bi lity of the b urial s t ory

su pports t he empt y t omb. I f t he buria l s t ory i s basically
r el iabl e , t hen t he inference that Jes us 'S tomb was f ound
empty l i e s very c lose at hand . For if t he bur ial story is
fundamentally accu rate, the burial s ite of Jesus woul d hav e
been known to Jew a nd Christian a like . But in that case, it
would su r e l y hav e been impossible for the res ur rect i on f ait h
to survi ve in the fac e of a t omb co nt aining the corpse of
Jesus . The disciples could not have adhered to the
resur rection; scarcely any one else woul d have believed
them, even if they had; and t heir Jew ish opponents cou ld
have exposed t he who le a f f a i r a s a poor j oke by pointing to
t he occupi ed tomb or pe r ha ps even d i sp l ayi ng t he body of
Jesus , as the medieva l Jewish po lemic portrays them do ing
( Toledot Yeshu ) . Hence, i t woul d seem to be i nf easibl e to
affirm the histor i city of the bur ial stor y and yet deny the

historicity of t he empt y tomb.
And, in fact, t he bur ia l ·s t or y i s widely recognized as

a historically c r edib l e na r r a t i ve :
(a ) Paul ' s t estimony provide s

his torici t y of J esus ' s buri al. We
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menti on of t h e burial in I Cor . 15 :4 refers to tbe same

buria l t hat is ment ioned in t he gospels . The age of t be
f ormula on t he on e ha nd a nd the age o f the pr e - Ma r ke n

pas s i on stocy on t be othe r seem to insure the histor i cit y of
the burial story i n its fundament a l e l ements . The ir age
alBa proba bl y a f f ord s us t he aut ho ri t y o f the apost le Pau l

for the r e l i a bi l i t y o f this t radi t i on .

(e ) The s tory itse lf is s i mple a nd i n its basic
elements l ac k s theological r e f l ec t ion or apologetic
d eve l opment . Mos t scholars would concur wit h Bul tma nn 's
j Udgment i n t his r ega r d . Accordi ng to Bo rnkamm , "The r epor t
of ~esus 's burial is kept concise a nd mat t er of f ac t ,
without a ny b ias [Tendenz J . ~) We appear t o have here a
pri mi t i ve t r a dition recount ing Joseph's begging the body of
Jes us a nd his l ayi ng it , wrapped i n l i nen, in a tomb , a

t radit ion which has not been s ignificantly ove r l aid with
either t heo logy or apol og et i c s . This seems t o be
confi rmat ion t ha t t he stor y i s basically a f act ua l r epo r t of
what happened .

(d) The per son of Joseph of Ari mat hea is probabl y
historical. Even the most s ceptical scholars , s uch as Broer
and Pesch, agree t hat i t is unl i ke l y t hat Jos eph , as a
member of t he Sa nhedri n, could hav e be e n a Christ i an
invention. To t his may be added the f ac t t hat the gospels '
descriptions of Joseph r ece i ve unint entional confi rmat i on
from i ncidenta l detai ls ; fo r example , his being rich from
the t ype an d location of the tomb. Hi s being at l east a
sympathizer of J esus 15 not only i ndependently attested by

Mat t hew a nd J ohn, but s eems l ikely i n vi ew of Mark 's
descript ion of hi s t r eatment of J esus's body as opposed to
those of t he t hieves .

(e) Jos eph's laying t he body in his tomb 1s probabl y

hi s torical. The consistent descriptions of the tomb as an

3Gunther Bornkamm, Jesus von Nazareth, 10th rev.
ed ., UT 19 (Stuttgart : W. Kohlhammer, 1975), p. 148.
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acrosolia or ben ch tomb and the archaeological d i s cove r i e s
that such tombs were used by notables du ring J esus' s da y
makes i t likely that Jesus was place d in such a tomb . The
incidental de tails t hat i t wa s new and be l onged t o Josepb we
hav e seen t o be quite prob4bl e, sinc e Joseph could not l ay
the body of a cr iminal in jus t any tomb , especia l l y as t hi s
would defi le t he bodies of any f ami ly membe r s also r epos i ng
there . The dove ta i ling of a l l these incidenta l details
gives t he na r rative an aura of cr edibil i t y.

(f) J esus was pr obably bur ied late on t he day of
Prepara t i on. If t he fo regoing is pr obable, then t he time of
Jesus ' s i nt erment, g i ven wha t we know from ex tra-bibl i cal
sou rces about Jewish r egulations concer ning t he ha ndl ing of
executed cr imi na l s a nd burial pr ocedures , must have been
Friday before the even ing s t a r appeared. The bod y cou ld not
have be en a llowed to remai n on t he cross over ni ght without
defi l i ng the l and , and s i nce the sabbath was impend ing the
body had t o be bur i ed before ni ght fal l . Wi t b be lp , Joseph
s hould ha ve been abl e t o compl ete a simple bur i a l prior to
the breaki ng of t he sabbath, as the gospels describe .

(g) The observa t i on of the burial by women i s probably
historical. The wome n are us ed as wi t nes s es of the
c rucifixion , buria l , a nd empty tomb. Unl ess they ac tual ly
wer e t he wi t nes s es , it seems i nexplicabl e wby t hey shou l d be
used a nd not the disc i ples t hems e l ve s (see be l ow) .
Moreover . t he i r rol es in t he burial a nd empty tomb stories
s eem to be mutually confi rmator y . I f t he ir r ole in a ny one
of t hes e even t s i s histor ical , their ro l e in the others
becomes likely as wel l . For exampl e . if t hey wi t ne s sed the
crucifixion , they woul d probably have rema ined fo r t he
bu r ia l , in wh i ch case t he grave si te would have been known,
making the f act of t he empty t omb l ikely, as expla ined
above . If they wi t nes s ed the burial , they were no doub t
present at the crucifixion, s ince they would not su ddenly
show up at the entombment. And again, t he n the grave s ite
would have been known. making likely the fact of the empty
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tomb . Finally , if they discovered t he empty tomb, they must

hav e bee n a t the buri a l so a s to know its location . But

t hen they were probably at the crucifixion as wel l . So i f

any of the lists of witnesses s eems r e l i ab l e, tbe others

probably are , too . Tha t t he r ole of t he women i s his torica l

is made l ikely by these traditional lists of names, for i t

i s difficu lt to see how t he names of people known i n t he

ea rly Christian fel lowshi p could be Assoc i ated wi t h such

event s un l ess this were i n fact the CAse.

(b ) No other burial tra dition exists. If t he bur i a l o f

~esus i n t he t omb by Joseph of Ar i ma t hea i s legenda r y, t hen

i t is very strange t ha t conf l i c t i ng traditions nowhere

appear , even in J ewish po l emi c . That no remnant of t he t r ue

story or eve n a co nf l i cti ng f a lse one s hould remai n i s hard

t o explain unless t he gospel account is substantially the

t r ue accou nt .

(i ) Tbe graves of J ewisb holy men wer e care f ul l y

preserved . During Jesus 's t ime there was an extraordinary

i nt er e st in t he graves of J e wis h mar t yrs a nd holy men a nd

thes e were s crupulously cared for a nd honored . ~ This

suggests t hat the gr ave of J esus would have a lso been noted

so that it too might be come s uch a holy s ite . The dis c iples

had no i nkl i ng of any pre-eschatological resurrection, and

t hey woul d probably t herefore not have all owed the bu ria l

site of the t eache r t o go unnoted . This i nterest makes very

plausible the women' s lingering to wat c h t he burial a nd

their subseque nt intent i on to . anoint Jesus 's body wi t h

s pices a nd perfume s (Lk. 23: 55-5 6).

' J oa chi m J eremi as, Hei l i gengr aber i n J es u Umwelt

(Gottingen: vandenhoeck , Ruprecht, 1958 ) . The d i scovery in

1973 of t he bo nes of a victim o f c ruc i f i x ion named Joho hanan

i n an ossua r y with in a r ock tomb sh ows t hat t he corpse of

s omeone executed by cruc ifixion was cared for and attended

to l a ter (V. Tza f eris , ~Jewish Tombs at a nd nea r Gi v 'at ha­

Hivtar , ~ IsrEJ 20 (1 970) : 18-32 ; J. Nave h, - The Ossuary

I ns criptions from Giv 'at haHi vtar,- IsrEJ 20 (1910) : 33-37;

N. Ha as , "Ant hropological Observat i ons on the Ske l etal

Remains from Giv 'at ha- Hiv tar, - I s r EJ [ 1970) : 38-5 9) .
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Taken together these ni ne considerations make the

his tor ica l cr edibility of t he bur ial a ccount quite high, a

fa ct recognized by most New Tes t a me nt s c holars . According

to Trill i ng, -The particulars show a t least t hat there was a

strong interest t o be a ble t o specify as precisely as

possible the whereabou ts of Jesus 's corpse and the wi t ne s ses

for t he pa rt icular facts . It appears unfound ed t o doubt the

f act of Jesus 's honorabl e burial- - ev en hi storica l l y

°d 'conS1 ered. - But i n t ha t case, t he conclusion that t he

tomb was fou nd empty lies close at hand. Even i f the

disci ples l ef t for Gal ilee and did not ret urn to J e r usa l em

preaching t he resu rrection until some t i me l at er, the

pr ospect of a closed tomb would have silenced t hem

effectively .

Aga i ns t this first cons i de r a t i on in support of t he

empty t omb , Fische r lodges two objections: (il The argument

presupposes that the Chr istian concept of resur rect ion was

like t he Jewish concept , t hat t bi s fles h and t hese bones a r e

constitutive for the r e s urr e ct i on body . But Paul pr ec ludes

a ny s uch unde r standing i n hi s doctrine of the r esurrect i on

body . Fischer's po int is apparen tly that t he Chri st ian

conc ept of resurrection would permit the disciples'

affi rmation of Jesus ' s res urrection even given genera l

knowledge of the place where hi s body still lay interred .

( i i) The a r gument presupposes that Christians appealed to

the empty tomb in their proc lamation, which is false .6

But as t or (1), we have s e en at l eng~h ~ba ~ it i e

f utile t o try t o dri ve a wedge between Paul a nd the gospe l s

concer ni ng t he nature of the r es ur recti on . Paul held t hat

t he mortal body had to be raised a nd t r a nsformed i nt o the

res urrection body: it i s sown a natura l body, it i s ra ised

. 5Wol f ga ng Tri l ling, Fragen zur Ges chicht licbkeit
J es u (Dus s e ldor f : Patmos Verlag , 1966), p. 157 .

. . 6Ka r l Ma r t i n FiSChe r , Das Ost er gescheh en , 2d ed .
(Gott1ngen: Vandenhoeck , Rupr ec ht , 1980) , pp. 63-64 .
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a su pe rnatural body (I Cor . 15 : 44) . The i dea tha t a person
can be ra i sed from t he de ad while hi s corpse remained in the
gr ave would have been nons ense t o early Christian believers.
Objection (ii) is puzzling, since this first cons i der a t ion
says noth ing about t he place o f the empty tomb in t he

kerygma . Eve n i f Christians did not appeal t o t he empty
tomb , t he f act r ema i ns t hat given the rel i abi l i ty of the
burial account , Jes us 's t omb would ha ve been known a nd s o
mu s t have been empty i n orde r f or resurrection fai th to
flourish. Whet her the Chri s t i a n prea chers drew this

i nf e r e nce themselves or used it apologet i ca l l y is simply
irre l evant . Henc e , t his f i r s t co ns ideration s eems to me

s t r ong evidence for t he histor ical fact of t he empty t omb .
2. Pavl 's tes timony impl ies t he fa ct of the empty

t omb. I t hink there can be l ittle doubt t ha t Paul accepted
not only the burial but al s o t he empty t omb of J esus, as is
evident ( i) from t he s equen ce in I Cor . 15 :3 - 5 -died- -was
buried - -wa , ra ised · , (ii) from the concept o f resurrection
itse l f, (iii ) from his Pha r i s a i c background a nd language,
( i v ) from the expr e s s i on ·on t he thi rd da y, " (v) f r om the
phr ase · f r om t he dead , · (vi) from his doctr ine of
resur rec t i on and transformat ion of the body, and (v i i) from
his be l ief i n t he per s ona l r e t ur n of Christ. I t seems
near l y certa in , t ben , that Paul be l ieved in t he empty t omb.

V5gtle and Pes ch, Oberli nner , and others a r e wi l l i ng to

conced e t hi s muc h, but they protest that t his dOeS not a l l ow
t he i nf e r ence t ha t t he t omb was act ua lly empty .' But t he
quest ion s ur e l y press es , how i s i t hi s t orical l y concei vable
fo r the apost l e Paul to have bel i eved in t he empt y t omb of
Jesus if i n fact t he tomb were not empty? Paul wa s i n
Je r us alem six ye a r s a f t er the event s t hemselves. The t omb
must ha ve been empty by t hen . But mor e t ha n that , Pet e r,

7Anton V6gtle a nd Rudo l f Pes c h, Wi e kam es zum
Ost erglauben? ( DUsseldor f : Pa tmos Verlag, 197 5) , p. 87;
Lor en z Oberlinner, -Di e ve rkUndigun g der Aufe rweckung J es u
i m ge 6f f net en und leeren Gr ab ,- ZNW 73 (1982) : 168.

I
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James, a nd t he ot her Chr ist ians i n J erus a l em with whom Paul
spoke must have a l s o bel i eved t ha t the t omb was empt y a nd
had bee n empt y f rom the mOment of the resurrection . We r e
t hi s not so , then Pau l ine theology would have taken a n
ent irely differ ent route , trying to explai n how r esurr ec t i on
could sti ll be possible , thoug h the body r ema i ned i n t he
grave. But nei the r Chr i s tia n theology nor apologetics ever
had t o f ace s uch a prob lem. It seems unintell igibl e how
Pauline theology coul d have taken t he di rection t hat i t d id
had the tomb not been empty f rom t he start .

But f ur t he r more, we have observed t hat the "he was
r aised- in the formula corr e spo nds t o t he empt y tomb

peri cope i n t he gos pels, the tYnytPt Q ~ mi r roring the ~y{pan

Thi s makes i t likely t hat t he empty tomb trad i tion s tands
be hi nd t he t hird eleme nt of the formula , j ust a s the buri al
tradition s tands behind t he second. Two conc lus ions fol l ow.
First , the tradit i on t ha t t he t omb was found empty mus t i n
a ll probabi l i t y be r e l i abl e . For time would ha ve been
ins uf ficien t f or a n empt y tomb legend t o accr ue by the date
of t he dr a f t i ng of t he fo rmula, a nd the pr esenc e of
witnesses in t he Ur gemelnde wou l d have also tended t o
prevent it . Second, Pa ul no dou bt knew the tradi t i on of the
empty tomb summarized i n the f ormula a nd thus l e nds hi s
test i mony to its r eliabi l ity . I f the discovery of t he empty
t omb i s not his torical, t hen i t seems virtually ine xpl icab l e
how both Paul and the ear l y formula could a ccep t i t .

Final ly , we ha ve seen t ha t t he expr ess ion -on t he t hird
day · i s most pr obably a t ime indica t or , perhaps i n langua ge
fraught with co nnotations of God 's victory , f or t he eve nt s
of Eas t e r , inc luding t he discove r y of t he empty tomb .
In c l uded in t he f ormula and prea ched by Paul, this phras e
pr ovi des very ear ly evidence f or the empty tomb, such t hat
t he same t wo concl us i ons f ollow he r e as in the foregoing
pa ragr aph . In sum, the t est imony of Paul s t rongly i mplies
the hist orici ty of t he empty to~.
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Again Fisc her ob j e c t s to this s econd considerat ion by
raising two contentions : (1 ) Paul could not have understOOd
the "be was bur i ed - as implying an empty tomb because he

woul d have then somewhere r e f e r r ed t o the empt y tomb
t radit i on , a nd ( ii) a ll kerygmatic t r aditions lack t be empty
t omb.s But wi t h regard t o (i) , a n argument from si l ence

ca nnot ove r come the posit i ve evidence t ha t Paul did believe
i n the empty t omb . The ob j ect i on seems to f orge t the
acci denta l nature of t he epi s tles and presupposes a
compl eteness on their pa r t that is s imply not to be
expect ed. Similarly with r ega r d to (ii) . the information
f r om I Cor. 15 :3-5 a nd the sermons in Acts suggest t ha t the

empty tomb was implicit in the kerygma, ev en if it vas not
explicitly proclaimed. What was proclaimed was Chri st and
what he did, namely, ro s e and appear ed , not the empty grave
l eft be hi nd . And even i f i t was not us ed i n preachi ng, the
pr esence in the pre-Markan pa s s i on story of t he narrati ve of
the di s covery of the empt y tomb revea ls t ha t t he l atter was
va i ued and preserved in t he inner l ife of the urgemeinde.
He nce , such obj ections, based as t hey are on s i l ence , carry
very l i t tl e weight . The evi dence s uggests that both Pa ul a nd

the formula he transmitted reflect knowledge of t he

historica l fac t of Jesus 's empt y t omb.
3. The presence of t he empty tomb pericope i n the pre­

Harken passion story s upports its historical credibility.
We have s een tha t t he empty tomb story was part of , perhaps
the close of, the pre-Markan passion story . This i s eviden t
from the fa ct t ha t (i) t he empty t omb pericope i s bound up
with the immediate con text of the burial account a nd the
pas s i on story , (ii ) verba l and syntactical s imi la r ities
bind the empt y tomb story t o the bur i a l narrative; (i i i )
the pass i on s tory would probably not have been circulated
without victor y at its end , and ( i v ) the cor r espo nde nce
be tween t he events of t he pa s s i on a nd t he f ormula of I cor .

8Fischer . Ostergeschehen, p . 58 .
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15:3-5 conf irms the inclusion of t he empty t omb account i n
the pre -Markan pas sion stor y . Fr om t he nature of t he eve nts
t hemsel ves, s uch a conc lus i on ma kes good sense: t he r e was
no continuous , r unning account of the appearances because
the appearances themse lves we r e unexpected, sporadic , and to
dif ferent people at var i ous locations and occasions, whereas

t he empt y tomb story relat ed a f act which was, s o to spea k,
·common propert y· of t he urgemeinde .

Accor ding to Pesch,9 geographical r ef erences , personal
names, a nd the use of Galilee as a hori zon all point to
J erus a l em as the f ount of the pre-Markan passion story. As
to i t s age, Pesch argues tha t Paul's Las t Supper t radition
( I Cor . 11 :23-25) presupposes the pre-Marka n pa s sion
account : t her ef or e, t he l att er must have ori ginated i n t he
first years of existen ce of the Jerusal em Urgemelnde .
Conf irmation of this i s f ou nd i n the fact t ha t t he pre­
Harkan pa s s i on story speaks of t he "hi gh pries t " without

us i ng his name (14: 53 , 54, 60, 61, 63) . Thi s implies
(nearly nece ss i tates, accord i ng to Pesch) tha t Caiaphas was
stil l t he high priest when the pr e-Harkan passion s tory was
be i ng told , since then there woul d be 00 need to me nt ion his
name. Si nce Cai aph as was high priest f rom A. D. 18-37, t he
terminus ao t e quem fo r the origin of t he t r adition i s A. D.
)7.

Now i f this i s the case, then it s eems fut ile to
attempt to constru e the empty t omb account as an
unhistorical l eQe nd . I t seems as tou nding that Pesch hi mself
can t r y t o co nvi nce us that the pre-Markan empty tomb story
is an unh istorical fu s i on of three Gat t ungen f rom t he
history of religions : door-opening miracles, epiphany
stories, and stories of see king bu t not f inding persons who

,
. Rudol f Pes c h, Das Har k us e vangel i um, 2 vols . , HTKNT

2 (Fr e 1.bu rg: He rder , 1977 1. 2: 21 ; c f. 2: 364-77 .



have be en t rans lated t o heave n. lO Make no mistake: given

10Ibid. , 2 : 522-36 . Cf . Rudolf Pesch , ·Zur
Entstehu ng des Gl a ube ns a n die Auferstehung Jes u, · TO 153
( 1973): 20 1- 28; i dem , - St e l l ungna hme zu den Diskussions­
be itrigen, - TO 153 ( 1973 ) :270 - 83 . Pes ch thinks the account
of the stone 's being rolled away i s t he product of door­
opening mirac l e stories . Whe n i t is pointed out t ha t no
s uch door-open i ng i s na r r a t ed i n Hark , Pesch gives away his
case by asserting t hat it i s a - l a t ent- door- opening
mirac le! The angelic appearance he attributes to epiphany
s t ories, thoug h without showing the parallels . Finally be
appeals to a Gatt ung f or seeking, but not f ind i ng s omeone
fo r the search for J esu s ' s body, adducing several largely
irrelevant texts ( e . g . , II kings 2:16-18; Ps . 37 :36 ; Ez.
26:21 ) pl us II spate of post - Chr i s t i an or Chriatian­
inf luenced sources (Gospe l of Nicodemus 16 :6 ; Tes tament of
J ob 39-40 ) a nd eve n question-begging texts from the New
Tes tament i tself . He uncritically accepts Lehma nn and
MacArtbur 's analys is of the third day mot i f , which he
confuses with Hark ' s phrase · on the first day of the week . ­
His asse r tion that eyewitnesses in the urmeinde cannot
prevent legend since many l egends a r e attested about the
disciples seems to be a petitio principii . He does not come
to gr ips witb his own ea r l y dating and does not show bow
l egend could develop i n so short a span i n t he presence of
those who knew better . In con nection with Pesch 's exegesis ,
Stuhlmacher has gi ven II timely wa r ni ng con cerning the da nger
of New Testament exeges is 'S ret urni ng t o the fles hpot s of
the old rellgl ons gescbi cbtl i cbe s ch ool :

· Next comes • • • the religi onsgescbicbtlicbe method,
mar kedl y s pecu l a tive in i ts constructions , which Pes ch
in connec t i on with U. Wilckens and above all KI . Berge r
mak es use of. I n Gnos tic research the attempt to i nf e r
from a f ew ambigu ous Hellenistic, Jew ish, a nd New
Tes tame nt passages on the one hand and from many clea r ,
but second t o fif th century Gnostic texts on t he ot her
a f oundat i ona l model of pre-Christ ian thought and then
wit h the help of th i s mode l (e .g. of the r edeemed
redeemer) to interpret the New Testament has s hown
i tself to be us eles s , a nd we are jus t now f r eeing
ourselves from t his constructional method of
i nt e r pretation . But now the ter rifying impress i on
arises t ha t one want s to repeat the s ame e r ror with
J ewish texts . The recons truction of that Jewish model
of in terpretation whi ch i s so impor t ant f or Pesch • • .
is by all appearances only pos sible wi t h the he lp i n
part of l ate , post-New Testament a nd c l ear l y Ch r is t ian­
inf l uenced t exts. The extra-New Testament text s
adduced by Pes ch are in a ny ca se predomi na nt ly f rom t he
second to f i f t h century . But instead •.. of drawi ng
attent i on t o t hi s difficul ty , Pesc h simply presupposes
that this mode l of i nter pretat ion already lies behind

'"
t he ag e (even i f not as old as Pesch argues) and t he

vi cinity of origi n of t he pr e -Ma r ka n pa ssion story , i t seems

very unlikely t hat t he account could, at its core , be a n
unbi storical l eg end .

4 . The use of ~ t be f i rst day of t be week - instead of
~on tbe t hird da y· points to the pri mit i veness of the

t radition . The trad i t i on of the d iscovery of t he empty t omb
must , i t seems, be very old a nd very pri mitive because it
lacks alt ogether t he third day motif promine nt i n t he
kerygma, which i~ i ts e lf extr emel y o l d , as evident by its
appearance i n I Cor . 15:4 . If t he empty tomb na r r at ive were
a lat e and legendary account , then, as Bode points out, i t
cou ld hardly hav e avoided be ing cast i n the prominent ,
ancient, and accepted t hi r d day JllOti f . 1I This s trongly
implies that the empty tomb tradi tion ante-dates t he t hird
day motif i t s e lf. Agai n, the proximity of the tradit i on t o
t he events themselve s seeas to ~ake it i d l e t o r ega r d the
empt y t omb story a s a legend . It seems quite probable tha t
on the f i r st day of the week the t omb was indeed f ound
empty.

Mk . 6:14ff a nd Rev . 11:3ff • • • and was al ready
available as an Interpretament f or J esu s ' s disciples .
I r ega rd this chain of hypothet ical conclusions as
extremel y problematical historically a nd again much t oo
weakl y grounded methodologically to be abl e to be made
valid as a main crit ica l argument - (Pete r
Stuhlmacher, - ' Kr i t i s c he r mussten nir di e Historisch­
Il:riti s che n Sein l' · TO 153 [ 1973 ): 246) .

llBode, Easter, p. 161; Br own agrees: " • .• t he
basic t ime indication of the f inding of t he tomb was fixed
in Chr is tian memory before the pos s ibl e symbolism in the
three-day reckoning ha d yet be en pe r c eived~ (Raymond C.
Brown, The Gospel according to John, Anch aib 29A [Garde n
Ci ty, N. Y.: Doubleday ' Co. , 1970 ] , p . 980) . The fact t hat
T"II ~~~ Tiii~ cro.6/laT:,o'; is probably a Semitism (C.K. Bar r et t ,

The Gospel accord i ng to St . John (LOndon: SPCK, 1972 ), p .
562 ; Bode, Eas t er , p . 6; Jacob Kremer, · Zur Dis kus sion tiber
' das lee re Grab ' , - i n Res urrexit, ed . Edouard Dhanis [Rome :
Li breria Editri ce Vaticana , 1974} , p . 152 , contra J.H .
Houlton, A Gr ammar o f New Tes t a men t Gre el , vol . 1 :
Prolegomena, 3d ed . (Edi nburgh: T&T Clark, 1980 ), pp. 95-96 )
a l so points t o t he earl y origin of the phrase .
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S. The na tu re of th e narrati ve its elf i s theological ly

unadorned and non-apologetic. The resurrection is not
d escr i bed , a nd we have noted the lack of later theological

motifs t ha t a late l egend might be expec ted to incorporate.
Comparison of Hark 's account with those in later apocryphal
gospels like t he Gospel of Peter under l ines the simplicity

of the Markan story . This suggests the account is pr i mi t i ve

and factual, even if dramatization should occur in tbe role
of the angel . Very often contemporary theologians urge
that the empty tomb i s not a historical proof for the
resurrection because f or the disciples i t was in itself

Ambiguou s (mehrdeutigl and not a proof . 12 But t hat is
precisely one reason why th e emp ty t omb story is t oday so

credible: because it was not an apologetic device of ear l y
Christians; i t was, as Wilckens nicely puts it, Ma trophy o f

God's victory . Mu The very fact t hat t hey saw i n it no

certain proof he lps t o insure that t he narrati ve is
substantially unco lored by apologetic motifs and in its

primitive f orro .

This analysis seems t o undermine the t wo objections of
Oberlinner t o the histor icity of the Harkan account : ( i)

t he presence of an angel prec ludes historicity, and ( i i ) wby

and by whom was the t omb opened? If the account i s meant to

be taken his t orically, says Oberlinner , then the answer must
be either that the women opened it or that it was
mi r a cul ously opened by God. But i f one says, MGod,· then

why s houl d He do that? The a nswer can on l y be : as a proo f

oY the r esu r rection . But t his i s wrong , s ince the angel

mus t procla i m the resurrection a nd he is a later addi tion.

12For example, Hans Grass, Chri stl iche
Gl aube nsl ehre, 2 vol s . (Stuttga rt: W. Kohl hammer , 1973 ), 1:
10 3; Kremer, ·Grab,· p. 139 , 158; Vogtle a nd Pesch ,
Ost erglauben , p. 88 ; Pe s ch , M' l e e r e Gr ab ' , - p. 12;
Obe rlinne r, -VerkUndigung d er Auferweckung , · p . 172 .

l3Ul r ich Wilcke ns , Aufers t ehung, TT4 (Stuttgart a nd
Ber l in: Kr euz Ver l ag , 1910 ) , p . 64 .
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The empty tomb in i tse l f is susceptib l e t o ma ny
expl anations . I. But wi th regar d t o ( i), ev en if one

concedes that t he an gel is unh i s t orical (i t s e l f a moot
poi nt ) , i t simp l y do es not fol low t hat the ent ire account is
therefore unhistorical . The r ea son i ng in ( i i ) , unl e ss I

misunderstand Oberlinner , s t rikes me a s ve r y confused .
Suppose _e say that God mi r a cul ous l y opened t he t omb to

pe rmit t he women 's entry . How does it follow that the empt y

tomb i n and of itself is proo f of the resur r ection? And
even i f it wer e , the f a ct that Christiana f el t t he need to

add the angel only indicates t ha t they d id not r egar d it as

proof , so that we today can be confiden t t hat the narrat i ve

i s no t an apologet ic f ict i on . What so many scholars do not

seem to grasp is that precisely becaus e the emp t y t omb was
ambiguous and not a proof fo r the early Christians, the

narrat ive o f i t s discovery can be regard ed a s credible by
l ater gene r a t i ons of res earc he r s.

Michae l Goulder, on t he other han d, cla ims t hat the
Markan narrative i s thoroughl y theologically de termi ned,

be inq a Christian mi d r a sh . u He attempts to show the
presence of Old Tes tament mo t i f s in the narrative , for
example, J osh. 10 :16-27 . But Goulder's procedure i s no

better than the old r el i gi ons ge schichtl i che Methode whic h
finds parallels scatte r ed everywhere without showlnq any

genealogical link between t hem. It i s ironic that Goulder's

art icle i n The ology i s followed by a piece entit led -The Us e

of Evidence in New Testament Stud ies, - i n wbicb tbe aut hor
complains that t oo many scholars think it sufficient to show
that the evi d ence can be i nt er pr e t ed in a c cordance with

thei r hypot he s is ra t her t han that their i nt er pr et a t i o n i s

l 40ber l i nne r, · Ver kUnd i gung der Auferweckung, · pp .
178-1 80.

15Michae l Goul der, -The Empty Tomb, · Theol 19
(1976 ) :206-1 4 .
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leaders by having them hid i ng in cowa r dice in Jerusalem,
wh ile the women bo ldly ca r ry ou t t he i r last devotions t o
J esus ' s body, unless t his were i n fact the truth . The ir
motive of anointing t he body by pouring oils over it is
entirely plaus ible in l i gh t of c ont empor a ry cus tom; i ndeed ,
i ts apparent conf l i ct wit h Mk. 14:8 makes i t unl ikely that
Ha r k i nvent ed t hi s intention . Furthermo re , t he listing of
the women' s names again wei ghs aga inst unhistorlca l lege nd
at the s t o r y ' s cor e, f or these persons wer e known i n t he
Ur gemei nde and so could not be easily associated wi t h a
false a ccount .

Oberl lnner objects to th is cons ideration be ca use t he
women ar e not being used as witnes s e s to t he empt y t omb , but
merely to re lay t he a ngel ' s mes s age . Since t hey wer e a t the
cruci fiXion , they are the most obvious candidates f or the
j ob. 11 But why have t he me s s age re l ayed a t 051 17 Why not
given direc t l y to the d i sciples? Why not hav e t he ma le
discipl es a t t he cross as wel l ? The careful r ecount i ng of
t he women at the cross, then at the burial . t he n at the
empty tomb s hows that their r o l e as historica l witnesses of
those events is being reca l led. Vogtle and Pesch , on the
ot her ha nd , ob j ec t t hat thi s s i xt h cons i derat i on presupposes
the accuracy of the burial story . The fac t t hat t he mal e
disciples do not diS cover t he empt y t omb i s just one more
proof that t he t omb was not f ound empt y J1' But I fail to
se e bow the present con sideration pres upposes the
c redibi l i ty of tbe buria l a ccount (itself a pretty safe
presupposition i n a ny case) . For on t he obj ec t or s' view,

the empty t omb story is a l eg e nd and t he refore un related t o
whether the burial a c count i s accur a t e or not . Suppose
~esus was bur i ed in the common plot for cr i mi na l s . Why do
we bave a l eg end ar i se about ~omen discovering his empty

,,,

r equi r ed by t he evtcenee;" This i s cer t a i nly Caulder 's

fa i l ing , and fol lowing his method would bring chaos t o

historical s tudi es. Against his view of t he empt y t omb
story stands the fac t that t he most signif i cant e l eme nt s of
the Joshua story a re conspi cu ous l y missing from the Mar ke n
s t or y : the guard a t t he tomb (this i s, of course, Matthean ,

which compl i ca t e s Caulder ' s thesis by r equiring t hat t he
other evangel i sts, t oo, ar e wri t ing mldrashl. re f lection on
Jesus as the King, description of J esus coming ou t of the
tomb , and declaration of J e sus's conquering his enemies .
Mi nor similarit i es such as the rock-hewn tomb with a roll ­
stone door end the taking down o f the bodies before

nightfall are establ ished J ewish pr actice . For other
details of t he Mar ka n story, Goulder s ea rches hithe r and
yon : the stone and its s ealing come f r om the l i on ' S den i n
Dan. 6:17 , Joseph of Ari mathea from Joseph of Gen. SO, Mary
as a witness from Mir iam in Exod . 15: 21 in connection with
Ps . 38: 11- 14, Salome f rom Solomon , a nd so forth. After a
whi l e , such a met hodology s uf f ers self-refutation by
r educ t i o ad absurdum. The f ac t is that t he Mar ka n na r rative

appears t o transmit a primitive traditi on with l ittle or no
t heological reflect ion, an d this counts in favor of its
hi s t or ica l reliability.

6. Tbe discove ry of tbe empty t omb by women is bi gbly
probable. Giv en t he l ow status of wome n i n Jewis h society
a nd t he i r lack of qua l i f i c at i on to serve as l egal witnesses,
the most plausib le exp lanat i on, in light of t he gospels '
conviction that the discip l es were in Je rusa lem ove r t he
weekend , why women a nd not t he male disciples were made
discoverers of the empt y tomb i s that the women wer e in fac t
the ones who made t hi s d iscovery . This conclusion rece i ve s
con firmation from t he fac t that ther e s e ems t o be no r eason

why the later Christian chu rCh should wi sh to humil i a t e its

16J• M. Ross, · The Use of Evidence i n New Testament
Studies,· Theol 19 (197 6) : 214-21.
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170berlinner, · Ve rkundiguog der Auferwe ckung , · p.

18Voqt le and Pes ch, Osterglauben , p . 94 .
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tomb, r a t he r t ha n on e desc rib i ng t he male di s c iples' ma ki ng

this d iscover y? V~gtle and Pe s ch o f f e r nothi ng to expla in
th i s a nomal y . The most plaus i b le exp lanat i on o f the women 's

rol e is su re ly that t hey were i n fac t t he ones who

discovered Jesus 's t omb empty.
7 . The i nvestigation ot the emp t y tomb by Peter and

John i s hi s torical l y probabl e . Behi nd t he f ourth gospel

s t a nd s , it seems , John t he s o n of Zebedee , whose
reminiscen ces fill out the t radi t i ons empl oyed . The visit
of t he disciples t o the empty tomb i s apparent ly therefore
attested, not only in tradition, but by J oh n himself. Hi s
t est imony has t herefore the same fir st hand ch a r act e r as
Paul ' s l e t t e r s and ought t o be ac corded equa l weight . We

thu s possess t est imony for t he i nves tigat i on o f t he empt y

t omb t hat cannot be easily d is r ega r ded . Ent i rely apa r t from
that , however , the hi s t or i c i t y of the di sciples' vis it i .
al s o made likely by the p laus ibility of t he deni a l o f Peter

t radi t i on, for if he wer e i n J e rus al em, then having hear d

the women' s r eport he would qu ite likely c he ck it ou t .
Fis cher ' s ob jecti on t hat in the oldest t r aditions t here i s

no t r ac e o f the di sciples ' remaining i n Jerusalem a nd t hat

only late r t r ad i t i ons attempt t o connect t hem t o t he empty

tombl9 is , a s we have seen , simpl y fa lse . The inhe rent

i mp l au sibil i t y o f and abs ence o f an y evi dence f or t he
d i sciples' f l i ght to Gali l e e render it h i gh l y l ikely that

t hey we r e in J e r usal em, whi c h f act ma ke s t he visit t o t he

t omb a l so ver y p l aus i ble.

8 . It woul d have been vi r t ual ly imposs ible f or the
di sci pl es t o proclaim t he res urrection in Jerusa lem had t he
t omb not been empt y . The empt y tomb is a sine q ua non of

t he r es urrect i on . The notion t hat J e sus r os e from t he dead
wit h a new body whi l e hi s o l d body l ay in the grave Is a
purely mod ern con ception . J ewish menta l ity wou ld never have
a ccept ed a d ivis i o n o f t wo bod ies, on e in t he t omb a nd one

19Fi s cher , Ost erges chehen , p . 50 .
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i n t he r i sen l ife . ~ Even if the di sc iples fa i led t o ch eck

the empty t omb, the Jews could have bee n gui l t y o f no suc h

ove r s i ght . Moreover, even i f t he burial s tor y were fal se

a nd J e sus ha d bee n buri ed i n t he cr imi na l' s gr a veyard , i t i s
not at a ll obv ious tha t t he J ewi s h author ities cou l d not

have re- l oca ted a rece nt ly dug dirt grave , eve n after
s ever al weeks . Whe n tber e f ore the disc i ples bega n to preach

tbe resurrect i on in J erusa l em, an d people responded, and t he
r e l igi ous authorit ies s t ood help l e s s l y by , the t omb mus t

ha ve been empty. lI The fa ct t hat t he Chr i s t i an fell owship ,
f ounded on be l ief in J es us 's res ur r e ction , could come i nt o

existe nce and f l ourish in t he ve r y cit y where he was
executed a nd bur ied seems powerful evidenc e f or the
hi s t oricit y of t he empty t omb.

In re sponse to t hi s cons ideration, Obe rli nner ob j ects
onc e mor e t ha t t he empt y t omb i s mebrdeut i g . The disc i ples

would not have ch ec ked to s ee i f Jesus ' s grave wa s empty,

even i f t hey bel i e ved on t he presuppo s ition of J ewi s h

20Bod e , Easter, pp. 162 . 63 . Pesch mainta ins t ha t
Mk. 6:14 prove s tha t it was po ss i ble t o speak of a
re surrection without a n empty t omb. People who believ!d
that Je sus was J ohn the Bapti s t r ais ed from the dead d1d not
go to John ' s grave f or verification or fals ification (Pe s ch ,
MEnts tehung, Mpp . 206 , 208 ). But as Schelkle ob s e r ves ,
sinc e J esus was thirty ye ars o l d a t the time and a
contemporary o f J ohn , t he s ayi ng in Mk. 6 :14 did not mean
John had come back to life, but that J esus was worki ng
mi r ac l es i n hi s power . No one real l y s er i ously asserted t he
r esurr ection o f the Bapt i s t (Ka r l Herrma nn Sche l kl e ,
"Sch5pfu ng de s Glaubens ," TO l S3 ( 197 3 ) : 24 3) . Henge l .
s ugges t s t ha t t he sayi ng conc er ns, not l itera l r e surrect 10n ,
but pers ona l i dent ity . I n J ewi s h Haggada, t his con c e:n l ed
to all s or t s o f i dent i fi c at i on s , s uc h a s Pinchas ~ E11 jah;
Shem = Me l chizedek ; Melchizedek • Michael; Aacha n • Zimri,
e t c . I t i s no t a que s t i on o f litera l r esurrect i on (He nge l ,
MOs ter gl aube , · pp . 258- 59) .

21Thi s conc l usi on i s not a l tered by any uncerta inty
a s to whe n t he disc iples be ga n t o prea ch, a s Pesch a l l eges
(Pes ch , ·Entste hung ,· p . 207 ) . The point i s, when t~e

disci pl es returned f r om Gal i lee to J erus a l em, pr each1 ng the
re surr ect i on , t he t omb by tha t t i me had to be empt y,
wheneve r t hat was.
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anthropology tbat it was, since t hey had already come to

faith i n t he resurrect i on and t he empty t omb had played no
role i n br inging them to fai th. Nor would their opponents

have bothered t o check this fact because an empty grave ,
should i t be found , would merely have led them to other

sor t s of explanation . n But agai n, this reasoni ng strikes
me as very confused . Even i f we concede, for the sake of

a rgument, that the story of the empty tomb 's discovery and
i nves t igat i on by t he disciples prior to the appearances ia

fa lse and that the disciples were, s ubsequent to the

appearances , so wanting in interest in Jesus 's tomb that
none o f t hem sought to visit i t again, how could the Jewi s h
authori ties be so apathetic? Obe r l i nner ' s answer makes no

sense at all : t he Jewi s h leaders ' mot i va t i on in

investigating J e sus ' s gr a ve was not t o verify his
resurrection , but to falsify i t. Thei r hope would have been

to find it occup i ed . If it were found empty , then other

explanations for this could be devised ; but the discovery of
Jesus 's oc cupied grave would decisive ly silence his
f ollowers. Hence, t hey had every reason to check his
gravesite.D Given that fact, the proclamation i n Jerusalem
by the d isciples of Jesus's resurr ection and the flourishing
of the Urgemeinde can have oc cur r ed only if the tomb of
Jesus were empty or unknown . But there is ample evidence
that t he si t e of J e sus ' s body was known - - t he historic ity of

Joseph of Arima thea a lone suffices for t his-- ; t he r e f or e ,

220berl inne r, ·Verkijndigung der Auferweckung, · pp .
169 - 75 .

23v6 gt l e a nd Pesch assert t hat the Chr i s t ian
proclamat i on would have strucK the Jewish leaders as s uc h
barer Unsinn that they would ha ve had no reas on to take
s e r i ously so unc onventiona l a message (VBgtle a nd Pesch ,
Oster gl auben, p . 91 ). But this mi sunderstands t he point :
of cou r s e, the Jewish l eader s did not t ake s erious l y t he
cont ent o f the di s c i ples' message , i .e . its trut h, but they
ce r ta i n ly took ser i ous ly schism or heresy wi t hin J ewi sh
rel ig i on ; after a l l , th ey had had J e sus cruc if ied l
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since t he disciples did so proc l a i m Jes us' s resurrec t ion ,
the tomb mus t hav e been empty .

9 . The Je~i sb polemi c presupposes the empty t omb.
From informat i on un i ntentionally furn i shed by Katthew, we

know that the J ewi s h opponents of the Christian Way d id not
de ny that J e sus ' s t omb was empty. Instead they charged that
the disciples had stole n J e sus ' s body. From here the
controversy ove r the guard at t he tomb sprang up . The

entire po lemic presupposes t hat t he tomb was empty. The
proclamation -He is risen from the dead- (Mt. 27:64 )
prompted the Jews t o respond, -Hi s d isciples • • . stole him
away- (Ht . 28 : 131. Why? The most probable an s wer is that

t hey could not de ny t he f act of the empty tomb and bad t o

come up with an alternative explanation . So they said the
disciples stole the body and from there it all began. Eve n

the ga rdner hypot hes is is an attempt t o expla in away t he

empty tomb. The fact that t he Jewish polemic never denied
that Jesus's t omb was empty , but only tried to explain it
away is persuas ive evidence that t he t omb 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 s hows only that the Jews knew the story of

the empty tomb.~ But Fischer fails to reckon wi th the fact
t hat there is an Obvious tradition history behind the debate

into which Matthew enters a nd the fact t hat p r e - Ma t t hea n
tradition i s ev ident i n t he stor y itself , as we have seen.
And in any ca s e , even on Fische r' s hypothesis, it rema ins

i nexp l i cabl e why J ews i n the post-70 period, fi rs t
encountering the legend of the empty tomb , would respond,

not by denounci ng the f iction , but by agreeing with it and

t r yi ng to explain it away I

Mahoney 'S obj ection , that t he Matthe an nar rative

presupposes only the prea ch ing of the resurrection, and that

24Fi sch er , Os t er ges chehen, pp. 63-64 .
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the Jews, who would natur a l l y as s ume that a physical

re s urre ction was meant , a rgu ed a s t hey did only beca use it

would hav e been · co l or l ess · t o say t he tomb was unknown or
l os t, fa il s to perceive the true force o f the arqument.~

The poi nt i s tha t t he Jews did not respond t o the preaching
of the res urrecti on by poi nting t o the tomb of J esus or
exhibiting his cor pse , but entangled t hemselves in a
hope less series of abs urdities trying to explain away the
empty tomb. The fact that t he enemies of Chri stiani ty felt
obliged t o exp lain away the empty t omb by t he theft

hypot hes i s sh ows not on l y that t he tomb was known
( con f irmat i on of the burial s t or y) . but that i t was empty.»

10. The fact t hat J esus' s tomb was not ve ne r a t ed as a
sbr i ne indicates t hat the t omb was empty. We saw earlie r
that it was customary in Juda ism that the t omb of a prophet
o r hol y man be preserved or venerated as a shrine. But it
is impor t an t t o under s t and why t hi s was so. It was because
the r ema i ns of the prophet l ay i n t he tomb and t hus i mparted
to the site i t s rel igious va l ue . But, of course, if the
body were not there, then t he grave would l os e its
significa nce as a shrine. Now i n t he cas e of Jesus's t omb,
we fi nd, in Dunn's words, -absolutely no trace- of any
ven er at ion of Jesus ' s burial place. n It was apparently not

25Robert Mahoney, TWo Di s ci pl es at the TOmb, TW6
(Bern : Herbert Lang, 1974) , p . 159 . Hi s f urther obj ect i on
t hat this admiss i on by t he Jews is only fo und in a Chr i s t i a n
docume nt a lso mi sses the point ; the cour s e of this argume nt
i n t he polemi c pres upposes the empty tomb. The Chr i st i ans
were doing thei r best to refute t he charge of t he f t , an
allega t ion whi c h tac i t ly presuppo ses the t omb was empty.

260ddly enough , Mahoney contradi cts himself when he
later asser ts that it was mor e pr omis i ng for t he Jews to
make f ool s of t he discipl es t hrough t he gardner-misplaced­
t he -body t heor y than to make them clever hoaxers through the
theft hypothesis . So i t was not apparently t he fear of
being ·color l es s · t hat induced t he J ewish aut horities t o
resort t o the desperate expedient of t he thef t hypo thes i s .

27Jame s w.o. G. Dunn, J es us and th e s pi rit (LOndon :
SCM, 1975 ) , p . 120 .
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regarded as a shrine nor remembered as a holy site . I n
light of the di s c iples ' pec ul iar r everence f or Jes us , the
reason for t hi s absence of ve nera t i on f or hi s burial place
i s most probably due to the fact that J esu s ' s body was not
i n the tomb- -his grave was empty .

Taken t ogethe r t hese t en con s iderations seem to furnish
good ev idence t ha t the tomb of J es us was actually f ound
empty on Sunday mor ni ng by a smal l group of his women
follower s . As a plain historica l fact this seems to be
amply attested. As Van Daalen has remarked, it is ext reme l y
difficult to object to the fact of the empty tomb on
hi s t or ica l grounds; mos t obj ec t o r s do s o on t he basis of
theological or philosophical considerations.~ But these
cannot, of course , c ha nge empirical facts. And
interestingly, New Testament scholars seem to be
increasingly recognizing t his: according to Kremer, - By
far, most exegetes hold firmly ••. to the r e l i abi l i t y of
the biblical statements about the empty tomb . • . , and he

lists 28 pr03inent scholars in support.~

2Bo• H. Van Caalen, Tbe Real Resurrection (London:
Collins, 1970 ), p. 41; s o a l so Gerald O'Collins, Tbe Easter
J esus , 2d ed. (London : Darton, Longman, , Todd, 1980), p.
91. The historian Michael Gran t co ncludes ,

- Eve n i f the historian ch oos es t o regard the
youthful appari tion as extra-historical, he ca~not

j ustifiably deny the empty tomb . True, this d15 70very ,
as so often, is differently described by the va r10us .
Gospe l s - -as critica l paga ns early pointed out . But 1f
we apply the s ame s or t of c r i t e r i a that we would apply
t o any ot her a nc ient l i t erar y s ources, then t he .
ev idence is f irm a nd plaus ible e nough t o necess1tate
the conclusion that the tomb was indeed found empty·
(Michael Grant , J esus : a n Historian 'S Review of the
GOspel s {New York : Charles Scribner's Sons, 1977 ], p .
176 ) .

29Jacob Kremer , Die Os terevangel i en--Geschi ch t en urn
Ges chi cht e (Stutt gart : Kat holisch es Bibelwerk , 1971), pp .
49-50 . He f urnish es t hi s l i s t , t o wh i ch his own name may be
added : Blank, Slinzler, Bode, von Campenha us e n, Del orme,
Dhanis , Gr undmann, Henge l , Lehmann, L~on- oufour ,

Li chtenste i n, Ma ne k, Hart in i , Mus s ner , Na uck, Rengstorff,
Ruckstuhl, Schenke , Schmit t , K. Schubert , Sc hwa nk,
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Explaining the Historical Fact

But if the tomb of J e sus was found empt y on the f irst

day of t he we ek , the ques t i on must be, bow d id this
s ituation corne t o be l~ Although t he empty tomb may have

Schweizer, Seidensticker, Strobel, Stuhlmache r, Trilling
VOqtle , Wilckens. He should also have mentioned Benoi t ,'
Br own, Cl ark, Dunn, Ell is , Gundry , Hooke, Jeremi as ,
Klappe r t , Ladd , Lane, Harshall, Houl e , Perry, J .A.T .
Robinson , schnackenburg , and Ve r me s . s chnackenburg concurs
with Kremer ' s j udgment: - , • • most exegetes accept the
historicity of t he empty tomb , so t hat th i s question is not
t he decisive poin t in the discussion about the re8urrection~

(Rudolf schns ; kenbu r g , per sona l letter , September 21, 1979) .
Contrast Perr1n' s judgment: · Schol ar s are comi ng
increasingl y to t he conclusion that the empty tomb t r aditi on
is an interpret ation of the event--a way of say i ng 'Jes us i s
risen I ' __rat her than a descr i ption of a n as pect of the ev ent
itse l f - (Norma n Perrin, The Re surrection accordi ng to
Mat t hew, Hark, and Luke ( Philadel phia: Fortres s, 19 77 J , p .
80). In this and some other key points, Perrin s eemed
r emarkably out of touch with r ecent d i s cussion on the
r es ur r ection.

30Th " " ". 1S quest10n occasions consternat10n among some
theolog1a ns. Koch pr onounces , - I t i s not a legitimate
question to as k how the grave became empt y beca use i t
isola~es tbe 9rave and wan t s to provide Objective i ns ight
into 1t s empt1ness - (Gerhard Koch, Die Auf er s tebung Jesu
C~rist i , BKT [Tubi ngen : J .C.B . Mohr, 1959 1, p. 171).
W11ckens says , -How the grave of Jesus became empty i s a
question that ca nnot be • .• a nswered io a hi s t or i ca l waYi ­
but t hen he t urns a r ound a nd persuasive ly refutes all
na t uralistic effor t s to explain it (wi l c ke ns, Auferstebung ,
pp . 152-53) . The prOblem here is not bi stori cal but
theologica l . Such scho l ars recoil f r om the New Testament' s
under st a nd i ng of t he resur rec t ion as a histor i cal event
whi ch is ev e r y bit as ob j ect ive as the c rucifixi on' i nstead
t hey s ubstitut e t he not I ons of -a n eschatol og i cal ~vent ­
( W~ l c ken s ) . or -a meta-hist or ica l event - (Ful ler ), phras es
~h1ch are 1n real i t y nonsens i ca l . An eschato logical event
1S e i t her an eve nt tha t has yet to occur, which is not true
of Jesus's r esurrection, or an event pregnant wit h divine
s ignificance , i n which case t here is no pr oblem i n veri f yi ng
or fal s ifying i t , s ince it ha s oc curred . A meta_ historica l
eve nt is a self - contradiction , s i nce a n even t i s that which
ha~pens and so is part of hist ory . Robinson sco r es Fuller ' s
op~nion that t hi s -meta-his t or i ca l eve nt - l eft on l y a
negat ~ve ma r k on histor y : · Yet t he negat i ve mark , by which
he eV1de nt ly mea ns not simply t hat t he r e was nothing to s hOW
fo r it but t hat t he r e was nothi ng t o sh ow for it ( i .e . an
empt y t omb ) is 'within history ' and must the re fo r e be
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proved at fi r s t ambiguous and puzz l i ng to the di s c i pl es ,
t oday we know t hat mos t a l ternative explana tions for the
empt y t omb are more incr edib l e than the res urrect i on itself
{f or example, t he disciples ' s t eal ing the body, the
ga rdner 'S moving t he cor pse , Jesus's not being dead , the
women 's go ing to t he wr ong tomb , and so f ortb ) . n only

patient of historical inquiry- (J .A.T . Robi nson, The Human
Face of God [London : SCM Press, 1973 1, p . 136).

31See Will i am Lane Cra i g , The Histori cal Argument
for the Res urrec t i on of J esus during the Dels t Cont roversy ,
Texts and Studi es in Rel igion 23 (Tor onto : Edwin Hel len ,
1985 ) . The po i nt i s well-i l lustrated by H. E. Thrall's
r ecent attempt t o defend the wrong tomb /subjective vision
hypothesis (H.E . Thrall, "Resu r r ect i on Traditions and
Christian Apol oget i c s , - Thomist 43 [1 979 J: 197- 2 16 ). She
su ggests that t he women went to a tomb mistake nl y thought to
be Jes~s's and f ound i t empty , whi c h in t urn t r i ggered
~alluc 1 natioos i n the di s c i ples' minds , whi c h Thra ll
1nterprets as external proj ect i ons of J ung i a n a rchet ypa l
i deas . She pres ent s t he hypothesis s imply as a possible
counter- exp lanat ion to the res urrect i on, with l i tt le
evidence of a positive nature i n favor of it, but s he does
try to r ebut the t radi tional objections to her t heory . For
example, t he Jews did not di s i nter the corpse pe r ha ps
because it woul d have been a -threat t o public orde r or
becaus e by the t i me the disciples began to preach, dec ay
would have r ender ed t he corpse un r ecognizable . The guard
s t or y ~eflects Jewish/Christian controversy outs ide
Pal!st1~e a fter AD 70 . Thus, the historical component of
be11ef 1n t he res urrection i s ambiguous. Unfortunat ely,
Thrall ~e~e r answers what was pe rhaps one of t he chief
irnpl aus 1b11i ties of the wr ong tomb theory : that having
observed t he buria l with a view t owa r d r eturning , t he women
shoul d tog!ther mis t a ke another t omb f or Jesus 's and, hav ing
made t he m1stake, should not subsequent ly discover t he i r
e r r or . Thral l says nothing concerning the extensive
evi denc e we have r eviewed for t he fact that the si t e of the
burial was w~ l l - known . Her view ent a i l s , f or example, t hat
J os eph of A~1mathea was a n unhi s t or i ca l figure , s i nce he
coul d have 1dentified t he co r r ect s ite of his own tomb . But
apart f rom its inherent impl ausibility the de nial of
Joseph 's hi st or i ci t y does not answer t he problem of how
those who buried J esus sh ould be SUbs equent l y unable t o
ide~t i f y his grave . After all, the Jew s di d not need t o
dis 1nt e r t he corpse t o r e f ut e the resurrection; they had
on l y t o poin~ to t he correct tomb . But the J ewis h polemi c
sh ows they d1d not even do t ha t . Eve n i f Hatthew' S guard is
a l ate r apo l oget i c l egend , the t r adi tion his tory of the
cont rove r s y s hows tha t t he Jews did not deny t he empt y tomb
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either misinformat ion or t heol og ical presuppositions could

move Pesch to declare that t he empty t omb permits ~ a l l

pos s ibl e exp l a nat i ons , · as shown by t he ~ewish polemic an d
l a t er ant i -Christian r at i on a l i sm. n This is simply not

t r~ e ; t he o ld rationalistic expl a na t i ons have t horough ly
f a~led to prov i d e plausible historical explanations that fit
the facts without bru ising them .

To my knowl edge , t he on l y natural explanat i on of the
empt y tomb that dese rves any consideration is the suggest i on
that some th ird party stole the bady .n The famous Nazareth

i nscription seems to imply that tomb-robbery was a
widespread pr ob l em i n first century Pales tine. I t cou ld be
t ha t some unknown Zea lot gr oup b roke i nto t he tomb and
ab sconded with the body . Now there i s no posit ive proof for
this hypothesis, and to that exte nt it i s a mere asse rtion .
But it remains at lea s t a pos s i bil i t y and should therefore
be taken into account .

The hypothesis does not seem , however , to be very

plausible: ( 1) We know of no thi r d party who would have a ny

motive f or steal ing the body . Robbers wou l d have no r e ason

of Jesus . Disinterment would no doubt have been a l a st,
drastic measure , but it is not ev i de nt t ha t the J ewi s h
authorities would not have attempted i t had ear lier efforts
to ref ute t he women ' s e r r or fail ed--but the evide nc e is t ha t
no such e f f or t s wer e eve r made . Thral l's attempt to defend
the wr? ng tomb hypot he s i s wil l probably generate as litt le
f ? llow1ng as did Ki r s opp Lake's original attempt . On her
V1ew of the appearances , see note 11 of chap . 10 .

3 2pe ~c h, Mark us~v8ng~ l i um , 2 : 536' so a l s o Kremer ,
"Gr a b, ". p . 139 . Contemporary scho l a rshiP ' s e ems to have a
woeful 19~orance of the historica l debate over t he
r~ su rre ct10n , a fact made evident from wilckens 's
b1bl~ography from the "hi s t or y of the research " : i t
cons1sts of Thoma s woo l s t on , Peter Anne t , H.S. Reimarus, a nd
D.F . Straus s (Wil cken s , Aufers tehung, pp . 171 -72)1

33J .A•T. Robins on , Can We Tr us t t he New Tes t ament?
(L?ndon an d Oxf ord : Mowbrays, 1977) , p . 124; David
Wh1ttake~ , "Wha t Happened t o t he Body o f Jesus? a
Specul~t ~ on," ExpTi m 81 ( 197 0) : 30 7- 10. Whi t t ak er s uppos e s
the t h1eves to have been ordinary vanda ls . This hypo thesis
takes for granted that t here was no guard at t he t omb.

377

to break i nto the t omb, s ince not hi ng of value wa s interred
with the body, nor would they cart awa y t he dead man 's body .

Politica l zealots woul d s imply have nothing to gain by

removing t he corpse and hiding it . The i r ment ion i n t hi s
connect ion is puzzl ing , since the i r cause seems unre l ated t o

a nd would in no way be f urt hered by the disappearance o f
Jes us 's body. Enemi es or pers ons bitt er ly di sappo i nted in

J e sus mi ght conc eivably desecra t e t he grave, but a gai n i t
would be just po i ntless to carr y of f the corpse a nd hide i t .

( 2) Apparently no one but J oseph and t hose with him and t he

women knew exactl y where t he tomb was . Jo s eph p r obabl y

surpri s ed the Jewish authorities by placing t he body in his

t omb inste ad of having i t buried in c r imi nal 's graveyard.

Hence , it is d i ff i cult t o s ee how some t hi r d party could

t ak e the body , not having been present at t he bur i al . (3) A
r elated p r ob l em is the time factor . Since i t is probable
that the women found the t omb empty s unday morni ng , t his

means tha t woul d- be thieves woul d ha ve had t o ha t ch t he ir

co nspiracy , stea l t he body , and d i spose of i t sometime

between Friday night a nd Sunday mor ni ng. Gi ven the
tumultuous conf us i on a t J e s us ' s public trial a nd exec ut i o n-­

an d dur i ng Passover time no l ess--this sort of dering-do
s trains one's credulity . (4 ) The fact of the graveclothes
in t he t omb, whi ch so s truck ~ohn , doe s seem to pre clude

theft of t he body . Thi s f a ct is vou ched for by the wi t ne s s

of the Beloved Discip l e and by the tradition embod i ed in Lk.

24 :12 . ( 5) Conspi r acies such as this almost inevitably co me
t o l i ght event ual ly , e i ther through discovery or di s closure
or at leas t r umor . It s e ems ha r d to bel ieve that when t he
d isc iples bega n to pr each that J e sus had been ra ised from
t he dead, t he male fac tors cou l d have kep t t heir secret l ong .

The Jewish author i ties would ce rtai nl y have been glad to
have an y such i nfo rmation . But we f ind no trace of this
wha tever in an y of the tradit i ons . (6) Finally , perhaps the
most s erious object ion to t his hypothesis is t hat i t s eeks

t o exp l a i n onl y half of the evi de nc e , namely, t he empt y
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tomb , i n iso l at i on from the appearances . A second
hypothes i s to expla in t he appe ar ance s wi ll have to be
co nj oined wi t h i t . But i f s i mp l icit y is a c r i t e r i on f or

preferring one hypothesis t o a noth er , t hen t he resu r rect ion
as an over - a rch i ng explanatio n f or empty tomb and
appear ances is t o be preferred to separate hypotheses f or

the same f acts . As J ohn Cobb conf es s es , onc e on e gi ve s up

the pres uppos i t i on tha t dead men do not r i se, how ca n one

deny that t he s imple s t expl a na t i on o f the fac t s i s that

J e sus d id indeed ris e f r om t he deadl~

34J o hn B. Cobb, ~ Wol f har t Pannenberg's 'Jesus : God
and Man ', ~ JR 49 ( 19 69) : 19 8.

CHAPTER 10

~BE EVIDEHCE POR THE RESURRECTIOH APPEARANCES

Turni ng from the empty tomb to the ap pearances, we ne ed

t o i nqu i r e what ev idence ther e is that Jesus appeared a l ive
a f te r his death to hi s disciples .

The Histor ical Fact of the Appear ance s
Here the evidenc e may be s ummar i zed unde r f our heads :

1 . The t es t i mony o f Paul shows that the disciples saw
-appear ances o f Jesus . - The a ge alone o f t he fo rmula cited
i n I Cor . 15 , which prob ably reache s ba ck to within t he

f i rst f i ve years aft er the cruc ifixion , seems to preclude

rega r d i ng the appearan ces in the lis t as legendary. No l ess

impo rtan t i s Pau l 's own early, pe r sona l conta ct with Pe t e r

and J ames and his a cqua i ntance wi th s ome o f the 50 0
br ethre n . I t i s nothing sho r t of a s tound ing t hat we should

hav e he r e information f rom a man who spoke both wi t h J e sus ' s

brother a nd chi e f disc i ple , ea ch of whom cla imed t o have
s e en J e sus a live f r om the dead a nd who went to his death

be ca use of that convict i on . The appearance to t he 500

brethr en , whi ch in i tsel f sound s un be lievabl e because of the
number i nvolved, is none theles s proba b l y hi s t or i ca l , not
onl y becaus e of Pa ul ' s pe r s ona l acquaintance wi t h t he m, but
a l so becaus e mos t of them wer e s t i l l a l i ve to be ques tioned .

The reason we hea r so lit tle of t he appea rance may we l l be

becaus e i t may have t ak en place i n Gal i l e e . And , of course ,

the a ppea rance t o Pa ul himself , whi c h cha nged his whol e life
t o t he point t hat he a l so went t o his dea th f or fa ith i n the

risen J e sus, is histor ical l y ce rta in . We may try to expla i n

t hes e appea ranc es a s ha l l uc i na t i on s if we choos e , bu t we
ca nnot de ny that t hey occurr ed. AS Norman Perrin r emarks ,
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-The more we study the t r ad i t i on with r egard to the

appeara nces, the fi rme r the rock begi ns to appear upon wh ich
they are based ,-I Paul 's list makes it evident that on
separate occasions different individuals and groups saw
-appea rances of Jesus· a l i ve f rom the dead . This f act is

virtually undeniable.
2 . The gospel accounts of th e r e s ur r e c t i on appearances

are fundamentally re l i ab le historically. Though i t may be

impossible to pr ove that an y single appearance narrative i s
historically accurate , there are neve r theless good ground s

f or holding t o the historicity of the a ppearance accounts in

gener a l, as Trilling expla i ns :

From t he list in I Cor . 15 t he part i cular r eport s of
the gospels are now t o be inter pr eted. Here may be of
help what we said about J esus 's mir acles . I t is
impossibl e to ' pr ove' historically a pa rticu lar
miracle . But the totality of t he mir ac le reports
pe r mi t no reasonable doubt t ha t J esus in fact pe r form ed
' mi r a c l es . ' That holds a na l ogous l y for the appear an ce
r epor t s. It i s not possible t o s ecu r e historically the
pa rticula r ev ent. But t he t ota l ity of the appear a nce
r epor t s permi ts no reasona ble doubt that Jesus in fact
bo r e witness to himself in such a way. ~

INorman Per rin, The Res urrec t i on according t o
Ma t t hew, Ha r k, a nd Luke (Phi l ade l phi a : Fortress , 1977), p .
80 .

2wolfgang Trill i ng , Frange n zur Geschichtlichkeit
Jesu (Du s s e l dor f : Patmos Verlag, 1966 ) , p . 153 . Wi t h regard
t o Jesus's mirac l es, Tril ling had wr i tten,

· We are conv i nced and hold it f or historically sur e
that Jesus did in f ac t pe r f orm mi r ac les • • • • The
miracle report s oc cupy so muc h s pace in t he gospels
that it is i mpossib le t hat they could all ha ve been
su bs eque nt l y invented or trans ferred to Jesus · ( Ib i d. ,
p . 153 ) .

Accor d i ng to Tr i l ling , t he fact that miracles in genera l
belong t o t he histori ca l Jesus i s widely recogn ized and ~o

longer disputed . He re fers here, not to the interpretat10n
of mirac l e as a supernat ur al event, but to t he historical
factic ity of the gospe l mi r acles at tr i buted to Jesus . See
al so Hans Gra s s, Chris tliche Glaubensl ehr e , 2 vol s.
(Stuttgart : W. Koh1hammer, 1973), p . 84 .
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JS'

I ndeed , I think that the evidence for t he r epor t s in
gener al is su ch that we may affirm that the appearance
traditions of the gospe ls, fa r f r om being basically
legendary, a r e s ubs tantiel ly credibl e f r om a historical
s tandpoi nt . Three basic cons iderat ions support th is
conc l usion .

(a) Tbe re was i nsuf fi cien t time for legen d to accrue
significantly. Ever s ince St rauss broached his theory t hat
t he gospe l accounts of J esus 's l ife and resurrection are t he
prod ucts of l eg enda ry deve l opment, the unanswer ed diff i cu lty

f or th is conception has bee n tha t t he t empor a l a nd
geographi cal distance bet ween t he ev en t s and t be account s
s eems t o be s i mply insufficient t o allow for t he extent of
deve lopment postula ted. Ju lius Mul ler ' s critiqu e of Straus s

has ye t to be a nswered :

Host decidedly must a considerable i nterval of time be
r equir ed fo r s uch a complet e t r an s fo rmat ion of a whol e
history by popular t r ad i t i on, when t he series of
l eg ends are f ormed i n the same terri t ory whe re t he
he roes act ua l ly lived and wrought . He r e on e ~ann~t

imagine how such a series of legends could ar~se ~n a n
histor ical 4ge , obt a i n unive rsa l r espect , a nd s upplant
t he his t orica l r ecol lection o f the true characte r a nd
connexion of thei r heroes' l i ve s in t he minds of the
community , i f ey e -witnesses were s t ill a t ha nd, who
co uld be questioned r espect i ng the t r uth of t he
r ecor ded marvels. Hence, l ege nda ry f i ct ion, as it
likes not the clear pres ent time , but pr efers the
mysterious gl oom of grey antiquity, is wont t o s eek a
r emoteness of age , along with t hat of s pa ce, a nd t o
remove its boldest and more rare and wonderful
creat i ons into a very r emot e and unkno wn land. l

3J ul i us Hul le r , The Theory of Myths, i n i ts
Appli ca t i on to the Gospel History, Exami ned and Conf ut ed
(London : John Chapman, 184 4 ) , p. 26 . Huller fur ther argues
that one cannot ascribe t o the apos tles such car e l essness
t hat t hey should not ha ve remarked t he formation and genera l
diffusion of unhis torical legends about Jesus among the
communi t ies of Pales t ine, o r if they r emarked them, that
t hey should not ha ve opposed them vigorously . Moreov er, .
were the stories without hi storical f ounda t i on, the e nem~e s

of Christianity would s ur e l y have se ized upon this f act .
Luke's us e of eyewitnesses in partic ular (Lk . 1: 4) ens ures
that he at least i s not copy ing down mythS, thinking it is
histor y ( Ibi d ., pp. 2 9 ~ 33). Compa r e the argument of Augus t



Roma n ni s t orian A. N. She r win -Whi t e has urged t he same
cons i deration . He remarks t hat i n c l as s i cal hi storiography
the sources a re us ually biased a nd removed a t l ea s t one or
t wo gen erat i ons or even cen tu ries from t he eve nt s t hey
narr a te ; but hi sto r ians still reconst ru ct wi t h confidence
what happe ned . ~ I n the gospe l s , by cont r ast, t he t empo is
- unbe liev able- for t he accrual of l ege nd ; more generat i ons
a r e needed . s The wr i t i ngs of Her odot us enable us t o t est

5 Ibi d., p. 189 . Thi s consider a t ion becomes
especia lly f orce f ul if one f ol l ows c r i t i c s such as Gut hr i e
Rei ck: , and Robi ns on i n a pre- 70 dating of Luke-Acts (Donai d
Guthr Le, N: w Testamen t In t rod uction, 3d ed. r ev . [London :
In t er-V~rs~ty Pr es s , 1970 J! pp . 340-45 ; Bo Reicke , -synopt i C
Prophecles on t he Destruct~on of J er usa l em, - i n St udies in
New. Te s tament and Earl y Chr is t ian Lite ra t ure , ed , D.E. Aune
(Le~d: n: E. J. Br i ll , 1972 ] , pp • 121-3-4; John A.T. Robi ns on,
Reda t~ng t he New Tes ~ament [LOndon: SCM Press, 1976 ] , pp .
13- 30, 86- 117) . Robl ns on has sh a r pl y criticized the cu rre nt
con s e ~su s of sch? lars con cerning the da ting of New Test ament
mater~als , ch a rg~ng that the pos t - 70 dat i ng is l arge l y the
res ul t of t he t yra nny of unexamined presuppo s i t ions and
almos t wi l l f ul bl indnes s on the part of the cri t i c s . It
would be ·unfo rtu nat e were we to r ej ect Robins on ' s case out

Th?luck , who i n his critique of St rauss also l a id great
we~ght on Luke's pr oximi t y t o the events in question a nd
abil i ty as a hi s t oria n (A. Tholuck, The credibi lity of t he
Evan ge l i ca l History (London : John Chapman , 1844 ] ) . He
argues t ha t the aut hor of Luke- Acts was a compa nion of Paul
and t hat severa~ l ines of evidence point t o a da t e f or Act s
of AD 63-64 , wh~ch put s t h~ gospel eve n earl ier (Ibid. , pp .
5-8 ). We are thus placed ~n t he time of eyewitnesses t o the
reco:ded . event s . Thol uck t hen argues on the basis of the
deta~ l s Ln Act~ for Luke' s competence as a hi st or i an (Ibi d . ,
p~ . 8 -~ 3) . Th ~ s ~ean s not only tha t Luke ' s narrati ves are
hLst or Lca l l y credLbl e , bu t t he narratives of the other
gospel s as well , since they genera l l y concur . At ha nase
coquer e l a l so scored Strauss f or al l owing i nsuffic ient time
for t he accrua l of l egend . Compar ing t he gospel s tories to
t he myths abou t Charlemagne , he ma i nt a ins that i t t ak es ages
f or myths to f ormi t he l ege nds St r auss s eeks are actua lly
t he apocrypha l gospe l s (At ha nas e Coquerel, Reply t o Dr .
Strauss's Book , ' The Life of Jesus ' [ n . p . ; n .d .] , pp . 37­
45). Al l t hese con s i de r ations pr ess wi th almos t equa l f or ce
today .

t he New
91.

4A. N. She r win- White, Roman Society and Roman Law in
Testament (Oxford : Cl arendon Pr ess , 1963) , pp . 188-

~
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of hand simpl y because of some of hi s mor e extreme posi t i ons
(e.g . al l t he New Tes tament mat e r i a ls are pr e - 70 ) , fo r the
case f or a pre - 70 da t ing fo r at least Ma r k a nd Luke- Ac t s is
very persuasive .

Though most scholars regard John Mar k as t he author
of Mar k , Feine - Behm- Klimmel maintain t hat an early origin of
the gospel (4 0-6 0) i s "improbable - becaus e - the deve l opment
of the evange lical t r ad i t i on is a l r eady fa r advanced , and i n
Mk . 13 a t l east t he thr eatening nea rness of the J ewis h wa r
can probably be pe r ce ived - (Pa ul Feine and Johannes Behm ,
I n t r oduc t i on t o t he New Tes tamen t , 14th r ev . ed. , ed . Wer ne r
Ktimmel , trans . A.J . Hat t i l l, Jr . [Nas hvi l l e : Abingdon Pres s ,
1966 ], pp . 70-71) . An approx imate date of a r ound 70 mu s t
serve as t he time of Hark' s compos i t i on . Sinc e Luke is
depende nt on Ma r k, a date of Luke bef ore 70 i s al s o
unt e nab l e. Bu t t he decisive f actor is t hat Luke l ooks ba c k
on the f al l of J erusalem in his gospe l , as ev ident i n
J esus ' s -pr edi ct i ons" of t hat ev ent . Hence, Luke was
probably compos ed be t ween 70 a nd 90 .

The f orce of these arguments depends , however,
largely upon certa in presuppo s i t ions . (1 ) The f irst reason
mitigat i ng agains t a n early date for Mar k, the "advanced
eva nge l i ca l t r adition, " presupposes that s uc h traditi on di d
not reflect the historical Jes us' s t eaching. But s uch
t r ad i t i on may not be "adva nced ,- but substantial ly a ut he nt i c
(R. N. Longenecker, The Chr i s tol ogy of Early J ewi s h
Chri s t i ani t y [London : SCM Pr ess, 1970] ; M. Hengel, The Son
of God: The Ori gin of Christology and t he Hi story of
Jewi sh -Helleni s t ic Rel i gi on (London : SCM Press, 1976 ] ;
C.F . D. Moule , The Or i gin of Chr i stology [Cambridge ;
Cambridge Univer sity Press , 1977]; Royce Gor de n Grue nler,
New Approach es t o Jes us and the Gospel s (Grand Rapi ds,
Mi ch . : Baker , 1985 ] ). In f act , t he argument cut s bot h way s :
one cou ld a r gue that since Mark is ear l y, t he t r adi t i on i s
not so adva nced . And t he r e do s eem to be good r easo ns t o
thi nk t hat Mark is ear l y. Fi r s t , there is a sort of pri ma
faci e j us t i f i ca t i on f or ass igning t o Mark a date as early as
i s permissable . For there is s t r ong tradi t ion t ha t John Mark
was de pendent i n part upon Peter's preaching f or his
informat i on. Now i t s eems prima f acie incr ed i b l e i n this
case t hat Mark woul d wait t hirty to for ty years t o wri te
do~n his gospe l . Ca n i t be plaus i bl y su ppos ed that he wou ld
wa~t decades before he composed his br i ef gospe l , a tract
t hat woul d be simpl y i nva luabl e i n s hari ng with f ledgl i ng
chu rc hes as t he minis ter s of the gospe l went about preach ing
and teac hing? But s eco nd, i f Luke-Act s was wr i t t en before
70 and i f Luke us ed Mark, t hen th is prima f acie ea r ly dat e
f or Mark is con firmed. The da te of Luke -Acts wi ll be
br ief ly d i s cu ssed below. (2) The second a r gument aga ins t a n
ea r l y dat e f or both gospe l s i s t he same : hi storical
i nf ormat i on regarding Jerusalem's fall in 70 . Thi s
a~gume nt , however, r ests on t he presupposition t hat Jesus
dLd not hav e prophetic powers. As Gu thrie points out , if
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Jesus did have predictive powe r s , t hen the main pr op in t he
Harkan dat ing f a l ls away a nd wi t h it the principal basis for
a post- 70 dating of the other s ynopti c s (Gut hr i e , Intro­
duction, p. 46 ) . But s econdly , even on a pure l y natu ra l­
i s t ic account of t he matter , t he pred ict ions cannot be taken
as dec is i ve proof of post-70 composit ion . Rei ck e argueS
that t he prophec ies actually have nothing t o do with the
d estruction o f J e rusa l em i n AD 70 . Lk . 19 :43-4 4 is a
f amil i a r line of prophecy that could have bee n utter ed at
any t ime . As f or Lk. 21 :20-24, i t could be based on Old
Testame nt passages; i t co ncerns an apoca l ypt i c event , not
the dest r uction of J e rusalem in 70; and i t s hows no
knowledge of the Christians ' exodus f rom t he city i n 66.
Pr ophecies of the destruct i on of t he Temple (Mk . 13:2) were
common pr ior t o 70 . Rei c ke t he n tur ns t he t ab les and a r gues
that the prophecies are ac t ual ly evidence for a pre-70
dating of the s ynopt i cs . Whe n t he eva nge l i s t s wr ot e , t hey
had no know l edge of t he event i n AD 70 . Had Luke , for
example , been l ook ing ba ck on t he des t ruction of J erusalem,
his por trait of t he Romans woul d hav e been different . I n
Luke 's writ i ngs, t he Roma ns were never enemies , but in
Jesus 's prediction, t he des truc t i on of the city is by her
enemies. Aft e r 70, addressing Theophi l us as -h onored s i r­
would have been impos sibl e . So Luke ' s gospe l must have a
pr e - 70 date (Re i cke , "pr ophecies, - pp . 121-34). Robinson
argues t hat the fact that t he disciples ' quest ion about the
Temple in Mk . 13: 2 i s never r ea l ly answe r ed su gges t s the
discou rse was not writ ten r et r ospecti vel y, nor cou l d the
i nju nct i on t o f l ee to the mount a i ns be a f ter the fact, since
in 66 t he Christians fled t o Pe l l a , whic h i s act ua l l y below
sea level. The s iege of the c i t y predicted in Luke bears as
much r esembl a nce to the ca pt ur e of ~eru s alem in 586 BC as in
AD 70; i ndeed , t he pecul iar i t i es of the latte r noted by
Josephus a r e mi s s i ng from the predict i on . On t hes e grounds
a lone, Robi ns on as serts , t he bur den of proof ough t to be on
the sc holar who s ees t he prophecies as having a pos t - 70 date
(Robi ns on, Redating, pp . 15-1 9, 26- 30). Hence , the evidenc e
aga inst an ea rly da t e f or Mark a nd Luke- Acts is not only
insuff i c ient , but perhaps even count er-productive .

Wha t evidence i s there for a pre - 70 date f or Luke ­
Ac t s and he nce f or Har k? Sevecal l i nes of eviden~e point to
a date fo r Luke-A cts prior t o 64 (Gut hr ie , In troduction, pp .
340-45) . (1 ) The r e is an absence of r eference to event s
whi ch happe ned be t ween 60 and 70 . Though Luke cen t ers more
a t tent i on i n his gospe l on ~erusalem tha n the ot he r
synopticis t s, t he f a ll of ~erusal em is nowhere mentioned i n
Act s, whi c h seems amazi ng when one r efl ects what a
cataclysmi~ ev ent t his must ha ve been f or both Jews and
Chr i s t i a ns a l ike . A s ec ond eve nt conspicuous l y a bs ent i s
the Ner onian pe r s ecution of the chu rch . I t may be said t ha t
Luke cut his narrative s hort f or apologet i c pu rpos es to
allow Paul unh indered f r eedom to preach the gospel in Rome;
but , as Robi ns on rerearks, s uch an apol oge t i c would have
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a ppear ed l ess than coge nt -by gl ossing ove r i n si~e~~edt~eof
common knowl edge tha t be a nd Pet e r and ' a va st mu t 1 u e
othe r Chr i s t i a ns in the c i t y bad with i n .a few yea r s been
merci l essly but chered - ( Robinson , Reda t1ng, p. 89 ). A ~hird
unr eco r ded event i s t he martyrdom of ~esus 'S brother an d
l eade r of t he J er us a l em chu rch James. Al t hough Luke reco r s
the martyrdom of Stephen and James t he son of Zebedee , he
does not ment i on t his important martyr , who died br stoning
il l egal l y i ns t igated by t he high pries~ Anan uS dur1ng t he
i nt er r egnum af ter t he death of re st~s 1n 61 (~oseph~ s
Antiqui ties of the Jews 20 . 9 ) . Rob1nson comments, No
i nc i dent coul d have served Luke ' s apologetic purpose better ,
that i t was the J ews not the Romans who wer ~ the r eal.
enemies of t he gospel - ( Ibid. ) . (2) There 1S no ment10n of
the death of t he apos t l e Paul. Si nc e Paul was probably
ma r t yr ed about 64, i t i s ve r y s tran ge t hat Act s w~uld break
of f with Paul st il l a prisoner in Rome, but e njoY1ng a .good
degree of f r ee dom, i f, in fact, he had be e n s l ain ear11er
fo r the gospel . It is us ual ly asserted t hat Pa ul' s
martyrdom i s f ores hadowed in Act S 20:25; 27 :2 4, but ~bese
references a re far from clear. His seeing . the Eph~s1ans no
mor e cou ld re f lect his plans to open new m1ssion f1 !lds and
not t o retur n t o Ephesus (Rom. 15 : 28 ) and his stand1ng
before t he empe r or his expectation i n Rome . ~e have no
clea r -prophecy ~ of his ma r t yrdom in Rome; qU1 te t he
contrary, on th i s logic we s hou ld have expected the, d~~:~ 30f
Paul in Jerusalem, as it is clea rly f or e _s hadowed n • .
Oth e r exp l a nat i ons of Act s' breaking off whe r e it does isei m
highly contr i ved. Harnack's j udgment r emains sound: ~ s
-hope l es s - to t hi nk -t ha t we ca n explain why the na r r a t 1ve
breaks off as i t does, othe rwise tha n by assuming ~hat the
t r i a l had actua l l y not yet reac hed its c l os e . I t 1S no us e
t o s t ruggl e aga i ns t thi s conclusion- (Adolf von . Harna~k ~ The
Date of A~ts a nd t he Synopt i c Gospel s (New York . p~t~am ,
1911) , pp . 96-9 7) . ( 3 ) The s ub j ect m~tter is pr im1t1ve .
The bur ni ng issues i n A~ts i s the J ew1s b_Ge nt i l e contr o­
versy , whi ch ceas ed to be a problem af t er 70 • .Also concernawi t h f ood r eq uir ements and t he ~eru sa l em counc1l points t o
da t e before 70, sin~e after t he c i t y ' S destructio~ these
were of s e~ondary i mpor t a nce . ( 4) The theology 15
primi tive . Ti tles f or Jes us as -t he Chri ~ t , " "t he se~v~ nt
of God - an d "t he Son of Ma n- i ndi cat e pr1mi t i ve trad1t10ns ,
as do de sc r i pt i ons of Chr i st i a ns as Rdi sc i pl es ,- the ~e~i~h
nation as ~~&~ , a nd Sunday as - t he firs t day of t he wee .
These co uld be de liber a t e archaisms , bu t the more nat~ra l
explanat ion is t hat t he a uthor is ea r l y en oug h to be 1n
cont ac t wi t h t he pr i mit i ve c l i mat e of the ear ly c ~urch . (5)
The at t i t ude of the state t owar d t he chu rch is s t1 l 1
be nef i cent . Gu thrie obs erves, "Luke is a7 pains . t o s
de~onstrate the i ~pa rt i a l i ty of the ~mp!r1al off 1cia l
r egardi ng Chr is t ianity . I n no case 16 1t t~e Ro~an .
offic i als who pe rsecute t he ~hu rc h ~ (Guthr1e , Introdu: CJon ,
p . 344) . Such a ch a r act e ri za tion would be possib l e pr10r to
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the Ne r on i an persecution in 64, but thereafter it wou ld have
be en a crue l and pa lpable f alse hood . ( 6) There i s no
subs t antial knowledge of Pa ul 's wr i tings i n Act s . The
author of Act s sho ws no fami liarity wit h Paul' s le tters, a
f act t hat favors a date as early as pos s i ble f or Acts. The
l ater on e da t es Acts the more diffi c ult i s this f act t o
expla in. These s i x conver ge nt l ines of evidence s uggest
strongly t hat Ac t s was writ ten befor e 64 an d Luk e ther efore
sometime befo r e tha t ( lat e 50 ' s or early 60· s) . Mark
therefore wa s wr itten even ea r l i er; Robinson s ugge s t s a
fir s t edi t i on i n Rome in 45 (Robins on, Reda ting, p . 114 ) .

In an i mportant analys is of Rob inson' s viewpoi nt ,
E.E. Ellis f inds the argument s for a pre-70 date for many of
the New Testament books quite strong, but points out that
most scholars t oday give more weight to the results of 19t h­
early 20th century literary criticism than to externa l
correlations with histori cal facts, as championed by
Robinson (E. Earle Ellis, "Da t i ng t he New Testament , " NTS 26
[1980): 487-502). But Ellis contends that at l eas t three
aXi?ms.of s uch literary criticism are doubtful : (1 ) that
Chr1 st1an theology underwent a unilinear or dialectical
development which allows New Testament books to be
progress i ve ly dated; ( 2) that a ut hors hip of New Tes tame nt
books was an individua l affa i r , s uch t hat authen t ic i ty may
be tested by . ma tters of vocabu l ary a nd style elsewherei a nd
( 3) that Jew1sh Palestine was a Semitic island i n a
Hellen ~ s t~c ; ea, so that New Testament documents reflecting
Hellen1st~c ~deas co uld not have belonged to the earliest
form of Chris t i a ni t y, but reflect a later s tate of
de ve lopment . The first and th ird axioms are particularly
relevant t o the gospels ' dating. The first is questionable
because, as Hengel a nd Houle have s hown , New Testament
Chr isto l ogy was i n f ull bloom within t wo decades after
Jes~s's res urrection . Hence, purportedly -advanced~

Chr1sto l ogy cannot serve as an i ndicat ion for a late da te of
a book in which it appears. The t hird axiom has been sh own
t o be simply false . Greek l a nguage and t hought pervaded
P~lestine, even in dai ly life, so tha t a ny da t i ng based on a
d~chotomy between Pa lest i nian/Hel lenistic mil ieu cannot
sta nd. Accordi ng to El lis , " . • . t he l iterary critici sm of
New Testament l i t er a ture accepted by mos t s chola r s today,
a nd the New Testament chronology bas ed upo n i t, has under­
pinnings that are tenuous and that in some cases ca n be
shown ~o be historically false " ( I bid . , p . 501) . Therefor e ,
the we1ght must f a l lon t he sort of co ns i derations addu ced
by Robins on, whi ch, as we have see n, i nc line t oward a pre-70
da ting fo r at l eas t some of the gospels .

I f thi s l i ne of reas oni ng i s s ou nd, then i t becomes
very di ff icult t o regard t he gospe l account s as unhistori­
ca l, since t here simply was not suf f i c ient time f or
unbridled legend to accrue . I nde ed , one cannot but suspect
t hat it i s t his ver y i mp l icat i on t hat causes many scholars
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the t empo of myt h-making, a nd the t ests suggest t ha t even
two generations are t oo sh ort a span t o allow the mythical
tendency to prevail ove r t he hard historic core of ora l
tradi t i on . ' MUller challenged scholars of his day to s how
where i n 30 years a great series of l egends , t he most
pr ominent e l ements of which a r e f i ct i t i ous , have anywhere
gat he red a round a n important historical individual a nd
become f i r ml y f i xed i n ge nera l belief; 7 t he cha lle nge was
never met. Dibe lius sou ght an analogy i n t he Apoph t hegmata
Pa trum,8 but the tradi t ion in t his case took a cent ury to
fo rm, not t hirty or for t y years; such a tempora l gap for the
gospel traditi ons wou ld land uS in the period when t he
apocryphal gospels were beginning t o originate .

(b) The control l i ng presence of l i vi ng eyewitnesses
would retard significant accrual of legend. Related t o the
temporal and geographical proximity of the gospels to the
events t hey narrate is the control ling presence of living
eye-witnesses who knew what did and did not happen. Tay l or
has t wit t ed sceptical New Testament scholars for their
neglect of this factor , observing that i f these critics were
r ight, then the disc iples -must ha ve all been translated
into heave n immediately afte r the Resurrection.- 9 The
witnesses listed by Paul in I Cor. 15 cont inued to l i ve a nd
move in the early commu nity and would exercise a control on
t he appearance t radit i ons . As plummer obser ves, those who

t o res i st t he fo r ce of this reasoning and to opt f or a later
date .

6Sherwi n-White , Roman Society , p . 190 .

' MU lle r , Theory, p . 29 .

8Mart in Di bel ius, RZ ur Formgeschi ch te de r
Evangelien, " Tru 1 (19 29) : 173. Contra , s ee A.H. McNeile, An
In t roducti on to the St udy of the St udy of the New Tes t ament
( London: Oxford Univ ersi ty Pr ess , 1953) , p. 54.

9Vince nt Taylor, The Formation of · the Gospel
Traditi on, 2d ed , (London : Macmi llan & Co., 1935 ) , p . 41 ;
cf . A.M . Hunt er, The Work and Words of Jesus (Phi l adelphia :
West mi ns t er Pres s , 1950) , p. 14 .
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had s een Chris t after the resurrect ion wou ld soon become
-ma r ked men • • \0 Similarly , if per s o n s li ke Mary Magdale ne

and t he women di d not see Jesu s , the n i t i s dif fi cul t t o see
how the t radit i on coul d a r i se and conti nue that they did , i n

oppo s it ion t o t he bett e r knowl edge of fi r st genera tion
believe r s .

ee) The a uthori ta t ive control of th e apos t l es would
have he l ped t o keep l egendary t endenci es i n check. Since
the apos tles wer e t he guar dians of t he J es us traditi on , it

woul d have been di ff icult f or fic t it i ous appeara nce stories
i ncompa t i bl e with t he apos tles ' own experience to ar ise and
f l our i s h so l ong as t hey were a l i ve , or for t he t r ue s tory
t o be su ppla nt ed by a fa l se . KGnnet h ' s judgmen t i s wor t h

repeating :

I t i s ext r emely di f f i cu l t t o see how the gospel
accounts of t he re surrect i on could ari s e i n opposit ion
t o t he orig i na l apos t ol ic pr eaching and tha t of Paul
. • •. The authority of the apos t olic ey ewi tness es was
ext raord i na r ily strong . It would be incon ce ivable how
there s houl d have ar isen i n opposit i on t o t he
au t hor i t a tive wi tness of the or i gina l apostles a
har monious t radition t el l i ng of a n eve nt t ha t ha s no
bas i s i n the message of the eye-witnesses . 1I

10Ar c hi ba l d Rober t son and Alfred Plummer , Fi rs t
Epistl e of St. Paul t o t he cori nt hians , 2d ed., ICC
(Edinbu r gh : T&T Cla r ke , 1967) , p . 337 . The f act t hat l i v i ng
wi tnes s es had memor i es of t he i r experiences vitiates t he
vi ew that a ll that existed at f irst was a list of names a nd
that s t or i e s grew up late r . Thi s vi ew a l so leaves us at a
loss to explain t he lack of stories f or certa in appea rances
i n the l i s t . The brevity of the mention of the appeara nces
in I Cor . 15 is no argum en t against equa l l y early stories ,
s i nce the pas s i on is a lso ment i oned just as brief l y (Wil he l m
Mi chael i s , Die Er sche inunge n de s Aufer s t andenen [Basel :
He inrich Ma j er , 1944 ), p . 10; C. H. Dodd, "The Appea r an ces of
the Ri sen Chr ist : A study i n f orm- cri ticism of t he Gospels , ­
in i dem , More New Tes tdment Studies (Man ches ter: Manche s ter
Unive rsity Press, 1968] , pp . 127, 133; John Al s up, The Post ­
Resurrection Appear an ce Stories of the Gospe l Tradition, CTM
A5 [ Stu t t ga r t: Calwer Ver l ag , 1975J , p . 68) .

l l wal t he r Kll nneth , The Theology of the Resurrection,
trans . J. W. Leitch (London: SCM , 1965) , pp . 92-93 .

I
Fabricat ion of s tor ies on t he part of Chr is tians, he

be l ieves, would have be en ~B harply co ntradi ct ed by t be

apostles or t heir pupllS ._1Z Discrepancies in s econda r y
detai l s could exist , an d t he t heology of the evangel ists
cou l d affect t he t rad i t i ons , but t be basic traditions

themselves could not have be en legendary so long as t he
disciples were i n ch a rge of t he deposit of Chri s tian
t r adit i on and directing the Chr iatian community . The
accounts which are unhiatorical in subs tance did not arise
until the second ce nt ur y, and eve n t ben they were
unive r sal l y re jected by t he early church .

These t hree factors--the i ns uf f ic ient temporal a nd
ge ograp hica l distance be twee n the ev en t s a nd the accounts ,
the controlling pres ence of eye - wi tnes s es , a nd t he
autbori tative control of t he apostolic leader s - - s eem t o
i nsur e tbat t he traditions und er l ying t he gospe l appearance
narr a t ives a re not unhis torica l legends and tbat therefore
t he appearance stories of t he gos pel s are s ubstantially
accur ate accounts of what t ook place .

3 . Particu l ar r es ur r ec t ion appearances have specific
marks of historical cr edi bi l i t y. In addi t i on to t he gen e ra l
consideration above , s ever a l of the resurr ection appearances
hav e good grounds i n themselve s f or affirmi ng their
historicity . By way of brief r eview :

a . Th e appearance t o t he women: The fact t ha t wome n
a r e chosen fo r t he firs t appearance a nd not the male
di s c iples lends credibil i t y to this i nc i de nt . I t would s e em
purpose l ess t o make unqual ified women the f irst wi tnesses of
t he r isen Jesus, were thi s not t he ca s e . I n fac t Paul ' s
f or mula and Luke may well omit them be cause of the i r lack of

legal status . So why have su ch a story at a ll ? Any
conc e ivabl e purpose f or such an appear anc e would hav e be en
bette r se r ved by , s ay , a n a ppea r a nc e t o Peter a t the tomb .

12I bid . , p . 93.
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That Chr ist appea rs f irs t to the women the r efore s peaks i n

favor of its histor i cit y.
b . The appearance t o Peter: Altbough we have no

a ccount of t his i nc ident, the historicity of t his appearance

i s gra nted by nea r l y al l New Testament schola r s . I t i s
a t t es t ed in t he ve r y old f ormula quoted by Pa ul and in wha t
i s probably an old tradition c i t ed by Luke . Moreove r , Pa ul

had personal cont a c t with Pe ter dur i ng hi s visit in AD 36 ,
and in citing the f ormula vouc hsafes i ts accuracy i n t hi s

regard .
c. The app earance t o t he Twelve: The reference to

t his appearanc e i n the pre-Pau l ine fo rmula, as well as
Pa ul 's persona l contact wi th the disciples, prevent i t from
being a late lege nd, a nd Luke and J ohn hand on t radi t i ons of

t his event. Behind t he J ohann ine a ccount s t and s the witness
o f t he Beloved Disciple , on e o f the Twelve, whi ch se r ves a s

a guarantee of t he f undame nt a l a ccuracy o f the tradi tions o f

the event . I n l ight of Luke an d John 's a gr eeme nt , i t i s

probable that the appear ance occu r r ed i n J e r usa l em on

Sunday .
d . The Lak e of Tiber i a s a ppearance: The activity of

the discipl e s i n fis hing subsequent to Chris t 's re s ur r ect i on

and commissioning of t hem is unusua l a nd be speaks a

pr i mit i ve a nd probably accurate t r adition of an appearance
on the Lake . Mor eover , the wi t ness o f the Be l oved Disciple

a lso stands behind thi s appea r ance and vouches f or the

traditions contained therein.

e . The appearance in Galilee : The tradit ion of an

ap pe ar an ce of Jesus to the d i s c iples i n Galilee is r e f er r ed

to i n the pre -Ma r ka n passio n stor y via J esus' s and the

engel 'S pred i ct i ons. Since Mark 's sou r c e a r ose in t he
urgemeinde quite ea r l y , it seems t ha t t hi s pr e s erves the

memory of an actual incident .
f . The appearance to the SOD brethren: Perhaps the

most unlike l y of t he appearances, t his i ncident mu s t , it

s e ems , have t a ken place, f or Paul had f irs t hand co ntact
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with s ome o f these peop l e and i n e ff ect appea l s to t hem as
eyewitnesses f or t he r es ur r e ct i on of Jes us . The appeara nce

probably oc curred in Gal i l e e und e r open air , prior t o t he

disciples ' return t o J erusalem.
g. The appearance to James : Given James' s ant ipathy

t o Jesus dur i ng his lifet ime and hi s l eade r ship of the

c hurch thereaf te r, i t s eems very p l aus ib l e t ha t his
t ur nabout wa s due t o a re surrect i on appearance of Jesus t o

him . Pa ul ' s pe rsona l contact wi t h James i n Jerusa l em i n AD
36 a nd hi s namin g J ame s i n t he l i s t of witnesses ma ke s thi s

a f irm conclus i on .
h. The appearance t o Paul: We have in Paul ' s l e t t er s

f irst- hand information c oncerni ng the appearance of J e sus to
him, an eve nt that revolut i onized t he life of this l earned

Pha ri s ee. There can be no rea sonable doubt tha t this event

oc cur r ed , and most s cholars are wi l l ing to recognize the

f undamenta l hist or ica l cred i bility of t he Act s a ccount .
Hence, i n addi tion t o the evidenc e fo r the general

hi s tor i cal cr edi b i l ity of the gospel appea r an c e s t or i e s ,
t hese i ndividu al accounts have I n themselves positive marks
of hist orica l re l iability . Fr om t hese we may i nf e r wi t h

goOd probability that the d i sc i ples wi t nes s ed appearanc es of
Jesus f i r s t in Jerusal em a nd then i n Ga l ile e , that these

appear an c es were wi t ne s sed by bo th gr oups and individuals ,
a nd t hat t hey occurred unde r varying cond itions (nea r the

tomb , i n t he upper r oom, on t be Lake o f Tiberias , at an

ou tdoor a s s emb ly ) . The nature of these appea r ances is

considered more closely in the next point .
4 . The resurrect ion appearan ce s were pbysical , bodily

appe a r ances . There i s a widespread consens us among New
Tes t ament s cho la rs that t he d i s c i ples d id see "appea r ances

of Jesus " a fter hi s deat h , and a considerable numbe r

i nt er pr e t these appea rances in terms of t he bodi l y

r es urrect i on and appearan ces of Jesus . But at t he same
t ime, a great many cr i tics, while affirming the - bodi l y

resurrection- of Cbrist, hold t hat becaus e t he bOdy was
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spiritua l, th is co nce pt ent a i l s i n no s ense phy s i cality.
The appeara nces of the risen Christ are co nstrued as
heavenly vi s ions i nvolving no extra-mental component.
Sometime s they are de scribed as · obj ect i ve vis i ons· i n order
to di fferentiat e them from mer e ha l l uci na t i ons , or
subj ective vi s i ons. For in the appearance s, Jesus is
actual ly s een i n hi s s pir itual resurrect i on body . Hence,
according t o this widespread vi ewpoint, the resurrection
app eara nces of Jesus were bodi l y but not phys i cal. I f ,
t hen, one wis hes to asser t the contrary viewpoi nt, one is
f orced, i t seems, to empl oy what at f irs t sight appea r s t o
be the r at her r ed undant expr ess ion "phys ical, bodily
a ppea rances.· Were one t o speak merely biblical ly , i t woul d
be enou gh , as we have seen, to aff irm the bodi l y appearances
of Chr i s t , since fo r the New Testament writers t hi s term
would seem to entail mat eria lity and extension , but in light
of mode rn inte r pretations of Pauline terms , t he mor e
cumbrous expression becomes unavo idable to denot e
unequivocal l y t he corporea l res urrect i on of Christ . Wha t
grounds a r e the r e , then, for a f f i rming phys ical , bOd i ly
res urrect i on appearances of Jesus?

a . Paul i mplies t ha t th e appearances were extra - mental
events . Thos e who ad he r e to t he viewpoint de scribed above
us ual ly discern a sharp di vis i on be tween Pa ul and t he
eva nge l i sts concerni ng the na t ure of Christ 's r esur r ection
body. Seeking to al ign themselves wi th what they per ce i ve
t o be Pau l 's pos i tion, they reason as f ollows:

1. Paul 's i nf or ma t i on is a t l east pr ima f acie mor e
reliable t han the gospe l s .

a. For he stands in c l os er temporal a nd pe r s ona l
proximity to t he or i gina l events .
2. Pa ul ' s informat i on, i n contras t to the gospels,
indicates that J esus pos s es s ed a purely spiritua l
resurrec t ion body .

a. Firs t a r gument :
(i ) Paul equated the app ea rance of Jes us t o him

wi t h the appea rances of Jesus to the di s c i pl es.
( iiI The appea r ance of Jes us to Paul was a non~

phys i ca l appeara nce .

'"
(iii) Therefore, the appearan ces of Jesus to the

di sciples were non - phys i ca l appeara nces .
b. Second a rgumen t :

( i ) Paul equated Jesus ' s resurrection body wi t h
our futu r e r esur rection bodies .

(ii ) Our f ut ure r e s urrecti on bodies will be
spiritua l bodies .

(ii i) There f ore , .:J e suS' s re surrection body was a
sp iritual body.
3. There f or e , Jesus possessed a pure ly spiritua l
res urrect i on body .
By now it i s clear that such reasoning seems t o be

unsuppo r t ed by an exeges i s o f Paul 's teaching . Step 1
r epr esents t he usu a lly unspo k en pr esuppos i tion of the
argument, U a presupposit i on wh i ch i n light of t he fore ­

going di s cus s i on i s moot . Even ;ranting t ha t
pres uppositi on, however , we h a ve s een t hat ne i the r of t he
two suppor ting argume nt s for step 2 ca n be exeget i ca l l y
sust a ined .

Wi t h r ega r d t o the firs t suppor ting argument , po i nt (i)
s eems doubtful indeed . About the onl y evidence that is
adduced in i t s favor is t hat Paul adds hi s name t o t he list
of appearances in I Cor . 15. But does i t follow f rom this
that t he other appearances were alao heave nl y vi sions l ike

t hat to Paul ? This i nfe rence seelllS unwarrant ed , f or (a)
Pau l is not con ce rned here w.i til th e bow of the appeara nces,

but wi t h vno appea r ed, and (b) i n placing hims elf i n t he
l ist, he is not trying t o put the appe a r ances t o the others
on a plane with his own, but p reci s e l y vi ce versa . As fo r
point ( il ), we have seen tha t while the appearance t o Pau l
wa s s emi-visionary in nature, it cannot be properly
conce i ved of as a simple vis i o n, for t he experie nce involved
extra- menta l accompan i ment s , n ame ly , t he l ight and t he
VOi ce , pe r cep tible t o Pau l ' s c ompani ons . We have s ee n that
a t tempt s t o a t t r ibute these phenomena to Luke 's hand are

13A $ Tr il ling explain s , "Du e to the great age of t he
Pauline text a nd i t s t e r s e ne s s , it i s today always accor ded
greater hi s t or i ca l credibility over against t he text s of the
gospels - (Trilling, Geschicht:l i c hke it J es u , p . 151 ).
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unconvi nc i ng . Tha t t hese were tradi tiona l i a s uppo r t ed by

the fact that (a) Luke would ha ve the oppos ite tende ncy , to
r educe post-ascens i on experien ces of Christ to pure vi sions ,
s uch 45 Stephen 's, and (b) it s e ems unl i ke ly tbat be would
i nvent the i ncons istenc ies i n the three accou nts concerning

t hese phe nomena . According to Luke , tbe appearance to Pau l

was semi-visionary aod unique because i t W88 a post­
ascension encounter, a nd nothing in Paul 's letters would
8e em to indica t e that t he apostle himself thought otherwise.
But if th is is the ca se, then the f i rst a r gument ca nnot
prov ide ad equate grounds f or the conclus ion that the
a ppearances of ~e sus to t he disciples were non-phys i cal

appearances .
The s econd supporting argum en t a l so seems to f a l t er

exegetically. While point ( i ) is certainly true, point ( ii)
contains an i nber e nt ambigu i t y. For if by Mspiritual body ,·
one unders tands a body which is intangible, unext ended , or
imma t erial, then i t seems fal se t o assert t ha t Paul taught
t hat we will have tha t ki nd of resurrec t i on body . We hav e
ee e n that by o.:ill<;l Paul meant , not t he "1Mor t he se l f, but
t he body a nd that i t is t hi s body t hat wi l l be raised . The
t rans fo rmat ion to a 0.:i1l4 . ....cullCl ll..4'" do es not res cue i t from
mat erial i t y , but f rom mort~lity. A O.:iVCl which is unextended
a nd inta ngible wou ld likely have bee n a contradict ion in
terms for the apos tle . The resurrection body wi l l be an
immortal, powerf ul , glorious, su perna tu ral body s uitable fo r

i nhabiting a renewed creation. All commentators agr ee that
Paul did not teac h immortality of the sou l alone , but t hi s
assert i on seems i ntelligib le onl y if he did teach the
t a ngib l e, phy s i cal , bodi l y resurrection. Accordingly, th is
a r gume nt f or t he i mmateriality of the resurrec t ion
appearances seems to backfire on its proponent .

The ex eget ical evidence does not , the refore, seem t o
support the bifurcation between Pau l a nd the eva ngelist s
wi t b regard t o the resurrect ion appearances . Hore t han
that, however , there are posit ive gr ounds to believe that

'"
Paul i mpl i es extra-me nta l a ppearances of Jesus: (i) Paul

a nd, i ndeed , t he whole New Tes t ament distinguishes betwee n
a n appearance a nd a vis i on of Jes us . We have s een t ha t
while visions continued in the ch ur ch, t he r es urrect ion
appeara nc es were unrepeatable and conf ined to 4 br i e f
i nitial period . A vis ion , whethe r SUbject ive or objective
(in the mind of t he ea r ly church t hi s would ha ve meant a
ha lluc ination or a vi s i on ca used by God) , was wholly in t he
mind , while a r es ur r ecti on appearance seemed t o i nvo l ve
somethi ng 's actua lly happening in the ext ernal world. Now
i f t his is t he ca se, then Paul , i n lis ting t he resurrection
appearances i n I Cor. 15 , does i mply un i ntent ional l y
s omething about t he nature of these experiences, namel y,
that they were ext r a-menta l eve nt s, not vi s i ons . Beca us e
Paul ' s own experience , t hough semi-vi sionar y i n characte r ,
nev e r theless included extramental phenomena , he can ad d
himsel f t o t he l ist in good consci e nce. More than that ,
howev er : s i nc e Pa ul evi dently bel i ev ed in a phys i ca l
r es urrect i on body , if our exe ges i s has been co r r ect , then i n
s t a t i ng t hat - he was rai s ed, a nd he appeared , Mhe probabl y
mean s appea red phys i ca l ly a nd bodily, just as he was ra i sed
physically and bodily. Paul t hus s eems to imply, if he doe s
not say, that the appea r an ces were physical , bodi l y
appeara nces . At the ve r y least, he i mplies t ha t they we r e
extra-mental event s , (ii ) A second indicat ion of Paul 's
be l ief i n t hi s regard may be s een by a cons ideration of the
reve r se side of the coi n . If origina lly there had been no
phys i ca l , bodi l y appearances , but on l y visions, t hen t he
deve lopment of Pau l 's teachi ng on the r esur r ec t i on be come s
diffiCUlt , t o expla in . He coul d not have taught t ha t we
s ha l l have res urrect i on bod ies pa t terned af te r Chr i s t ' s , fo r
Chris t a ppa r ent l y had no r esu r rect ion O .:i~Cl. Indeed , as we
s hall see, it seems dou btfu l t hat s uch vis ionary experi e nces
would have led Pa ul to sp eak of resurrection at al l . Me r e
visions of J esus afte r his death, in othe r words , do not
seem to be suffic ient to expla i n t he direction an d
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deve l opment o f paul ' s doct r ine of t he res urrection body- ­
whi c h seems t o imply once aga in that t he or i gi na l

appearances we r e extra-menta l phenomena.
Now if Pau l implies that the r esurrect ion appearances

o f Chr ist were extr a -mental eve nt s, t be n in view o f his
t empor a l an d personal pr oximi ty to the people i nvo lved , bis
t e s timony ou ght t o b e r e g arded as c r edib l e . If o n l y by

i mplicat i on , Paul 's test imony a nd t eac hi ng alone wou l d

incl i ne uS t o inte r p r et the res urrection appearances as

events i n -t he exte rnal world.
b . The gospel s confi rm that t he appearances were

physical and bodil y. Al t hough the phys i ca l ism of t he
gospels is often alleged t o be a n anti -docetic apologetiC,
we have seen that the grounds f or th is assertion s eem to be

weak and t hat there are positive considerat ions mit igating

aga inst i t. I nde ed , Paul's doctrine seems to show early

be l i e f in a physica l r esurrection body o f Chri s t whi c h
cannot be written off to an a nt i - do cetic apo l og etic , sinc e

t ha t would have been count e r -product ive aga i nst his

Corinthian opponent s. We have a l so seen that t he
physica l i sm of the gospe l appearan ce s t or ies cannot be
con Vinc ingly att r i but ed to t he s ha p i ng of the tradi tions by

a l iter ary f orm o f Ol d Testament t heophanies . More t han

that, howeve r , the r e a r e positive r ea sons to affirm the

historical credibi l ity of t he gospe l na rra t i ves i n this
r ega r d: ( i ) Every r e sur r ecti on appea rance narrated in t he
gos pe l s is a physical , bodily appearance. The unanimity of

t he gospels on th i s score s eems very impressive whe n one
remembers t hat the appea ranc e pericopes were orig i na lly more

or less separate , ind ependent storie s , whi ch the d ifferent

evangel ists collected and arranged . Al l the separate

t r adi t i ons agree that 3esus appea red phys i cally and bodily

alive to the var i ous witnesses. There is no t race of

nonphysical vis i ons i n the trad i tions , a remarkable fact if
al l t he appearances were rea l l y visionary . It seems
inc r edibl e t o t hink that a se r i e s of heavenly vi s ions could

,.,
become s o t ho roughl y corrupted or recast as t o produce a
uniform t radition of phys i cal appearances. The fact that

al l t he gospel na r rativ es a gree on t he phys ical , bodily

natur e of the appea r a nces a nd t hat no trace of visionary

- appea r a nce s · is to be found s eems t o weigh strongly in
f avor o f t he gospels' historical c redib i lit y i n t hi s matter .

(ii) The de c isive point , however , seems to be that we have

a lready s e en that the gospel resurrect i on narratives in

ge neral, an d some i n part i cular, are f undamentally
hi storically r e liabl e . The physicalis m of t he appeara nce
stories is so promi nent. though oft en i na dve rtant, a f eat ure
of these na r r atives that it could not fa ll through the net

of th i s ge ne r a l con sider a t ion . The imp l i cation of this
would seem t o be that time would have been too s ho r t for
l egends of ~es u s 's ph ysical appe ar anc e s t o ac cumulate, that
the presence of living eyeWi t ne s s es to the appeara nces would

have s erved as a cont rol aga i nst fa lse accounts of t he
ev e nts , and that t he au thor itative contr ol of the apostles

over the appeara nce t r aditions woul d have helped t o ke ep
lege nda r y t endencies i n che ck. If t he appearances had

origina l l y be en mere visions, t hen these f a ct ors would

probably have prevented their wholesale pervers ion i nt o t he

gos pel appearance narrative s . It seems i nexplicab l e how a

sequence of visions could be s o t horoughly materi a l i z ed into

the una nimou s physicalism of the gospe l appeara nce s t ories

i n so s hort a time, in the ve r y pr e sence of the witnesses t o

t hos e appearances t hems e lve s , and under t he e ye s of the
apostles responsible for pr eve nt i ng s uch corrup t ion .

Hence, t he evidence of t he gospels goes t o confi rm the

int imation acqu i r ed f rom Pa ul . I ncredible a s i t may seem,

t he evi denc e for the physical, bodi ly a ppe ara nc e s of Chri s t

after his death i s qu ite strong and cannot , i t s eems , be

p lausibly re jected on his torical grounds .

Expl ai ning the Historical Fa c t
In s um, i t s eems probable that the disciples did, in

f a ct , witness phys ica l , bodily appearances o f 3esus alive
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after hi s death . How is this remarkab le fact t o be

a ccount ed f or?

Sub jective Vi sions
Sometimes the appea r a nces, the oe eurrenee of whieh

ca nnot plausibly be de nied , a re r ega r ded as subjective
visions . 14 Peter , burdened with guilt for having denied
J esus, fo und re l eas e only in 4 ha l luci nati on of t he exal ted
Lord; he then per su aded the ot her s t hat Jesu s was r i s e n.
But s uch a hypot he s i s face s what s eem t o be i ns uperable
difficul t ies :

1 . The theory cannot make s ufficient allowance for

poi nt s (2), (3) 1 a nd (4) above . It ca nnot explain how
s ubject i ve visions could , in suc h tempora l and ge ographical
proximity to the eve nts in question, be transformed i nto the
gospel appearane e stories; nor why the inf l uence of
eyewi t nesses t o what had rea l ly oc curred s hou l d be non­
ex i s tent; nor how su ch accounts cou ld ar i se i n opposition to

the aposto l i c tradition . The t heory ca nnot a cco unt f or the
mas s i ve realism of t he gospe l accounts , since the f i rst
vi s i ons we r e suppos edly · sp i r i t ua l . · And i t mus t i gnore the

14See , for ex ample , Ema nuel Hisrch, Jesus Chr is t us
de r Herr (Gotti ngen: Vand en hoeck , Rupre cht , 1926 ) , p. 39;
Rudol f Bultma nn, Of fe nbarung und Heil sgesche hen, BET 7
(Milnchen: Al bert Lempp , 1941 ) , pp. 66-68; James HcLema n,
Resurrec t i on Then and Now (London : Hodd er , Stought on ,
1965 ), pp . 170-90; Howar d M. Teeple , -The His t or i ca l
Begi nnings of t he Resu r r ection Fa i th , - i n Studies in New
Testament and Early Christian Literature , ed . D.E . Aune
(L:iden: E.J . Brill, 1972 ) , pp. 107-2 0 . For a crushing
cr~tiqu e of t he theory t hat the SUbje ct ive vis ions were
produc ts of :he Easter faith, see Hans Grass , Ostergesche hen
und Osterber~chte, 4t h rev . ed . (Gotti nge n: Vandenhoec k ,
Ruprecht, 1963) , pp . 233-43 . Grass a rgues co nvinci ngly t hat
there a r e no objective histor ica l factors whi ch would c reate
an. Easter faith prior to the resurrection appearances,
ne~ther Jesus's predi ct i ons , nor ref l ection on Ol d Testament
texts, nor the personality of Jesus, nor Me ssia ni e be l i e f s ;
nor can SUbjective facts su ch as religious ent hus iasm or
quilt complex aecount for the appearances . See also J.A.T.
Robinson, The Human Face of God, (London: SCM Pr ess, 1973),
p . 131.
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evidence f or the hi s t or i c i t y of part i cular appearance

st or i es , such as the La ke of Tiberias appearance or the
app earance t o t he Twelve, for thes e traditions described
phy s i ca l appearances .

2. The number and various circumstances of th e
appearances at tested to by Paul alone makes the subjective

vi s i on hypothes is unl i Kel y . The appearances in t he list are
hi s t ori ca l l y credible, but t hat a s er i es of hal lucinations
should so mu l ~iply i t s e l f t o different i nd i v i dua l s and
groups at different times and p l a ce s seems un l ikely . The

chain react i on hypo thesis f ails because neither J ames nor
Pau l stood i n the cha in . There i s no basis in t he r ecords
for postulating a psychological cr i s i s fo r Pau l resulting in
ha llucination; on the cont r a r y , he ha t ed the Chr istia n
heresy . He hims elf writes co nfidently t hat he was bl ame l e s s
under the l aw (Phil . 3:6) , and t her e was no reason he should
t urn t o the s chmi smatic Nazare nes to alleviate a ny inner
s truggl es with the Law whi ch he experienced .

3. The evidence suggests tha t the disciples wer e i n no
frame o f mind to hallucina t e . In no way did they apparent ly
a nticipa t e any r evivi f ica t ion of J esus . Sub j ect i ve visions
require ei t her artif i c ia l stimulus through medicines or a
psycho l ogi cal state t hat did not s e em to be present i n the
disciples . As Gras s has s tressed, the gr eat weaknes s of the
SUbj ect i ve vision theory i s that i t cannot r eally t a ke
ser i ous l y e i ther Jesus 's death nor the crisis it caused for
t he disciples . For the change in t he disciples must be
exp la ined by the t heo ry on the ba s is of f a ct ors already
present in the disciples; but these fa ct or s s eem to be
ab sent in thei r case .

4 . The ear l y Christia ns di f f erentiated between mere
visions and resurrection appearances. Pa ul and t he gospels
are one that t he appearances involved an additional aspect
lacking in a subjective vision and that the appearances were
there fore not v~s~ons. This seems f atal for the
ha llucination theory.
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5 . Subjec t ive vi s ions woul d not have led t o the
doctrine of t he r es urrect i on o f Jesus. I shall develop this
po int in the fol lowing chapter . But in passing, it may be
noted t hat be ca use SUbje ctive vis ions are pure ly pro jections
of t he i ndividual'. mi nd . t hey can co nt a i n noth ing new. But
i n t he doctri ne of Jesus 's resurrection, t here are two
elements t ha t a r e r adi cally different f r om t he popular
Jewish belie f of J esus 's day . The disciples would not ,
t he re f ore , hav e pr o j ected hal lucinations of Jes us r isen from
the grav e .

6 . Fi na lly , t he hypot hes i s conf ront s t he same prOblem

a s the old t hef t hypot he s i s f or t he empty tomb: i t fails to

a ccount for the f ul l scope of the evidence . I n order t o
explai n the empty t omb one wi l l have t o conjoin a nother
hypothes i s wi t h the subjective vi sion theory. But the
simpl er exp lanation is that J esu s r os e from the dead; t hi s
one hypot hesis a ccou nt s for all the ev idence .

On the basis of these s ix cons i der ati on s , t hen, it
seems clear that t he ev ide nce f or Jesus's resurrect i on
appearances cannot be plaus ibly explained on t he mode l of
ha lluc i nat i ons ,

Verid ical Vis ions
A s econd pos s ibl e explanat i on fo r t he res urrection

appe aran ces comes from the casebooks of parapsych ol ogy: t he
appea rances we re veridica l vision s of the departed Jes us .
Thi s theory, which i s pr obabl y t he mos t provocat ive a nd
stimul a t i ng al t e rnative t o the r e sur r e ct i on, i s mas terfully
expounded by Mi c hael Pe rry. IS Perry, an archdeacon i n t he
Chur c h of England , avows t hat i t i s hi s intent t o re nde r t he
r esurrect ion more cred i ble ; but a di scern ing read er will
perce i ve that Pe r ry is t he he ir of H. E. G. Paulus and the

15Hi chael Pe r r y , The Eas t er Eni gma , wi t h an
I nt r oduct i o n by Aus t i n Farrer (London: Faber & Faber , 1959) ,
pp . 141- 95; Robinson ha s adopted Per r y ' s v i ew (Robi nso n,
Face , p . 130; i dem, Can We Tr ust t he New Tes t ament ? [LOndon
and Oxford: Mowbr ay. , 19 11J, p . 126) .

natur al explanation s chool of ni net eent h cen t ury t he o logi ca l
r at i ona l i sm. The rea l significa nce to Perry 's theory i s
that it provides a fa s hionab ly mode r n, natura l ist ic
alternative t o God's r a i s i ng J es us from t be dead. After
arguing convincingl y agai ns t t he s ubjective vision t heor y ,

Perry mai nta i ns t hat t he appearances could have been
veridical v i s i ons of t he dead. A veridical v i s ion i s a
ha l lucination ge ne rated by an i ndivi dual 's mi nd when he
rece i ves an externa l extra-sensory stimulus (a t e l epat hic
message ) . Perry relates i ntr iguing account s of pe rsons who
have s ee n ot he r i nd i v i dua l s, who in reality were dead, or
dyi ng , mil es away . Suc h appearances are experienced onl y by
l oved ones or c l os e fr iends of t he person s e en . Unl i ke
subj ective vi s ions , no special emotional mood i s r eq ui red to
experience a veridica l vision . Al so unl i ke SUbjective
vis ions , t hey are vi v i d i n detail , and the ha l luc i nation may
even be s e en t o move phys ica l object s . Perry's t heory is
t hat Jes us died and rose i n a · sp i r i t ua l body , - but because
the disciples were Jewish an d could only conceive of a
physical r esurr ection, J e su s t e l epa t hi ca l l y caus ed them t o
pro ject an i mage of hi s body s o t hat they coul d grasp the
t r uth, a s a mere apparition would not have convi nced them.

Thus, belief i n a phys ical res urrection a rose.
I ronica l ly, the mos t unconv i nc i ng aspects of Pe rry's

hypothesis are hi s appeals t o s upe r nat ur a l i s m. For exampl e ,
t o exp la i n t he empty t omb, he has God a nnihilate the body, a
s omewbat point less exe rcise , since i t has no co nnect i on with
J esus 's new ·spirit ua l body . - His notion of J e s us ' s
"spi r i t ua l body " seems to be pr ed i c at ed on what we have seen
t o be a mi sunderstanding of Pa ul ' s (lWlIa . v t UlI a n KoV • And as
A.B. Br uce long a go protested a gains t Keirn's "t e l egr am
theory · of ob j ective visions , l6 Perry's vi ew ma kes God a nd

16A•B. Br uce, Apol oge t i cs; or , Christ ianity
Defensively Stated , ITL 3 ( Edinbu rgh: T&T Clark , 1892) , pp .
392- 93 ; 50 also J ames Orr , The Res urrecti on of J esus
( London: Hodder ' Stoughton, 1909) , PP , 229-30 .
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Jes us hi~sel f respons ible fo r the disastrous mis under­
standing of t he phys i cal res urrection on the part of the
Christian chu rch . One can only shudder when Perry intones:
God deceived t he disc iples so that from evil , good might
come. 17 Hence , as a su pe r na t ur a l explanation, the
hypothe s i s seems singularly unconvincing; the supernatural
aspect is aD artificial deu s ex macbina. Better is the
purely natura listic explanation that t he disciples saw
ver i di ca l visions of a dead person; extraordinary, but
nothi ng unique or momentous . The disc i ples , however ,
interpret ed t hes e as a r es urrection of J esus .

But as a pu r ely naturalis t ic exp l ana t ion , t he
hypothesis s eems in the end to be unt e nabl e :

1. There i s no comparable case to J esus's r esurr ection
appearances . As Per r y admits, in order to f i nd para l lels t o
the appeara nce stories one must r a nsack the l i tera tu re of
pa r apsyc hol ogy a nd build up a composite picture of striking

aspects from many different cases. The fact i s , no s ingle
pa rapsychologica l case is fully analogous t o a resurrection
appearance. Perry asserts t ha t the appearances mus t have
been veridica l vis i ons because such visions square wi t h the

c ha r act e r and r es ul t of t he appearances . But this overlooks
the fact that r ea l re surrection appearances explain the dat a

even better.
2 . The number of occas i ons on which J es us .,as seen

over s o lengt hy a dura tion of t i me i s unparalleled i n the
Cllseb ook ,; . usually vpr irl iC l!ll visions Are s i noular,
oc cur ring at a person's death t o a loved one fa r away . But
Jesus's appea rances were r epea t e d over an extended pe riod of
time . Perry is unable to expla i n the repet ition and

tempo ral durat ion of t he appearances .
3. veridi cal vi sions are n on_physical a nd l ea ve no

physi cal effect s . The r esu r r ec tion appearances seem t o have

been unmis t a keabl y physical , a s we have seen. But a

17 perr y , Eni gma , p . 21 4.
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ver i d i ca l vi s i on only appears to be phys i cal . As a mental
projection, i t cannot be grasped by the feet or handled or
eat f ood or prepare a meal . Hence, Ht. 28:9-10, in whi c h
t he women are said to touch J esus , is the only appear a nce
Perry re j ect s as unbistorical. But this conclusion seems to
be forced by his t heory , not historical-critica l cons i der­
ations . I t is i mpl a us i bl e t o t hi nk the discip les could have

t aken a vision fo r reali t y when i t le f t no eff ec t on
reality. We have seen , in f act, that Judaism of t hat day

distinguished pr ec ise l y on this basis between an an gelic
vision and an actua l a nge l i c appear ance : i f t he food seen
to be eaten by the a ngel was left undisturbed, then t he
an ge l was j ust a vision ; but if the fo od had been co ns umed,
the n t he a nge l had actual ly appeared . Thus , the di sciples
could not have miataken a ve r i dica l vision for an appear a nce
of J esus , for the basis f or d i s t i ngu i s bi ng between a vis ion
and an appearance _as t he i r phys i ca l r ea l i t y . In any case,
we have seen t he phys i cal i sm of the gos pe l s to be well­
grounded historically; this would pr eclude t he appearances'

being mere ve r idical vi s i ons .
4 . Veridical visions of dead persons onl y occur t o

i ndividuals who are unawar e of t be dea t h of the person in
question. The casebooks sh ow that persons experiencing
ver i di ca l vis i ons are unaware of the death of the pe rson
seen . By co ntr as t , the disciples not onl y knew that J esus
was dead, but they were s hattered by his death . Therefore,
na t ura l i s t ic ver i d ica l vis i ons would not seem t o have been
possible . This consideration seems decis i ve against
paranormal explanat i ons of the appearances .

5 . The hypothesis fails t o account f or all t he
evidence . Multiple hypotheses are necessary to explai n the
New Testament data : the empty tomb must be explai ned by
some unr e l a t ed t heor y , s i nce one cannot appeal to God' s
annihi l ating t he body ; the appearance to the 500 brethr en
must be regarded as a su bj ect ive vis i on, accor d i ng to Perry ,
beca use too many people were involved fo r th i s t o have been



a veridical V1S1 on ; and Paul ' s hallucination must also be a
subject ive vision brought on by a guilt compl ex , in Perry's
view (pres umabl y because he lacked intimate contact wi t h
Jesus). Thus , multiple hypotheses , against ea ch of which
weighty obj ections may be lodged, are necessary to expl a i n

. the data whi ch the one over-arching hypothesis that Jesus
r ose from t he dead can account fo r simply. We ca n only
concur with Gr ass's con clusion: " • • • one wi l l have t o say
that none of the ps yc ho l ogi ca l a nd histor ica l attempts a t
explanation of the be lief in t he r esurrection on t he part of
t he d i s ciples has up t o now l ed to a con vinc ing result. · 11

CHAPT ER l l
Taz ORI01. OF TIZ CBRIS%Ia. WAt

The Fa c t of Belief in the Resu r r ection

Whatever t hey may t hink of t he hi stori ca l r esur rection,
even the most sceptical sc holars admit that at l east the
belief that J esus rose from the dead lay at the ver y heart
of the earl iest Chr i s t i an faith. Bultmann acknowledges t hat
hist ori ca l crit i c ism can es tabl i sh t ha t the f irst di s ciples
believ ed i n the res urrection .' According to Bor nka mm ,

The las t datum wi t hin his tory' S r each i s t he Easter
fai th of the f i r s t d isc i ples . The New Testament do es
not keep back how important the message a nd experience
are whi ch ground it. This f aith is not the peculiar
expe r i e nce of a few e nt hus i ast s or a peculiar
theo logical opinion of a few apostles, who i n the
cou rse of time bad the luck to prevail and mark an
epoch . No, wher ever the r e were pr imit i ve Christian
witnesses and fellowships and bowever much t he ir
message a nd theology varied, they are a l l one in the
belief a nd confession to the Ri s en one. 2

Gerhard Koch concurs, ~ It i s eve rywher e clear that the event
of Eas t er is t he central point of t he New Tes t ament message .
Resur rection by God and appearing before hi s disciples
constitute the ba sis of the New Testament proclamation of

I RUdol f Bultmann, -New Testament and Mythology , " i n
Kerygma and Myt h , 2 vo ls . , ed . H.W . Bartsch, t r ans . R.H.
Fuller (Londo n : SPCK, 1953 ) , 1:42 . Similarly, Ha rxs en
de clares , "Hi st or i ca l l y one can on ly est abl i sh (but that
with certaintyl) that after ~esus's deat h people c l a i med to
hav e had an experience whi ch they c haract e r ized 4S seeing
J esus - -and r eflection upon t hi s experience l ed these people
to t he interpretation: ~esus has been raised- (Willi
Ma r xsen, Die Auferstehung Jesu als bistorisches und
theo l ogiscbes Probl em, 2d ed. [Gut e r s l ob : G. Hohn, 1965 ) , p .
19 ) .

2Gu nt he r Bornkamm, Jesus von Nazareth , 10th r ev .
ed ., UT 19 (Stu t t gart : W. Kohl hammer, 1975 1, p . 159.
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Christ, wi thou t whi ch ther e would be vi r tua l l y no wi t nes s t o

Christ .-] Whe n Paul wrot e to t he Corinth i an fe l lowship, - I f

Chris t has not been raised , t hen our preaching i s i n vain
a nd your faith is in vain- ( 1 Cor . 15 : 14 ), he spoke not f or

hims elf a l one. The entire New Tes t ament testifies to t he
f a c t tha t the r e s ur r ec t i on of J esus stood a t t he c enter of

the church 's faith and prea chi ng .
I n fact , t hey pinned nearl y eve rythi ng on i t . The

re surrec t i on wa s the s i ne qu a no n f or t heir be l i ef in Jesus

a s Messiah and i n his death as the basis f or f orgivene• • of

s i ns . I t is difficult to ex aggerate what a devast a ting
e f f ec t t he cruc if ix i on mu s t have had on t he disciples. They

had left eve rythi ng f or him , a nd now he was dead . They had
no co nception of a dy i ng , much l e s s a rising , Mess i ah , f or

Messiah would reign f orever (c f. 3n . 1 2: 3 ~) . Wit hout pr i or

be l ief in the r e sur r ec t i on , belie f in J esus a s Mess iah would

have be e n imposs ib l e in view of hi s death . But the

r esurrect i on tu rned cata s trophe i nto victory. Be cause God
raised J esu s f r om the dead , he could be proc la i med as

Mess i ah a f t er all (Acts 2 :32, 36 ) . The r esur r ection wa s
God's decisive vindication o f t he pe r s on of Christ . This is

not to say that be l i ef i n J e sus ' s r esur rect ion generated

be l ief i n his Mess iahs hip, but mer ely to point out that it

wa s a necessary condition without which t hat belief could
not have been possible. Similarly fo r t he significance o f

the c r o s s--it was his resurrection that enab l ed Jesus's

shameful death t o be interpreted in s alvi f ic t erm s . An

early formula asserted t hat J esus wwa s put to death f or our

trespasses and raised f or our justificat ion w (Rom . ~ : 2 5 ) .

Wi t hout the resu rrection, Jesus's death could only ha ve
meant humiliation and accursedness, but i n view of t he

resurrection it cou l d be seen to be the eve nt by whi c h
forgiveness of sins wa s obtained . Hence , belief in Jesus' s

3Ger hard t Koch, Die Aufersteh ung Jesu Christ i, BHT
(Tiibingen : J.C .B . Mohr, 19S9 ), p . 25 .

resurrection wa s an e s s ent ia l condition o f s a l vation; an

ear l y co nfes s i on aff i rms : wIf you conf es s with your lips
that J esus i s Lor d a nd believe i n your heart t hat God ra i sed

him from the de ad , you wi l l be s aved w (Rom . 10 : 9) . Apart

from be l ief in t he r es urrect ion , there co uld be no salvation

or f or gi vene s s of s ins , fo r withou t the r e surrection t he
cross would have no meaning. Hence, Paul could write, - I f
Chri s t ha s not bee n r aised , then your fa ith is f uti l e a nd

you are still in your sins· ( I Cor . 15 :17 ) .
I t s e ems clear that wi thout a pr ior belief i n the

r e s urrecti on of J e sus , the Chri s t i a n Way cou l d nev e r hav e

come into be i ng . The disc ipl es would no doubt have remained

def eated men . Eve n had they co nti nued to r emember Jes us as

t hei r be loved t each e r, i t would have remained impo s s i b l e in
view of hi s execut i on for belie f in his Me s s i a hs hi p, much
l e s s dei ty, or in hi s salvific wor k on the cr os s t o d evelop

so qu ickly a s it did . Accord i ng to Gr ass , t he life a nd

impact of J esus was i n itse l f no t enough to acco unt fo r t he

di sciples ' f aith, s i nce the c rucifixion put t h is i nt o

que s t i on . If J esus 's death had been the l as t word , i t woul d

have meant t he end of a ny i mpa c t created by hi s pe rson
during hi s life . Per haps his wor d s would hav e been

reme mbered , l i ke Socra tes ' s , but t hey wou l d not hav e
poss e s sed t he meaning whi ch t he urgemeinde att ribut ed t o
them. 4 The origin of t he Chr i s t i an Way t herefore hi nges on
the be l i ef of t he earl y discipl es t hat God had raised J esus
f r om t he de ad.

Explaining th e Bel i e f in the Resu r rection
But t he que s t i on now become s : Wha t was t he cau se of

tha t bel ief? Though Bul tman n protests agains t any f urt he r

histor i cal probing beh i nd the f a ith o f the f irst disc i ples ,

ye t , a s R. H. Ful l er poi nt s out, even the most s cept i c a l

' Ha ns Grass , Christl iche Glaubenslehre, 2 vo ls .
(Stuttgart: W. Kohl hammer, 1973), 1 : 99, 105 .
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critic must posit some mysterious X to get the movement
going . ' But the quest ion i s , what was that X?

If one denies that the historical event of the
resurrection was that mys t e r i ous X, then one must, it seems,

have reCo urse to antecedent J uda i s m i n or der t o discover tbe
facts which led to the disciples ' belief ADd proclamation
that Jesus was risen from t he dead .' The Jewish doctrine of

resurrection is attested three t imes in the Ol d Testament

(£z . 37; rs. 26:19; Da n . 12 : 2 ) a nd f lowered during the

intertestamental period ( I I 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 [J ud ah] 25 :1, 4; [ Zeb u l u n] 10:2;

[Benjamin) 10:16-18; II Bar uc h 30:2- 5; 50 :1; IV Ezra 7:26­
44 ) . It was probably not t he resul t of Iranian inf luences,
b~t rather t he logical outworking of Yahweh's power over

5Reqinald M. Fuller. The Formation o f the
Resurrecti on Narrati ves (London : SPCK, 1972) . p. 2 .
Similarly, Pheme Perk ins , noting the -anomalous character ­
of resurrect ion language i n application t o a single
i ndi vi dual , concludes , -Cons eque nt l y . even the historia n is
pressed to ask what sort of event s may have led t o the use
of such language- (Pheme Perkins , Res urrect i on : Hew
Testament Witness a nd Contemporary Refl ection (Garden City ,
N.Y.: Doubleday , co-, 1984) , p . 138 ) .

6The only other alternatives would seem to be Greek
or Christia n inf luences. But i t is now wid e ly r ecogni zed
that belief in Jesus's resurrect ion cannot be traced to
paga n factor s (see Walther Kunneth, The Theo logy of the
Resurrection , trans. J.W. Leitch [LOndon: SCM , 1965], pp .
50-63), nor can it be ascribed to the inf luence of the
Church since i t i s i t self t he cause of the Church's coming
i nto being .

On the ~ewish doctrine of r es urr ec t i on, see S. H.
Hooke, The Resurrection of Christ as History and Exper i ence
(London: Darton , Longman, , Todd, 1967), pp . 2-18; Franz
Mus s ner , Die Auf er s t ehung Jesu , BH7 (MUnchen : K6se l Verlag,
1969 ), pp . 39- 49; Ulri ch Wi l cke ns , Aufers tehung, TT4
(Stuttgart a nd Berlin : Kreuz verlag, 1970), pp. 109- 44; C.F.
Evan s , Res urrecti on and the New Testament , SBT 12 (LOndon:
SCM Pres s , 1970, pp . 14-17 , 27-40; G.w.E . Ni ckelsburg, ~r . ,

Res urrect i on, Immortality, a nd Eter na l Life in
In t ert estamen tal J udaism, MTS 26 (Cambridge, Mass . : Harvard
University Pr ess, 1972 ); H.C. C. Caval lin, Li f e After Death
(Lund: Gleerup, 197 4) .
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death a nd the future (Ps. 16:10; 49:1 6; I s . 25 :8; 49: 16) .
The deaths of the Jewish martyrs provided a powerful
sti mulus to the development of this doctrine . Du ring
Jesus's day the bel ief i n bodily resurrection had become a
widespread hope , being championed by the Pharisees , with
whom Jesus sided on t hi s score against the Sadducees (Mt.
22:23-3 3; cf. Acts 23:8). Thus, the co nc ept of bodi l y
resurrection from t he dead was part of Jewish r e l igi ous
mentality .

But t he Jewish co nception of r esurrection di f f ered from
the belief i n J esus's resurrection in at least two
fund~ental respects: (1) Jewisb belief always concerned an
escbatological r es urrec t i on, not a resur rection withi n
history. The content of the J ewi s h conception always
concerned a r e surr ec t i on of the dead afte r t he end of human
history. There we r e , t o be s ur e , ins tances in t he old
Testament of r eSUSCi ta t i ons of the de ad; but t hese dealt .
wi t h a r et ur n to t he earthly life, and those so resus c i tated
would eventually die again . The r esurrect ion to gl ory a nd
immortal ity did not occur unt i l after God had terminated
wor ld hi s t or y. Accordi ng t o J eremias,

Ancient Judaism did not know of an an ticipat ed
r esurrect i on as an event of history . Nowher e doe s one
f ind in the literature anything comparab le to t he
resurrection of J esus. Certainly r esurrections of the
dead wer e known, but these always concerned
resusc itations , the r et ur n to the ea rthly life . In no
place in the l ate ~udaic li t e r at ur e does it concern a
resurrection t o 6O(a a s an event of history.l
It s eems quite probable that the traditional ~ewish

co nception was t he prepossession of Jesus's own di sc i pl es
(Mk . 9:9 - 13 ; In . 11 : 24 ) . The notion that a genuine
resur rection cou ld Occur pr i or to God's eschatological
action would have been fore ign t o them. Confronted
therefore with Jesus's crucif ixion and death, t he disciples

7Joac him ~e remias , "Oi e &lteste Schicbt der
Ost er uberl i e f e r ungen," in Resu rrexl t , ed . Edouard Ohanis
(Rome: Libreri a Edi t rice Vat icana, 1974) , p . 194.



woul d mos t pr obab ly hav e looked f orward t o the resurrect i on
a t t he f i na l day an d careful ly honored their Has ter' s tomb
as a s hri ne , where his bones might rest until the
r es urrect i on . But i t s eems improbable that they woul d have
conceived t he idea t hat he was already raised.

( 2) Jewi s h belie f a lways concer ned a general
resurrec t i on of t he peop l e , not the resurrection of an
i s ola ted individual . Whether it was the r ighteous , or al l
of I srael, or all mankind r ighteous a nd wicked alike , t he
res urrection i n Jewis h th i nki ng a lways had reference to the
gene r a l resurrecti on of t he dead. Moreover, the t hought was
s imply unknown tha t t he people 's resurrection i n s orne way
hi nged on Messiah ' s r esurrect i on . I n t his respect, the
J ewis h conception s tands oppos ed to the disciples' be lief i n
J es us' s res urrection, as Wil ckens explains:

For nowhe r e do t he Jewish texts speak of the
resurrec t i on of an individua l which a lready oc curs
before the resurrect i on of the righteous i n the end
time a nd i s differentiated a nd separate from i t ;
nowhere does t he participation of the r ighteous in t he
salvatiOn a t t he end time depend on t he ir belongi ng t o
the Messiah, who was raised in adva nce as t he ' Fi rst of
t hos e r a ised by God '[ I Cor. l5:20J. ·

8wilckens , Aufers teh uDg, p. 131. Wilckens conc l ude s
that t here was i n t he J ewis h tradition no widespread
preparation for the Chr i s t i an proclamat ion of the
resur r ect ion--onl y t he 'narrow bridge' of t he expect a t ion
that El ijah would come before the end, be killed, and r i s e
f r om t he dead . Henc e , t he Chr i sti an proclamat ion ca nnot be
feas ibly explained as an ext ens ion of J ewis h t radit i on
( Ibi d . , pp . 143-44 ).

Eve n Wilc ken s ' s su gges tion--sha r ed by serger a nd Pesch
-- that there was a n expectation of the resurrection of an
es chatological prophet i s dubi ous; s ee the remar ks by
Stu hl mache r i n no t e 10 of chapt e r 9. It i s most ins tructive
tha t Pes ch, under t he weight of t he critique received by
Ser ger' s work, has now admi tted t ha t th i s pos i t ion i s no
longe r t enable an d has proposed -ein ne uer Versu ch- to
explain the origin of the di sciples' faith i n Jesus' s
resurrect i on (Rudol ph Pesch, - Zur Ent stehung des Gl aube ns an
die Auf er s t ehung J esu : Ein neu er Vers uch,- FZPT 30
[1983] :84 ; f or a l i s t of li t er a t ur e cr iticizing his earlie r
Versu ch, see page 80 ). But this new t r y is even more
s uperf i ci ally s uppor t ed than t he old; s ee my comme nt s below.

Once again , it s eems probabl e t hat in light of Jewish
religious ment a lity, t he di sciples a f t er t he death and
buria l of J esus cou ld only ha ve waited wi th eager longing
for t hat day whe n J esus and all the righteous of Israel

would be ra ised by God to glory .

The disciples ' belief in Jesus's resurrection cannot
therefore , i t seems , be plausibly explained in terms of the
beliefs of antecedent Juda i sm. The mysterious X is still
missing. According t o Moule, we have here a belief which
nothing in terms of previ ous hi s torica l factors can account
f or .' He points out ~hat we have a situation i n which ( i)
a large number of people a l l sh a r ed tenaciously a convicti on
organical ly connected with ~heir way of l ife, (ii) this
conviction cannot be derived from the Ol d Testament or
Pharisaism, a nd (iii) thi s co nviction pers isted until they
were s queezed out of the sy nagogue f or t his belief. The
origin of this be lief is t herefore most plausibly accounted
for in terms of J es us's hi s t ori cal resurrection:

If the coming i nto existe nce of the Nazarenes, a
phenomenon unde ni abl y attested by the New Testament,
rips a great hole i n hi s t or y , a hole the size and shape
of the Resurrection, what does the secular historican
propo se t o stop it up with? • • • the birth and rapid
rise of t he Chri s t i an Church • • • remain an unsolved
enigma f or any hiseorian who refuses t o take seriously
ebe only explanation o f fe r ed by the Church itself. 10

The resurrection of J esus would therefore seem to be the
mos t plausible expl anat i on of t he origin of t he Chr istian
Way . Left to t hemselves in the aftermath of their Master' s
cr uci f i xion , the di s ci ples would probably not have concei ved
the queer noti on t hat he had been raised from the dead .

But, it mi ght be argued, perhaps the disciples were l ed
to that con clusion by cer t ain events f ollowing Jesus's

. 9C•F• D• Moule a nd Don Cupitt , -The Resurrect i on: A
D1sagreement , · Theol 75 (19 72 ) : 507- 19 .

10C•P•O• Moule , The Phenomenon of t be New Tes tament,
SBT 2/1 (Lond on: SCM, 1961 ), pp . 3, 13.
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crucifixion and bur i a l . 1I For example, i t has recently bee n
suggested that the disciples expe r i enced visions of the
eschatological Son of Han, which t hey interpreted i n t e rms

l lHic hael Gran t , Jesus: an Hi s tor ian ' s Review of the
Gospels (New Yor k : Char les Scribner ' s Sons, 1911) , pp . 116­
16; M.E . Tbrall, -Res ur r ec t i on Tr ad i tions a nd Christian
Apol ogetics , - Thomist 43 (1919):1 97- 216. Thra l l argues t hat
after the women went to the wrong t omb, t he disciples ,
uncons ciously stimulated by belief that the t omb was empty,
projected vis ions of Jesus r isen from t he de ad. Though the
disciples were not consc i ously prepared emot i onally t o
hal l uc i nat e, she admits , neve r the l es s different f orce s were
at wor k in t heir unconscious which were much mor e f avorable
t o the production of visions . Appealing t o Jung's t heor y of
archetypal ideas of man's col lective unconsc ious , Thrall
sugges t s the death of Jesus activat ed the archetypal i deas
of de a th a nd i mmortali t y a nd caused the resultant images to
be projected and externa l ized as visions. As the so urce of
myt h and rel igion, t hese archetypes have a numi nous quality
that woul d set them apa r t f rom typi ca l vis i ons . The
di s c i ples ' seeing Jesus ' s death as one archetype co uld cause
its corre late to be pro j ect ed as a hallucinat ion, l eading t o
belief in J esus 's r esurr ect i on. Thrall's theory i. ,
however, so incredible t hat i t near l y t akes one ' s breath
away. Fundamenta l l y, it needs to be said t hat Jung 's theory
of t he co llect ive unconscious and arche typa l ideas is t he
on e aspect of his t hought whi ch i s empirical l y unve r i fiable
a nd so has not commended i t s e l f to mode rn psychology. Yet
Thr all treats thi s es sent i a lly non- scienti f ic theory as
t ru e . Moreover, one must have seri ous doubts as t o whether
s he is not mi sus ing Jung' s theory when she t alks va gue ly of
-activa ting- the archetypes and - external projection- of
a r ch et ypes as visions. Hor e speci f ically , however , her
attempt t o portray the r esurrect i on appeara nces as
projections of the disciples · unconscious ca nnot be
sustained , since, as we have seen , it was prec i s e l y in this
s phere t hat t heir religio-cultura l beliefs which prec luded
s uch event s were ingrained , It is of no help to appeal to
archetypal i deas in a col lective uncon scious , f or, as Thra l l
admi ts , J ung did not posit an archetype which dis t i ngui s hed
resur r ection from immortality i n gene ral . But , s he insists ,
the activated archetypal idea of immorta l ity had t o at tach
itsel f to some conscious idea to become percept ibl e, an d the
Jewish belief in r esurr ec t i on was t he r eady candidate.
Here, I think, we see the decisive failure of Thrall's
hypothesis . For, as I explain in the text, the J ewi sh
category of t r ans l at ion would be the most appropriate
candidate, not r esur r ec tion, since the latter would r un
contr a r y to t he di s c iples ' Jewish mental i ty . Hence, su ch
vi s ions, even if they could occur, would not ha ve led t o
belief in t he re sur r ection of J esus .

II }

of the Jewish anticipation of the resurrection of t he dead;
the story of t he empt y tomb is a l at e legend which arose as
« consequence of t heir belief that Jesus had been rais ed . If

Now I hav e argued t ha t such a scenario contradict s the
evidence ; but put t i ng that as ide , co uld such experiences
have been the cause of the discipl es' be l ief i n the

resurrection?

I n or der to a nswer t his quest ion, we need to return to
our discuss i on of ha lluci na t ions in the prev ious chapter .
As projections of the mind , hal lucinat i ons can co ntain
nothing new, nothing that is not already in the mind . But
we have seen tha t Jes us ' s resurrection involved at least two
aspects not part of the Jewish frame of t hought : it was a
res urrection wi th i n hi st or y , and i t was the resurrection of
an isolat ed i ndi vi dual. What th is s eems t o imply,
therefore , is that even if the di sciples , f or whatever
r eas on, pr o ject ed ha l l ucina t or y visions of Jesus, they would

not have proj ect ed him a s li t e rally risen f rom the grave .

Rather , given f irs t centu ry J udai sm's bel i e f s concerni ng
immor t ality, t hey would have pr ojected vis ions of him i n
glory, in Paradise or Abr a ham' s bosom. Ther e t he sou l s of

12See Pes ch , -Ne uer Versuch,- pp . 81-98 i TRE, s .v .
-Auf e r st ehung I I . Auferst ehung J esu Chr i st i II / I . Neu es
Testament ,- by Pau l Hoffmann , pp. 496- 97 . I am amaze d a t
how superfici a lly s upported Pes ch' s -new t r y · is . He
presupposes that the appea rances we r e pure l y vis iona ry
ex periences perceptib l e only to the eye of f a i th a nd assumes
the corr ectness of his an alysis of the empty t omb s tory as a
l eg; n?ary f us i on of t hr ee Gat t ungen from the history of
rei~g~on s. He makes no at t empt t o expl a in what would ha ve
i nduced s uch vi s ions . His a t tempt t o s how that the
appe arances were vi sions of t he Son of Han i s astounding :
eg o Paul ' s vision was reve latory and the tradition of t he
Son of Man in apocalyptic is revelatory, so Paul probably
saw Jesus as the Son of Man (a clear non s equi t url )i the
Gospel of t he Hebrews s t a t es that Jesus appe a red t o J ames as
the Son of Ha ni t he us e of - Lor d " in t he appea r a nces to Mary
and t he Emmaus disciples r efe r s to the Son of Han; the
Transfiguration i s the most i mpr essive proof that the
disciples saw visions of t he Son of Han. Despite Pesch , I
ca n f i nd no ev idence whatsoever that the appearances were
Son of Man vi s i ons l i ke that i n Dan. 7 .



13 As Br own insists , the content i on t hat t he ~ewish
mind had t o expres s J es us ' s victory over deat h by
r es urrect ion l angu age i s simply inaccurate , for we know of
sev er a l ot her mode l s curren t in Judaism whi ch might have
been employed . On t he contrary, s i nce t her e was no
exp~ctation of an isolated r es ur r ect i on within his tor y , t he
cholce of the ca t egory of resurrection must be explai ned
(Raymond E. Brown, The Vi r gi nal Conce ption and Bodi ly
Resurr ect ion of Jesus [LOndon: Geoffrey Chapma n, 1973] , p.
76 ) .

the righteou s dead went t o awai t t he fi na l r esur r ec t ion . So

i f t he disciples wer e to expe r i ence visions, t hey would hav e
proj ect ed t hem on the Jewish mode l of the af t e r -life .

But i n t ha t case , it need s t o b e seriously questione d

whe t her t he d iscip l e s wou l d have arr i ved a t the doctr i ne of

J esus's resurrect i on . 13 Ev e n given t he prior discovery of

the empt y tomb, t hey would probably have i nferr ed tha t J e su s

had bee n t rans lated di re c t ly i nto heaven on the model of

Enoc h and Elijah (Gen . 5 :24; II Ki ngs 2 : 11-18) . The

Testament of Job 40 shows that translat ion was a category
applicable to recent ly deceased persons as wel l as livi ng .

It s houl d be emphas ized that for Jewis h men t al i ty a
t rans l at ion a nd a r esurrect i on a re ent ire l y diverse. A
trans lation i s t he direct assumption of an i ndivi dua l i nto
hea ve n, whi le a res ur recti on is the physical a nd bod i ly
r aising up of the dead man in the t omb t o escha to logica l
l i f e. There f or e , even if the disciples di d se e

ha l l ucinator y vi s ions of J esus in glory after f i nd i ng his
t omb empty , i t seems unlike l y t hat they would ha ve concluded
that he had been r a i s ed f r om t he dead , a not ion t hat r a n
contrary t o ~ewi s h co ncept s of the resurrection ; r at her t hey
wou l d mos t like l y hav e conc l uded that God had t r anslated him
into hea ven , whenc e he appeared t o t hem, a nd t ha t t her e f or e
hi s t omb was empty . This ob j ect i on presses particularly
har d aga inst those who wa nt t o con stru e the appearances as
visions of t he apoca l ypt i c Son of Man . Il As Dunn explai ns ,

Jesus
14pesch tries neatly t o avoid this by c l a i mi ng t hat

did prophes y his resurrect ion and that t he disciples

m

Quite apart from s uc h ot her matters as the empty tomb,
t he degree of i ndepe nde nc e of s eve r a l at leas t of the
appearance exp eri ences (Pete r , ~ame s a nd Paul ) , a nd t he
d i vi ne signif icance so qui ckly at tributed bJr
monotheistic J ews to one of the i r f e llows, ! it r emains
a n i ndisput ab le fac t t hat t he earliest believers
(inc l uding the init ial doubters ) , no l es s t ha n Paul,
wer e absolute ly convinced that t hey bad s een ~e sus

risen f r om the dead . And ye t why s hou l d t hey aSs ume
that what t hey s aw was J esus? - - why not a n ange l ? And
why di d t hey conclude that i t was J esus risen from the
dead ?- - why not s imply a vision of t he dead man ?- - why
not visions Mf l eshed out Mwith the app aratus of
apoca l yptic expectation, comi ng on coul ds of glory a nd
t he like • • . ? Why draw t he as t oni s hi ng conclus i on
t hat t he eschat ol ogica l resurrec t ion had already t aken
place i n t he cas e of a s i ngl e indi vidual quite separate
from and prior t o t he ge ner a l r esurrect ion?141 There
mus t have be e n something ve ry compell ing about the
appearance s for such an extravagent , not to s ay
r idi culous and out r ageous con clusion to be drawn .

I%See C.F.D . Moule, The Phenomenon of the New
Test ament, SCM Press 196?, especially cb . 2 .

I~Note t he lack of satis f actory para lle l s in t he
history of r e ligions whi ch would explai n t he r i se of
Eas t er faith • •• . ~

It i s intrigui ng to observe that some scholars, perhaps

f eel i ng the weight of t hese cons i de r at i ons , ha ve actua lly

t ook these vi s ions t o be the ful f il lment of his predi ct i on.
Hen ce, t he or i gin of t he i r belie f in his resurrec t i on . Bu t
t he d i ff icul t y wi th t hi s move is t hat the acceptanc e of
J esus' s ~redictions as aut hentic is wholly a rbitrary and
he nce reJected even by t hose who agree wi t h t he remai nder of
Pesch ' s hypot hes is (We rner Geor g KUmme l -Das Urchristen­
tum, ~ TRu 50 [ 1985] :156) . For i f one t a ke s the resur r ec t i on
pred~ctions t o be an authentic par t of the his torica l ~es u s,

wha t r ea son rema ins f or re j ect ion other equa lly attested
a s pe~t s of t he gospe l t r ad i t i on , e.g . the gospe l appearance
stor~es or t he empty t omb ?

15J arnes W. D. G. Dunn, J es us and the s pirit (London :
SCM , 1975 ), p . 132 . What Dunn does not s ee is t hat t hese
co nsiderations pr es s with equa l force against not only
subjective vi sions , but a l so so- called ob j ec tive vi s i ons ,
f or t he latt er would only have led t he d i sciples t o infer
that ~esus had been t ranslated i nto glory, i n accordan ce
wi t h J ewi sh mode l s . Onl y real , bod i ly appea r anc es could
have l ed the di s c i ples t o pr ocla i m, cont r a ry to Jewi s h modes
of t hinki ng, the r esurrection of ~esus f r om t he dead .



'"
t a ken to arguing that in fact 4 death-exaltation model was
primitive And that the death-resur rection model was
s ubsequently deduced or developed ther efrom . The empty tomb

story is i nt er pr e t ed as an EntrUckungs gescbichte
( t r a ns l at i on story) a nd the appeara nces are unde rstood as
visions of Chr i s t in heaven ly glory , exa l ted t o eternal l i f e
i n the Enezogenbeit bei Gott ( r e mo v ed - n e s s wi t h Cod) . 16 But

thi s hypothesi s of last re sor t simply cannot be sustained .

Had what amounts t o a death-translation s cheme been

primitive, tben the developmen t of the disciples' belief in

and pr oc l amat i on of Jes us 'S r esurrection becomes
unintelligible. Bes i de s t ha t , t here seems t o be no ev idence
that a dea t h- exa l t at i on model whi ch did not include the
literal r esurrection was primitive- - on t he con tra ry , as
O'Collins explains:

Was the more i nc l us i ve co ncept (exalta tion) the primary
one f rom whi c h the claim about Christ's r esur r ect i on
evolved? The New Testament f ails to suppor t an
af firmative answe r • • • • The r esurrection clai m was
not der i ved from t he l es s s pecific ass e rtion t hat God
hed exel ted Jesus in hi s deeth • . • • we fail to f i nd
that deat h- exaltation t exts occur ea r ly in the New
TestaMent , whi le t he pattern of death-resur r ection (or
dea t h- r esurrect I on- exalt ati on ) surfaces only later. I n
fact , if a pattern doe s exist , it i s rather t he
opposi te. The theme of ' exa l t at i on ' emerges as a
comme nt on and subs eque nt i nterpretat i on of t he
resur rection . The dea t h-res urr ect i on model • • •
appea r s in su ch earlier works as 1 Corinthians and
Romans, and that in passages where Paul draws on
traditional credal f ormula t i ons . The ea r l i est examples
of the death-exaltat ion pattern come in Ma r k and In
what I s probably one of Pa ul ' s last l e tte r s ,

Ib See t he original piece by E. Bi ck erma nn, - Das
leere Grab ,· ZNW 23 (192 4) :281-92, whi ch is being c i t ed a new
in recent discussion; see also Lloyd Geer ing, Resurrect ion :
A Symbol of Hope (London : Hodder' Stoughton, 1971), pp .
146- 48; and, more recen tly , TRE, s . v . ·Auferstehung, · p ,
499; Karl Hart in Fischer, Das Oster gescbeben , 2d ed.
(G6t tinge n: Va ndenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1980) , pp . 80 , 97-105;
Pesch , -Ne uer Versuch, · pp . 88-8 9.

Phil i ppians (when in 2: 8ff , he quotes a hymn to
Chr ist , 17

The fact that the di scip l es proc laimed, not t he
t r ans l at i on of Jesus, in accor d wit h a common Jewish
category pe r f ect l y suit ed to explain their experience, but-­
co ntrary to fundamenta l J ewish modes of thougbt - - the
r es urrection of J esus, strongly su ggests t hat the origin of
the di s ci pl es ' belief in Jesus 's r es urr ect i on cannot be
accounted for as their inference from an experience of
visions of Chr ist. It therefore seems unavailing t o to try
to rescue the vis i on hypothesis by positing a primitive
death- exalta tion model t o account f or t he discipl es '

int e rpretation of thei r visiona ry experien ces of Jes us. Had
the di s cipl es projected visions of Jesus , t hese woul d have
been in accor d wi th typical Jewis h thought forms and would
prObably not have ied to the infrence of bis r esur r ection ,
but rat her of his translation. The fac t t hat t he d i sciples
pr oc laimed, not the translat i on of Jesus , in accord with a
common Jew i sh cat egory perfectly suit ed to explai n their
exper i ence , but-- cont ra r y t o fundament al Jewish mod es of
t hought - - t he resurrection of Jesus, strongly s uggest s that
the origin of the disciples ' belief i n J esu s 's resurrection
cannot be accounted for as thei r infe rence from a n
exp erience of visions of Christ.

Thus , according t o the s trictest use of the
diss imilar ity criterion, we ought to conc l ude t o t he basis
in historical fact for t he origin of the disciples ' belief
in the resurrection of Jes us, for it ca nnot be adequatel y
expla ined from the s i de of Judaism nor from t he s I de of the
c hurc h, since it i s i t s el f the f oundation of t he church.

17Gerald O'Coll i ns, The Easter Jesus , 2d ed .
(London : Darton, Longman & Todd, 1980 ) , pp . 50-5 1 . Even the
hymn cannot be regarded as more pr imitive than I Cor . 15 :3-5
and may even ref lect Gno s tic influence . Cf. t he l a t e t exts
adduced by Fischer t o support the primitiveness of the
t r ans l a tion mode l : Hebrews, J ohn ' s Chr istolo9¥, and a ve ry
dubious reference to Lk. 23 : 39-4 3.



'"
The or i gin of the be l i ef in Jesus' s r esur rect ion a nd, henc e ,

of the Chr i s tian Way i t s el f cannot t her e f or e , it s eems, be

plausibl y accounted f or apart from t he histor i ca l f a ct of
the bod i l y r esurre ct ion a nd ap pea r ance s of Jes us .

Conclusion
The mo s t r easonable histor ica l explanat i on f or the

f acts of t he empty t omb , t he r esurrection appea r ances , and

t he origi n of the Chr i sti an Wa y would ther efore s eem to be
t ha t Jesus ros e f rom t he dead . Now i t ha s become pa r t of

conv en t iona l theo logical wi sdom t hat such is a conclusion
t hat must no t be drawn . But why not? If it is the cas e
t ha t t he evidence can only be plaus i b ly explained by the
historica l fac t of the resurrect i on of Jesus , why are we
debarred f r om that conc lus ion?

Certain t heolog i a ns have ob j ected to such a n inference

on t he grounds t hat t hough t he resurrection occurred i n
space and t ime and l eft a hi s t or i c a l mar gin accessib l e t o
r es ear ch , t he r e s urrection i ts e l f i s not verifiabl e because

the histori an cannot consider causes outside hi s tor y . I I The

obj ect i on , howeve r , s eems t o confuse the e vent o f t he

re surrect i on wi th the c a use of t he resurrection . The event

of t he r e s ur r ect i on oc cu r s wi t hi n human hi story, but t he

caus e of the r esurr ection i s outside human his t or y . Thus,

even given the h i storiographical presupposit i ons of such
t heologi ans , the r e surrect ion ( ~ J esus's r i s i ng t rans formed

f rom t he dead) would seem to be s us ceptib l e t o hist orica l

pr oof . The hypothesis of t he re s urrection i s bot h

ve ri f i ab l e and fals ifiabl e : verifiab l e t hrough pr ovi ng t he

18Ber t hol d Klappert , "Einleitung, " in Diskussion um
Kr eu z und Auf er s t ehung , ed . i dem (Wuppertal: Aus saat verlag ,
1971 ), pp . 18, 50- 51; wolfga ng Tril ling , Fragen zur
Geschi cht li chk el t Jesu (DUSseldorf: Pa t mos Ver lag , 1966),
pp . 141-42; KUnneth, Theology , p. 31; Makota Yama uchi, "The
Eas t er Text s of the New Tes tame nt: Thei r Trad i t i on,
Redac t ion , and Theology~ (Ph .D . Thesis , Univers ity of
Edinbu rgh, 1972 ) , pp . 23- 30; He rbert Bur hen n , · Pa nne nbe r g ' s
Ar gume nt f or the Historicity of the Resur r ection, M J AAR 40
(1972} :3?5-76.

o.

hi s t or i c i t y of t he empt y t omb, the appear anc e s , a nd the

or i gin of t he Chr i st i an Way ; f a ls i fi able by eithe r
dispr ovi ng t he above or prov i d i ng natur a l ist i c explanations

of t hem. I n fact, I s houl d go so far a s t o s ay that there

is not a singl e event in the resurrect i on na rratives that is

not in principl e his torica l ly verifiab le or fals ifiable.

The real problem comes when we inquire concerning the

cause of the r esu r r ection. According to abov e methodol ogy,
t he histor i an q ua hi s t or i a n could conclude t hat t he be s t
explanation of the fac t s i s that ~ Jesus rose from t he dead ; ~

but he could not conclude , "God raised J e sus f r om the dead . "

But what I wi s h t o suggest for the reader's cons ideration i s

t hat t he hi stor i an "i n his off-hours , Mto paraphrase
Bert rand Rus se l l , that is , the hi storian as a human be i ng ,
may i ndeed right l y i nf er from the evidenc e t ha t God has

a ct ed her e in hi s tory . The s ituation is s omewha t ana l ogous
to t he scien t i st and crea t i o ex ni hi l o . The astrophys i cist

p us hes ba ck to a n event f or whi ch t here are no empiri cal
antecede nt s , the beg inning of the unive rse; simi l arly the

hi s t or i a n d i s covers an event f or which t he re is no
hi s t or ica lly a ntecedent ca us e , the resu r r e ction of J e sus .

Oua sc i entist or his toria n , he may halt hi s i nquiry , l aCki ng
data ; but I submi t that a s human beings s earc hing fo r

meaning a nd significan c e f or man and t he univer se , we mu s t

go far ther . Thi s is especially s o fo r t he r es ur r ect i on,
g iven t he cont ex t i n which it occur r ed : the l i fe,
t e achings , and cla ims of Jes us and t he effect on t ho se who

f ol l owed hi m. 19 They s aw in i t the key t o human life a nd

19As Gr a s s explains , J esus cannot be r egarded as a
mere pr ophet or rabbi:

~ He proc la i med a nd acted as one who had au thor i ty
[Vol lmacht ], an aut hori ty whi ch surpas s es or ev e n
annu lls t he very stat ements o f t he Old Testament law
with hi s 'But I sa y to you , ' a n authori ty whi ch take s
the part of sinner and outcast becaus e t ha t is God's
way , an aut hority which l i nks t he dawn o f t he Kingdom
of God with his pe r son and cal ls men to hi s imitation .
Those who followed hi m saw him a s Me s s iah and



sa l vat i on (Rom . 10:9). We s houl d be fooli sh to ignore their
cla ims .

But f urthermore , t he methodologica l principle that
prohibits a ny historian from adducing a supernatu ral caus e
f or an event in history seems t o be e i t he r a rbitrary or
based on bad science or phi l osophy. M For as long as t he
existence of God is even possible , a n event 's be i ng caused
by God cannot be ruled ou t . To be s ure , the historia n ought
first, as a met hodological principle , t o seek natu ral
causes ; bu t when no natural cause can be found that
plaus i bly accounts f or the da t a and a su pe rnatura l
hypot he s i s pres ent s i t sel f a s part of the historica l context
in whic h the eve nt occ urred , t hen the rational alternat ive
would s eem t o be to choos e t he su pernatural explanation.
Natu ra l ism has had nearly 2, 000 yea rs to explain the
r es urrect i on of Jesus and bas f eiled to do so . The rat i one 1
man can hardly now be blamed if be inf ers that at t he tomb
of Jes us on t bat early Easter morning a divine miracle has
oc cur red.

commissioned by God and believed t be ~ord: ' Whoeve r
confesses me bef ore me n, him will I a lso confess before
my Father i n bea ven ' (Mt. 10:32 )- (Gr as s ,
Glaubens l ehr e , 1:91) .

I n t he cont ext of t hes e c l a ims , Jesus 's resurrection takes
on a religious signi fi can ce of great importance, for as
pan nenb erg explains , "The resurrection ca n only be
unde r s t ood as the divine vi ndicat i on of the man whom the
J ews had rej ected as a blasphemer " (Wol f ha r t Pannenberg,
"Jes u Geschichte und unse r e Geschichte, " i n Gla ube und
Wi r k l i c hk ei t [Munchen: Chr. Kaiser , 1975) , pp . 93-9 4; cf .
idem, J esus: God and Han , t r a ns . L. L. Wi l cke ns and D. A.
Priebe (London: SCM, 1968), p . 67) .

20s ee my dis cussion of the prob lem of miracles in
the compa ni on vol ume to t hi s st udy , viz . , wil l i am Lane
Craig , The Hi s t or i cal Argument fo r t he Resurrec t i on of J esu S
duri ng th e Deist Controversy , Texts and St udi es in Rel igion
23 (Tor ont o : Edwin He l l e n Pr ess , 1985) , pp .477- 518 .

-11/

NAME AND SUBJECT INDEX
Aa ron , Raymond , xvii i
Accet ta , J .S., 175
Adam, firs t and second, 135-137 pass .
Adler, Allan D. , 175
Aland, Kur t, 224
Albert z , Har t i n, 3 , 186
Al l o, Er nst- Bernard, 26, 51, 71, 86 , 127, 131, 148 , I SO,

152 , 153
Alsup, John !., 53, 68, 2 06, 217 , 218 , 251, 254 , 256, 261,

279, 305-316 pas s . , 320, 321 , 378
Anderson, Hugh, 200, 255 , 302, 321
an ge l s, 128 , 339, 393

e t the tomb of J esu s, 195-196 , 217- 220 pas s . , 250, 251 ,
252 , 352 , 354, 355

bodies of a., 338-339
apostles

appear a nce t o , (see resurr ect i on appearances , to all
the apostles)

concept of, 5 , 6, 35, 66
ascension , 66 , 75, 77 , 246 - 247, 265, 297-299 pass.

Bailey , Robert E. , 153
Bamme l , Ernst , I , 4 , 8 , 51
Barrett, C.K., 17, 71, 86 , 101, 148, 150, 152, 183, 187 ,

200, 202, 237, 277, 279, 285, 288, 292, 297, 334 ,
335, 353

Barth, Karl , xiv, xv, 21-25 pass ., 30
Bart SCh, Hans -werne r , 1
Ba uer, J . B., 98
Ba uer, K. - A., 116
Baumgart, J.S . , 175
Baumgartel, Fr iedr i c h, 116, 123, 131
Beasley-Murray , G. R., 265
Behm, Johannes, 373
Beloved Disciple , 187, 217, 227-2 41 pass., 248 , 278, 283,

292-297 pass. , 367, 380
Benoit , Pi e rre , 234, 241, 255 , 364
Berger , Kla us, 256, 316- 318 pass., 352, 400
Ber nard, J.H . , 202 , 282
Bertram, Georg , 124
Betz , H.-D ., 255, 257
Bickermann , E. 406
Bieder , Werner 131
Black, M. 100
Bl ackburn , Bar ry L. 311
Bl a nk, Josef, 2, 70, 93, 363



~22

Blinz1er, Josef , 51 , 165 , 166 , 167, 169, 172 , 173 , 188 , 191,
193, 195 , 198, 205 , 36 3

Bode , Edward L., 45, 70 , 95, 98, 99 , 100, 101 , 102 , 110,
115 , 164, 165, 199, 20 0 , 201 , 219 , 220 , 224 , 225,
230 , 233, 235 , 252 , 34 1-342 , 353 , 359 , 363

body , Pa ul' s c oncept of , 116-122 pas s . , 141 , 384
bones as t he SUbject of the r es urrection, 89 -90 , 14 2-14 3
Bonsirven, Jos eph, 90
Borgen , Peder , 77 , 78 , 337
Bornha user , Karl , 89, 123 , 132 , 138 -139, 153 , 328
Bornkamm , Gun t her , 163, 298 , 344 , 39 5
Bous se t , Wilhelm, 7, 97, 98
Bovon , Fran~oi s, 38
Bowman , J . , 99
Bowman, T., 100
Braat e n, Ca r l , 322
Brandenbu rger , E. 123
Brat cher, R. G. , 76
Br oer , I ngo , 197 , 205, 305
Browe n, C. , 99
Brown, Raymond E. , 53 , 72 , 80, 87 , 89 , 138 , 161 , 165 , 181 ,

183 , 195 , 198, 199 , 201 , 220, 221 , 227 , 232 , 235 ,
241 , 24 6 , 247, 248 , 252 , 258 , 262 , 270, 272, 276,
27 7, 278 , 279 , 280 , 28 2, 283, 285 , 289 , 291, 294 ,
296 , 29 7, 321 , 336 , 353 , 364 , 401

Br uce , A.B ., 391
Bucher , T. G., 26
Bu1tmann, Rudolph , xii i , xiv , xv , xvi i , xviii , xix, 21 , 23­

24 , 27 , 84 , 85, 116, 117 , 119 , 121 , 122 , 123, 124,
125 , 137 , 139, 148, 149 , I SO, 163, 195, 197, 218 ,
220 , 228 , 23 0, 235 , 25 7 , 259 , 262 , 271 , 277 , 280,
283 , 285 , 321, 322, 331 , 332 , 388, 395 , 397

Burc hard , Christoph, 38
burden of pr oof , 159-163 pas s .
Burhenn , He r bert , 408
buria l of Je sus, 342- 348 pas s .

in I Cor . 15. , 29, 30 , 47-48 , 86- 93 pass ., 34 2-343
gospe l t r a di tions of , 113 , 158-191 pass . , 343- 346 pass .

Burkh i11, T.A., 224
Burki tt , F . C. , 57 , 99
Byrne , Brenda n , 238

Cadoux , Cecil J . 98
Ca r son , D. A. , xvii , 58 , 294
Cavall in , H. C. C. , 398
Cerfa ux , L. , 8
Char l ot , J ., 2
Clav i er, H. , 131, 133, 138
Clemen , Car l , 97
Cobb , Joh n B. , 337, 368
Conze lmann, Hans, 3, 8 , 9, 10 , 11 , 13 , 15 , 19 , 20 , 26, 30 ,

39 , 41, 45 , 48 , 57 , 69, 71 , 99 , 107 , 116 , 12 1, 128 ,
132, 139

Coppens, Joseph , 128, 299

Coquerel, Athana se , 372
Corinth ian opponents of Pau l, S, 19, 25, 26, 125
Cr a i g , Wil l iam L., 365 , 410
Cr a nfi e l d , C. E. B. , 196 , 200, 223 , 224, 225
Cullmann, Osc ar , 3 , 8, 53, 115 , 116, 130 , 138, 140, 150 ,

152 , 156

Da hl , M.E. , 141
Davi es, W. D. , 5 , 126 , 127, 14 3, 150
De Krui jf , r. c. , 179
De Zwaan, J . , 36
De ichgr aber , R. , 8
Delling , Gerhard , 45 , 93 , 95 , 99
Dhanis, Edoua rd , 164 , 19 3, 199, 225, 363
Dibelius , Hart in, 7, 36 , 37, 38, 217 , 25 7 , 377
di ch ot omy between his tor y a nd t he ol ogy , xv- xvi , 110 , 159 -162

pas s ., 185
Di hl e , Al be r t , 124
di ss i milari t y c rit erion, 162-1 63, 407- 408
Docetism, 240-241 , 263, 323-331 pass . , 386
Dodd, C. H., 4, 17 , 19 , 20 , 27, 36, 37 , 38 , 53, 76, 99 , 257,

3 03-3 05 pass . , 313, 378
Doeve , J., 99
Donfr i ed, Karl P. , 53 , 232 , 258
Donaldson , Te r ence L. , 269
do ubt moti f , 59 - 60 , 26 2, 267, 271
dual ism, ant hropo l ogi ca l , 118, 152
Dunn, James W.D.G . , 59, 60 , 70 , 71 , 72, 79 , 80 , 123 , 138 ,

143 , 217 -21 8 , 24 7, 251 , 26 5 , 319 - 320, 328, 362 , 364 ,
404-405

Dupont , Jacqu es, 8, 37, 99

El lis, E . Earle , 90 , 93 , 169 , 264 , 328 , 36 4, 376
El l i s , I . P. , 267
empty tomb , 192- 242 pass . , 341-368 pas s . , 390 , 393

a ccount unco l or ed t heo l ogica l ly , 195 - 196 , 35 4-354- 356
pass .

alternative exp l anat i o ns of , 365 - 368 pass .
~att~n~ f ~r narrative of, 316 -318 pas s. , 351 - 352, 403
7mpl~c~t ~n res ur rection , 85 , 87-90 pass . , 146
~n ker ygma , 48 , 34 8 , 350
~n pre-Pauline f ormul a , 84- 114 pass. , 348 - 350 pass .
~ nspection by di s c i ple s , 225- 242 pas s . , 249- 150, 257 -

258, 296, 358
J ewi sh i nterest i n, 113, 342, 359- 362 pa s s . , 365- 366
women ' s vi s i t to , 19 6-200 pass .

Eusebi us , 64 , l OS, 168 , 292
Evans , C. F . , 4 , 37 , 77 , 88, 99 , 153 , 217 , 220, 25 1, 264 ,

302 , 336 , 398
ex i s t e nt ial i sm, 24 , 33 1-332

Farmer, Wil l i am, 164
Fa s che r, Er i c , 1
Fe i ne , Pau l , 373



Field, Freder ic , 95
Fi nnegan , J ac k, 57 , 99
Fi s cher , Ka rl M. , 72, 85 , 99, 197 , 217 , 302 , 319 , 347, 358 ,

361, 406, 407
Fitzmeyer, J oseph A. , 281, 283
fl e sh a nd blood , 133, 137 - 140 pass . , 336- 337
f lesh and bo nes , 133, 137 - 138 , 336- 337
fl esh , Paul ' s conc ept o f, 116 , 119-120, 123-124, 127-128 ,

'38
fl ight of disciples to Gal ilee, 185-186, 239-241 pass., 358
f ormula (s )

Christo logica l , 2, 3, 9 , 18 , 29 , 46
pre-Pau l i ne f. in I Cor . 15. 3f f , 1-51 pass .

age o f , 6, 15
exis t e nce of , 1- 3 pass .
geog r aphical origi n o f , 1-19 pass .
lengt h of , 3- 6 pass.
purpos e of , 3, 19 - 21 pass ., 30
st ructur e o f , 1 , 8, 27- 49 pas s .
unity and t r adition history of , 27-49 pa ss.

Fortna , R.T., 280
Ful ler, Regina ld H., 4, IS, 25-27 pas s., 28-31 pass. , 50 ,

53, 51 , 70, 1 4 , 102, 14 8 , 220 , 241 , 246 , 251, 26 4 ,
285, 321, 333, 364 , 391 - 398

Gaechter, Pa ul, 199, 209 , 218
Gardner -S mith , Patrick , 72, 86, 18 1, 198-199 , 220 , 241 , 251 ,

25 5, 265
Gasque , W. Ward , 36
Geense, Adr i aa n , 22
Ge eri ng , Lloyd , 406
Ge i se l mann, J . R. , 8
Ge rha rds son , S . , 8
Gewi ess , J. , 8
Gilbert , M. , 175
Gi l ber t , R., 175
Gi llman , J ohn , 122 , 139 , 141
Gils , F . , 53
Gi nzb er g , Lou i s , 105
gl or y of resurrect i on body, 128- 129
Gnilka , Joachim, 90, 165, 177, 190, 191 , 193
Godet, r. , 165 , 226
Goguel, Maur ice , 57 , 98, 99 , 197
Goppelt , Leonhard, 2
Goulder , Mi c ha el, 355- 356
Gr ant, Mi c hae l, 363, 402
Gra s s , Han s , xiii , xv , xvi i i , x i x , 1 , 8 , 16, 17, 18, 35 , 45,

48, SO, 61, 65, 67 , 68 , 69 , 70 , 1 1 , 74, 75 , 76, 71,
78 , 84 , 85 , 86 , 87, 90 , 91 , 97 , 98, 99 , 100, 138 ,
140 , 141 , 144 , 146 , 147 , 148 , I SO, 152, 168 , 172 ,
174 , 186 , 189, 191, 197, 207 , 217 , 220, 22 4 , 251 ,
262 , 26 4, 265, 273, 278, 285 , 288 , 297, 319 , 320 ,
323, 333 , 336, 35 4, 370 , 388, 389, 394, 397 , 409- 410

cra sser , Erich, 37 , 38

Grue nler, Royc e G. , 37 3
Gr undmann , Wa lte r, 164, 161 , 197, 198 , 200 , 205, 206 , 208 ,

22 1 , 222 , 226 , 252 , 25 7 , 262 , 265 , 26 6, 283 , 319 ,
336 , 363

gu a rd at t he t omb, (see tomb of Jesus, gu ar d at the )
Gundry , Robe r t H. , 88, 116-1 22 pass ., 124 , 132 , 137 , 139,

140 , 143, 152, 156 , 20 0, 201 , 205, 208, 26 7, 282,".Guthri e , Dona l d, 372 - 37 6 pass.
Guttgemanns , Ehr hardt , 11, 12 , 13, 14 , 45 , 121
Gut wenger, E. , xiv , 56 , 191 , 220

Ha as, N., 346
Haenchen, Er nst , 16, 37 , 38 , 40 , 41 , 42, 75 , 76 , 138 , 177,

323
Ha hn, Ferdi na nd, 1, 8, 9, 45 , 94, 29 8
ha l l uci nati ons , 68
Harr i ngton, Daniel J., 123
Hartma nn, Gert , 249
Hedrick, Char les, 76, 78
Heinri ci , Georg , 62 , 71 , 91 , 126, 128 , 132 , 148 , 150, 33 8
HeitmGller , Wi l be 1m, 7
He l ler, John H. , 175
Hengel , Mart i n , 32 , 143, 359 , 363, 373 , 376
Her i ng, J ea n , 127, 130 , 134 , 141, 152
Hirs cb , Emmanue l , 57, 388
Hoffmann, Pa ul , 2, 16, 18, 29 , 32 , 10 , 80 , 88, 148, 152,

153, 319, 403, 406
Hall, Ka rl, 1
Holsten , C. , 11 6
Hooke, S. H. , 93, 137, 211 , 323, 341, 364 , 39 8
Hoo ker, Morna, 162
Hoskyns, E.C ., 98, 202
Hughes , P .E ., 148, 150 , 152
Hunkin, J . W. , 94
Hunter , A.M., 377

Ignat i us , 330
immortality of the sou l , 121, 125, 130, 156, 384
int ermedia t e sta t e , 88 , 130 , 142, 150 , 152- 155 pass .
I r enae us , 329

J acob , Edmond, 124
J ames

appearan c e t o (see resurrect ion a pp eara nc es , t o J ames)
r ole i n pr imitive ch urc h , 4- 5, 32, 34-35 , SO, 63 -65

pass.
J e remias, J oachim, 2, 7, 8 , 9, 10 , 11 , 12 , 13, 15, 19 , 45,

5 1 , 57 , 62 , 93 , 125, 126, 137, 193, 22 1 , 222 , 27 4,
323, 34 6, 364, 399

J erome, 62
J esus ' s view of r esurrect i on , 89
Jewett , Rob ert , 116 , 122 , 123 , 124, 131
Jew ish polemi c, 202 , 209, 21 5- 217 pass .



m

Lightfoot , J .B . 292
Lightfoot, R.H. ' 224
Lilly , J .L. , 75:76
L~ndars, Barnabas, 98, r oo , 21 1 , 22 9 , 27 2, 280, 283
L~ndemann, Andreas 199 221
Lohfink , Gerhard, 93, 298
Lohmeyer, Ernst, 164, 19 7 , 198 , 200 , 20 7 , 223, 27 0 , 33 1
Lohse , Eduard , 8 , 45 , 124, 255
Longenecker , R.N. , 373
Longstaff, Thomas R. W., 200
Lord's Supper, 85, 255-256 , 290- 29 1
Lorenzen, Thorwald , 28 , 234
LUdemann, Hermann, 116

Macal i s t e r , R.A.S . , 181
McArthur, Harvey K. , 10 2 , 108 , 352
McCasland , Selby, 98
McGhee , M. 24 6
Ma c h , R. 98
McXay , X.L., 60
MacKinnon, D. M., 94, 337
Mc Leman , James , 137-138, 32 3 , 388
M' Ne i l e , A. H. , 205, 377
Mand e l ba um, Ma ur i c e , xviii
M~nek, J indrich, 93, 363
Ma r s ha l l , r . Howard , 16 7 , 22 5 , 2 53 , 260 , 265 , 282, 29 7 , 329,

364
Marxsen, Wil li , xiv , 26 , 121 , 19 8 , 208, 22 0, 2 23, 234, 2 35 ,

24 1 , 33 1-3 32, 335 , 341 , 395
C . , 73 , 94
A. J . , 36
philippe, 274

Masson,
Matill,
Menoud ,
Mess iah

a s a name o r tit le, 9 , 11 , 13 , 14
dying and ris ing , 210-2 11, 39 6 , 400
J e s u s as M. for earl y c hurch , 65 , 396

Met zger, Br uc eM., 98 , 99 , 100
Me yer, Be n , 14 1 , I SO, 15 1
Meye r , H. A. W., 62 , 71 , 91 , 12 6, 128, 132 , 148 , ISO , 338
Meyer , RUdolf, 12 3
Meye r s , E .M., 14 2
Michae l i s, Wilhe l m, 3 , 4 , 5 1 , 5 4 , 69, 70 , 71, 220 , 251 , 3 3 6 ,

378
Mi ldenberger , Fr iedr ich , 99
Minear, Paul S . , 27 4
miracles , 370

h istoriography and, 40 8-4 10
mi s s ionaries

J ewi sh, 43 -44
preach s ame gos p e l , 4- 5 , 6 , ic , 15- 16 , 40

Moehring, K. R. , 75
Mol tm an, JUrge n , 160
Mo rge ntha l e r , Rober t , 27 5
Mor i s s e t t e , Rodo lphe , 125 , 13 5

Lagra nge , M. -J ., 167, 172 , 18 7 , 188 , 200, 22 1, 22 2 , 22 5 , 27 2
Lake , Xi rsopp , 9 9 , 14 0, 180 , 181, 205 , 208, 241 , 285 , 323
Lampe , C. W. H., 9 4, 33 7
Lane , Wil liam t ., 169 , 196 , 198 , 221 , 22 2, 22 3, 3 64
La ng , Friedr i c h G. , 147
La p i d e , Pi nchas, x i v
Le Dea ut , R. , 106
leg end s

inappl i c able t o I Co r. 15:3-8 , 5 4, 57 , 3 49
insuff ic i e nt t im e for , 343, 352 , 37 1-377 pass .

legiti mat i o n , 24, 31, 32, 33 , 34 , 35 , 36 , 5 1 , 52
Le hma nn , Karl , 2 , 7 , IS , 28, 45 , 93, 95 , 9 6, 97 , 98 , 99 ,

100, 10 2, 106, 107 , 10 8 , 109 , 110 , 352 , 363
t.ecn-nurccr , Xav ier , 73 , 78 , 99 , 2 5 1 , 363
Li c ht e ns te i n , Erns t, I , 8 , 4 5 , 92, 9 3 , 94 , Il l, 363
Lietzma nn , Ha ns , 2 6, 57, 66, 117 , 13 1 , 14 9 , 150

Kahler , Martin, 36
K&semann, Ernst , xiii , 9, 116
Kattenbus c h, Ferdinand, 1
kerygma , 2 , 11, 15, 16 , 23 , 2 4 , 27 , 32 , 36 -38 pass . , 90, 95-

"competing vers i on s of, 29 , 30, 37 -4 1 pas s .
empty tomb not me nt i o ne d i n , 87, 91 -92
nami ng of witnesses i n , 4 , 27, 28 , 3 0, 31 , 32, 36 , 37 ,

43 , 44, 45
Kilpatrick , G. D. , 17
Kingsb ury , J .D. , 269
Kittel , Gerhard , 95 , 100
Kl appe rt, Bert ho l d , 8 , II , 13, 20, 45 , 93, 141 , 163, 3 35 ,

364 , 40 8
Klein , GUnter, 4
Kl einknech t, Hermann, 131, 135 , 137
Koch , Gerhard, 93 , 146, 186 , 199, 20 7 , 217 , 22 4 , 3 20, 331,

36 4 , 395-396
Kragerud , Alv, 228 , 23 4
Kramer, Werner, 29, 46
Kr a tz , R. , 205
Kremer, J a c o b , 2, 8, 8 6, 88, 93, 100, 146 , 186 , 195 , 200,

202, 218 , 219 , 22 0 , 226-227 , 2 30 , 234 , 2 35, 245,
253 , 257, 265 , 266 , 289 , 313, 319 , 353 , 35 4, 363,
]64 , 366

Ku hn, K. G., 139
Kiimmel , Werner G. , 5 , 8 , 26 , 57, 66, 95 , 117 , I n , 14 9 , 150 ,

373, 40 5
Kiinneth, Walter, 69 , 87 , 90 , 9 7, 139 , 329 , 378, 379 , 39 8 ,

408
Kwi ran , Ma nf r ed, 21

Johnson , B.A • • 202
J oseph of Arimathea , 165, 166 , 168-173 pass . , 180-181, 183 ,

190, 197, 214 , 34 4 , 345, 346, 36 7
J osephus, 51 , 60, 64, 105 , 166, 167 , 183 , 2 17, 293, 375
Judaizers, 5



Pa ul

418

Morris , Leon, 227, 292, 294 , 295
Mo~ri s , R.I.., 175
Houl e , C. F . D. , 86, 90 , 101, 13 1 , 139, 150, 223 , 22 5, 247,

272 , 302 , 364, 373, 376, 401
Mou l t on , J .H. , 35 3
Muller , J u liu s , 371-372 , 377
Murphy-O' Connor, Jerome , 2 , 20
Mas sner, Fr anz , 8 , 29, 45, 46, 70 , 86, 93 , 363 , 398

Nauck, wolfgang, 93, 195 , 363
Naveh , J. , 346
Neirynck, Frans, 192, 20 5
Nickelsburg , Jr . , G.W .E . , 398
Niebuhr , Richard , 322
Nock , A.D. , 98
Norden , Eduard, 3
N6ts che r , Y . 99

Ober linner , Lorenz , 85 , 99, 217 , 348, 354 -355 , 357 , 359-360
o' Col lins, Ge r a l d , xviii , 42 , 79, 80 , 84 , 100 , 133, 139,

141 , 155-156, 172 , 207, 211, 250 , 298 , 319, 327,
332 , 333 , 363 , 406

Oepke, Alb r echt , 88
Orr , Jame s , 12, 86, 169, 185 , 208 , 265, 391
Osborne, Grant , xvii, 18 , 93, 188 , 199 , 218 , 246 , 254 , 270 ,

272 , 280 , 298 , 302

Pamment, Ma r ga r e t , 132, 14 1
Pann enberg , wo l f ha r t , xiv - xv , 19, 20, 33 8 , 4 10
Pa r ous i a, 5, 20, 39 , 14 0 -1 47 pas s . , 149, 150 , 153 , 154, 22 3­

224 , 23 6, 276, 348

apostleshi p , 71-72, 81
contact with ear l y disciples , 16 ~ 1 8 , 29- 30 , 34 , 54 , 57,

63, 69, 111 -113 pass., 115, 322, 343 , 348-349 , 369
conve r s i on of, 16 , 17, 19, 34, 61 , 71 -72 , 73-81 pass .

Pearson, Birger, 88, 133, 139
pellicori, S . Y., 175
Pent ecos t , 51, 61 , 65, 69 , 71
Pe~ kin l5 , Pheme , 221, 255, 257 , 398
Perrin, Norman, xv-xvt , 159 , 160, 223 , 257 , 306, 364, 369-

37.
Pe r ry, Michael , 56, 93, 208 , 364 , 390- 394 pass.
Pesch , Rudo l ph, 32 , 33, 45 , 70 , 65, 164 , 18 4 , 186 , 187, 193,

196, 221, 222 , 280, 322 , 346 , 351-353, 35 4 , 357,
359 , 360, 366 , 40 0, 404 -4 06

Peter
called Ce phas, 7 , 8 , 29 , 52
ca lled Si mon , 7 , 52, 28 1
P.'s commissioning , 233 , 259 , 281-288
P . ' s den ial , 53 , 185-18 6, 239 , 358

pf ammat e r , J ., 20 5
Phar isee ( Pha r isaic ) . 5 , 73, 89 , 125 , 1 26 , 14 3 , 34 8 , 401
Phi lo, I DS , 135 , 148 , 152

m

p hYllicalislll, xviii , 61 , 70 , 82, 116 , UB, 263-2 64 , 298 - 29 9 ,
318-40 pass ., 381-387 pass .

Plein , I na , 12
Plevnik, Joseph , 141
P l ummer , Al f r ed , 2 6 , 51 58, 69 , 71, 86 , 8 8 , 131 , 132 , 133 ,

138 , 14 1, 14 8 , 150 , 152, 153 , 167 , 2 56 , 2 65 , 37 8
pre -M~rkan pas s i on stor y , 164, 343

:ocluded empty tomb narrative , 192- 195 pass ., 350-351
1Dc l uded ref er ence t o resurrection a ppeara nce, 220- 223

pass ., 25 1- 252

Quintillian . 161

Rams e y, Mi c hael, 51, 101 , 1 33 212 22 3
Reicke , 3D, 31 2 - 316 pass . ' ,
Re ng s t orf f , Karl H. , I , 8 , 9 , 45 , 70, 87 , 90 , 93, 16 7, 196,

337 , 363
r es ur r ec t i on

appea ra nc e s , 50-83, 369-39 4 pass .
at t he Se a o f Ti ber i us , 23 6 , 270, 273 -297 pass. ,

334, 380
d i s l ocated na r ratives o f, 53, 258- 260 pass ., 280­

284 pass.
distinc t from vi s i ons , (see v isions, di st inct from

resu rrection appearances )
Gattung f or, 257, 303-317 pass.
Jerusa l em VB. Galilee, 94, 222, 223, 300-302

pass., 381
of the Son of Man , 18 , 402-405 pas s .
on t he Ga lilean mountain, 55 -56 , 58- 62 pass . , 26 6-

27 0 pas s . , 333 , 380
structur e of l i s t of, 50-51
to a l l t he apos t l es,S, 6, 33, 34 , 65- 69 pass ., 71
t o E~;:S dis c iples, 25 3-2 57 pass. , 30 6, 310, 31 4,

to 500 bret hr e n , 19 , 23, 31 , 33, 34, 35, 56 -62
pass., 65, 61 , 69, 71 , 80 , 270 , 369, 380 , 393

t o James, 33, 34, 62 -65 pass ., 69, 11 , 369 , 38 1
to Paul , 24, 34 , 66, 69-81 pass ., 91 , 325-321

pass ., 369, 381 , 39 4
ex~~.-men~d l aspects , 74 - 81 pds~. , 382-386

pass.
oot determinative, 1 1-73 pass. , 81 , 382 -383

to Peter, 33, 52 - 54 pas s . , 235 , 257 -260 pass. ,
262, 36 9, 380

t o the Twelve , 33, 54-56 pass . , 260- 265 pass . ,
285, 313, 330 , 334, 36 9, 380

to the wome n , 243 -253 pass . , 331, 333 , 33 4 379-
380 '

to Thomas , 270 -21 3 pas s . , 330, 334
body, 115-157 pass . , 318 -340 pas s .
c?nc ! pt of, 3, 88 -89 , 142 , 328 - 329, 348, 390
d~sc~ples ' belie f in , 395 -397 pas s .
J ewi sh not ion of , 398-408 pa s s .



new crea tion a s r ., 140, 141, 1 44-1 46 pess .
pagan analog ies t o , 97-98
Paul i ne a na l ogies to , 124- 12 9 pass . , 133, 398
predic t i ons of, 95, 100, 2 10-21 3 pass .

Reumann, John, 53, 232, 25 8
Ri ga ux, Beda , xv , 254
Ri na ldi , P . A. , 175
Rob e rt son , Archibald , 26 , 51, 58 , 69, 7 1 , 8 6, 88 , 131 , 13 2,

133 , 138 , 141 , 37 8
Rob inson, B. P ., 255
Robinson, H. Wheeler , 90
Rob i n s o n, James M. , 24 , 79 , 128, 135 , 138, 15 6, 15 9-163

pass. , 319, 325-328 pass ., 336
Robins o n , J ohn A.T . , 37 , 5 1 , 72 , 86 , 92, 93, 115 , 116 , 121 ,

173, 17 9 , 248, 36 4, 365 , 36 6 , 372-37 6 pass . , 388,
390

Rohde, Erwi n , 124
Roloff , J ., 8, 256
Rordorf , Hi l li, 97
Ross, J .M., 356
Ruckstuhl, Eugen. 205 , 274, 363
Rudolph, H" 100

Sand, Alexander , 123 , 138, 1 39
Sa nders, J . N., 28 2
Schelke, Ka rl H., 8, 359
Schenke , Ludger, 93, 197, 21 7 , 218 , 220 , 22 1, 363
Sc hma uc h , Werner, 26 6
Schmidtha ls , Walter, 3 , 4
Schmi t t , J oseph, 8, 47, 363
Sc hnackenburg, Rudolf , 173, 195, 202, 219, 22 9, 231 , 232 ,

237 , 245, 248, 252 , 260 , 27 2 , 27 6, 277 , 28 0, 285 ,
288, 294, 330, 364

Schne ider , Johannes, 71
Scho t t r of f, Luis e , 58-59, 18 7, 199, 208 , 240
Sc hun ack , G., 99
Schwarz, E. , 97
Sch weize r, Albert , 5
Schweizer, Eduard, 116 , 123, 124, 13 1, 139 , 197 , 224 , 274 ,

321, 335 , 33 6, 364
seeberg , Al f r ed , 1
Seidensticker, Phil i pp , 2, 56, 364
Semitisms

i n I Cor. IS, 7-15 pass.
in Acts s ermons, 36-38 pass.

sermons in Acts, 16, 36 - 45 pass .
Sevenster, J.N ., 150, 152
Sheol, 88, 142
Sherwin -White , A.N. , 61 , 161 , 16 2, 372 , 377
Shroud of Turin, 174- 179 pass ., c f. 165, 17 3 , 236 ­

239 pass.
Sider, Ronald J ., 126, 127, 133, 139, 141 , 143
signs

apostolic, 24, 81

ot

Johannine , 42
SjBberg , Eric , 131
Smalley, Stephen S., 282
Smit h, Joseph L. , 126, 143
Smith , R. H., 181
Sola nges , B. de, 27 4
sou l, 124 , 131, 132 , 135, 142, 150, 152 , 153 , 403-404
Sparks, H.F.D . , 37
spiri t identified wit h Ris en Chr i s t , 135-136 , 325 -327 pass .
spiritual bo dy , 11 6-117 , 12 1, 123, 129-135 pas s ., 136 , 148-

149, 319 , 336 , 38 2 , 383, 384 , 391
Sta ud i nge r , Hugo , 208
Stauffer , Ethelbert, 3, 51 , 92
Steck , O. H. , 43 , 44
Stein, Robert H. 162
Strat hmann , Hermann, 3
Strauss, Davi d F ., 159, 366, 311, 372
St r ecker, G., 99
St uhlmacher , Peter , 4, 5, 6 , 13 , 15 , 11, 33 , 38, 52, 352­

353, 364
Suppe, Frederi ck, xviii
Swet e, H., 272

Talbert, Charles, 323-324
Taylor , Vi nce nt , 92, 95, 16 3, 165 , 166, 167, 172 , 188, 193 ,

196, 197, 224, 377
Teeple , Howard M., 388
Tertu ll ian, 10 0
t heopha nie s , 70
Thiede, Carsten P., 237 , 240
t hird da y mot i f , 3, 38 , 53 -54, 93 -11 1 pas s . , 348 , 349, 35 3
Tho l uck, F. August, 372
Thomps on, J.G . S. S . , 99
Thrall , M. E. , 365-366 , 402
Thiis ing, W., 8
reae , H. E. , 99
tomb of J esus, 18 0- 183 pas s . , 190 , 344-345, 36 2-363

guar d at the t. 202-217 pass. , 361-362, 366
Tor r ey, C.C. , 36
trans forma t i on at the r esurrection, 84 , 85, 90 , 125 -126,

132 , 13 8, 14 0-146 pa ss . , 149-152 pa s s . , 348
translation vs. r e s urrec tion, 70, 298, 315 , 317, 403 -4 08

pas s.
Tri ll i ng, Wolfgang, 20, 347 , 364 , 370 , 383, 408
Trites , Al lis on A. , 42
Troger , Kar l-Wo lfgang , 12 4
Twelve, t he , 3, 6 , I S , 16 , 42, 54- 56 pas s . , 65 , 66 , 71, 246 ,

252 , 260-273 pass ., 285, 29 6
Tzaferris, V., 346

Van Dae Ien , D. H., 72, 332, 363
Van der Horst, P . W. , 60
Ve rmes , G., 106
vie l hauer, Philipp, 9



m

vis ions
dist i nc t from resurrect ion a ppea rances, 67- 68 , 69-7 2

pass . , 75 , 79 , 80, 8 2, 263 , 326-32 7 , 382-39 4 pas s . ,
40l - 40a pas s .

heavenly , 69-10 , 72 , 71, 79 , 128 , 325-328 pllSS ., 333 ­
334 , 38 6-387, 404 - 408 pass.

objective , xiii. 68, 8 2 , 382, 385 , 405
subjective , xiii, 68 , 82, 385 , 388- 390 pass. , 403-4 05

pa s s.
ve r i d ical , xiii, 61 , 82 , 390- 394 pasS .

Vogel , C.• 29 0
v6qtle, Ant on , 8 , 70, 85, 3 48 , 35 4, 357, 360, 364
Von campe nha use n , Hans F. , xi i i . 1, 8, 34 , 45 , SO , 51, 53,

62 , 72, 93, 10 1 , 185 , 19 7 , 207, 208 , 224 , 262, 363
Von Harnac k, Adolf, 1, "'5, 50 , 69 , 37S
Von Rad, Gerhar d, 95

Wegena st , Klaus , 3
We i • • , Johannes , 21, 69 , 71 , 91, 99, 10 0 , 12 2, 126, 131,

132 , 139 , 140 , 152 , 185
we nd l a nd, H. -D. , 99
weng s t, Kl a us , 2 , 13 , IS , 30, 66 , 102, 107
Wenbam, J ohn, 302
We s cott , B.F . , 69, 72 , 141 , 22 3
Wbi t e, Hor t on , xv ii i
White ly, D.E .H. , 131, 141, 150 , 153
Wh i t taker , David, 36 6
Wilck:.ens , Ulrich , 1 , 16, 17, 21 , 28 , 30 , 31 - 45 pass ., 41,

57, 81, 93, 99 , 126 , 136 , 190, 193, 195, 198, 218 ,
224 , 229 , 241 , 251 , 262, 266, 28 3, 28 8 , 298 , 306,
32 9 , 332, 335 , 352, 354 , 364 , 366 , 398 , 400

Wi l cox, Ma x, 37
Wijngaa rds , J . , 100
Wilson, I a n, 17 5
Wi nt er , Pa u l , 1, 8 , 255
wi t ne s s motif

in I Cor . 15 .3- 8, 28 , 33
i n J ohn, 42- 43
i n Luke-Acts, 36-43 pass ., 323-325 pass .

women
absence from l i s t in I Cor . 15 .3-7 , 51 , 18 5, 189
appearance to (see resurrection , appearances, to the

wome n )
at t he cross a nd buria l , 182, 183- 189 pass. , 196-202

pass ., 34 3, 345, 346
discoverers of empty t omb, 59, 93, 189 , 200 -202 pass.,

217-225 pass . , 356-358 pass .
part icipants i n appearance to disciples , 52 , 55, 58 - 59

Wood, J.E ., 106
wr ight, Dav i d F." 214

Yamauch.i , Hakota, 224 , 266 , 267 , 408

e.ae s i s
1 : 3--80
1 : 11--127
1 : 12--1 27
2:7- - 133 , 135 ,
' 86
5 :24- - 315
15-- 109
18- - 311
19: 1-- 264
22- -107 , 109
22 : 4- - 102, 107
24 : 17-- 10 7
25: 8- - 48
34: 25-- 102
35 :8- -48
40 :2 0- - 102
42 : 18-- 102

E.od" .
3- - 311
15 : 21- - 356
19 :11 --102
19:1 6-- 102

LeYiticu.
8 :18--102
11 : 1-8--1 27
11 :9-12- - 127
11 : 13 - 19- -1 27
11 :20-23-- 127
11: 29-30--121
21:11 --11 8

Humbers
6:6--117
19 : 11 - - 11 3
19 : 12 - - 102
19 :1 9- -1 02
24 : 25--225
27:24--102

De \lt e roDa.J
16 : 3--21 2
21 :22-23--166

Jos bua
8 :29--167
10:1 6-27 --355

SCRIPT URE INDEX
Old Tes tament

J udge.
3--3 11
1 3 -~3 11

19 :8- - 102
20 :30- - 102

I 5_ue1
1 : 1- -168
3--311
3: 1-18-- 31 6
30: 1- - 102
31 : 11 - - 89

II 5_ue1
1 : 2- - 102
2 : 2 ~ 14 -- 1 6 7

21:10- -89

1 Itlegs
4 : 33-- 127
12 :24--102

11 Kl egs
2:11 - 18--315
2: 17--316
6 : 16- 18- - 337,
352
20: 5-- 99 , 103
20 :8- - 10 3
21--182
23:17--89

II Cbrooicle.
10: 12-- 103
24:16--48

_eb.miab
3 :3- - 264
13 :16- - 18 2-183
13 : 16--264

Estber
5 : 1- - 10 3

Job
)8 :7--339

os

••a l ..
16 : 10--399
31 :36- - 352
38: 11-14--356
49: 16 - -399

Isaiab
6 :9-1 0- -10
25:8--399
26:19--142 , 398
38 :12- - 14 8
49:1 6--399
50 : 6- - 2 11
53--8 , 9, 40
53 :3-10-· 21 1
53:4--10
53 :12- -11 , 13

Jere.iab
17 :2 1-22--1 98
34 :5--179

E.ekiel
36 :21--352
37--39 8
37 : 1-14-- 142
37 : 9- -286

Dll01e1
6 :11--356
8 : 10--339
12 : 2--142, 339 ,".
Bo••a
6 :2-- 9, 99-111
pass. , 222

Joellb
2: 1~- 9 9, 107 ,
III

Jacbari llb
13 :7 - -222



Matthew
1 :20-- 268
2: 13--268
3 : 1- -268
3 : 14--269
3:16--319
4 :1-2- -2 58
4 : 8- - 269
4 : 17- - 268
4 : 18- -281 , 282
5: 1- -2 66
5 : 22- - 243
5 : 23- - 243
5: 24- - 24 3
5 : 44--11
5 :47 --243
7 :3--2 43
7 : 4--243
7 :5--243
8: 1-4 - - 269
8 : 15- - 246
8: 23 - 27- -268
9:6--268
10 : 1- -42
10 :2 - - 42
10 : 5--42, 55
10 : 19 - -42
11: 25- 30--268
12 :40- - 95, 101,
2 1 2
12: 46-50- - 243
12:49- 50-- 58
13 --268
13 :31-32--126
14 :23--266, 269
14: 28- 33-- 259
14: 31--267, 268
15 :22-28- -277
15 :29 - -266
15 : 29-31--269
16- 17- -2 68
16 : 16- 19 - - 259
16 :11-19--53 ,
289
16 :21--8 , 95 ,
212
17:1- - 266
17: 9-11 - -2 68
17: 22- -21 2
17 :23-- 95

New Tes tament

18--268
18:15- -24 3
18 :2 1- -243
18: 35- - 243
20 : 1-1 6--2 68
20 : 18-- 95
20:19--2 12
21 :45--205
22--268
22 : 23-33-- 399
23: 8- -58 , 24 3
23: 27 - - 89
24- 25--147
24 : 3--2 66
25 :4 0- - 243
26 : 14--55
26 :26--255
26: 26 - 29- -2 68
26 : 28- -9, 11
26:32- - 212
26:4 7- - 55
26 :58- -2 04
26 :6 1- -95 , 212
27 :5- - 172
27 : 40- - 95 , 212
27 :52- 53 - -143 ,
328
27: 56--183 , 186
27 : 57 - - 167, 166
27 : 59- - 174
27 :60-- 168, 180 ,
181, 18 2
27 : 61 -- 183
27 :62 - -20 4
27:62-66- -202
27 :63--95 , 212
27 :64- -88, 215,
361
27 :65- -203
28:1--S5, 200,
20 1
28 :2--182
28 : 4--202
28:6- - 172, 182,
207
28 :7-- 52 , 58,
88, 212 , 215
28:8- -24 4
28 :8- 9- -244
28 :9--246 , 334

28 :9 -10- - 243,
24 4 , 30 3, 393
28 :10- - 58 , 212 ,
243
28 : 11-- 25 3
28 : 11 - 15- -202
28:12- -204
28:1 3- -201 , 361
28 : 14 - - 204
28 :15- -205
28 : 16 - - 55 , 58,
2"
28 : 16 - 20- - 26 6,
303 , 304
28 :17 - -59, 60,
268
28 :18--26 6
28 :1 8-2 0- -59,
66 , 335
28: 20- - 291

Ma rk
1 : 14 - -169
1 : 15 - -169
1: 16-20- -258 ,
281, 283
1 : 31- -246
3:13- 19 - - 26 8
3 :14--55
3 : 21- -63
3 :31- 35- -63
4 :1 0- - 55
4 : 35-41 --53
5: 5- -269
5 : 11--2 69
5:19-20- -225
5: 28-29- - 328
6 : 3- -63
6:7 - - 42, 55
6: 30--42
6 : 45-52 - -53
6 : 45-8:2 6- - 210
6 : 46- -269
6 : 49-50- - 261
6 : 50 --261
8:11- -212
8 : 13- -3
8 :31-- 8, 95 , 212
8 :3 1-32--222
8: 32--2 10 , 211

9 :2--268
9 :2 -8- - 53
9 :4 - - 70
9 : 9- 13, 399
9 :10- - 210
9:10-11 --211
9 :30--2 12
9 : 31- - 3, 95 , 212
(35--55
10 :32- - 55, 184,
194
10 : 32-33--184
10: 32- 34- - 3, 18 4
10 :34- - 9 , 95 ,
21 2
10: 46--184
10 : 47- - 19 4
11 : 1- -184
11 : 11--55 , 184
11 : 15--184
11: 27 - -1 84
12:25- -338
12 : 41- -1 84
13 - - 147
13: 2- -374
13: 3- -268
13: 31- - 141
14 : 2- -165
14 : 3- - 184
14 : 8-- 197 , 200
14 :1 0- - 55, 18 4
14 : 12- -10
14 : 17--55 , 194
14 : 18-19- - 246
14 : 20- - 55
14 : 22- - 255
14 :24 --9
14 :2 6-28--268
14 : 27- - 221 - 222
14 : 27-3 1- - 222
14:28-- 194 , 212,
221 , 222
14 :2 9- -22 1 , 222
14 :4 3--55, 184
14 : 44- -202
14:50--185 , 239
14: 53- -351
14 :54--184 , 204 ,
35 1
14 : 58- - 95 , 212
14 : 60- -351
14 : 63- - 351
14 : 65--203
14 : 67- -1 94

15: 1- - 184 , 194
15 : 2-- 179 , 184
15 :5--184
15 : 7- - 184
15: 9-- 179, 184
15 : 11 - - 184
15:12-- 179 , 184
15 :1 3-- 179, 18 4
15: 14 - - 194
15 :15--1 84
15 : 18 - - 179
15 : 20- - 194
15 : 21- - 184
15 : 24--194
15: 25- - 194
15: 26- - 179
15 : 27- - 170 , 194
15 :29 --95 , 212
15 : 31 - - 179
15 : 32- - 170 , 179
15 : 33 --1 94
15 : 34- - 194
15 :40- -1 84 , 194
15 : 40-41 - -55 ,
18'
15: 41--1 84
15: 42- - 165 , 194
15:4 2-4 7- -1 94
15 :43- - 168, 17 2 ,
194
15 :44- - 163 , 172 ,
194
15 :44- 45- - 184
15 : 45- -1 63 , 172,
194
15:46- - 172 , 180 ,
181 , 182 , 194
15 : 47- -1 63, 183 ,
184 , 186, 187 ,
188 , 189 , 193,
194
16: 1- -1 84 , 187 ,
188, 189, 193,
194
16 : 1- 8- - 193 ,
194 , 195, 244 ,
250
16 :2- -95 , 19 4 ,
196, 20 0
16:2-6- -193
16:3- -182 , 193,
194

m

16: 4- - 181 , 18 2 ,
18 4 , 19 3 , 19 4,
198
16 : 5--182 , 194
16: 5- 6- - 218
16: 5- 8--218
16: 6- - 172 , 182,
19 4 , 219, 221,
222, 333
16: 7- -52 , 53 ,
55 , 58, 59 , 195 ,
212 , 220 - 223
pass . , 240 , 251 ,
252
16 : 8- - 59 , 19 4 ,
224 , 244 , 29 6
16 : 14 - 15-- 304
16 : 14-1 8- - 54
16: 22- - 246

Luke
1 :1-4- -32 4
1 :4-- 371
1 : 11 - - 70
1 : 18- -238
1 : 20-- 238
1 : 63--237
2: 18- - 237
2:33- -237
3:22- - 319
4:29- - 269
4 : 38 - - 281
5 : 1-11--53, 280­
284 pas s .
5: 4- -258
5 :4- 7- -60
5: 6- -258
5:7- -258
5: 8--281
6 : 12_1 6__268
6:14- - 28 1 , 282
8 :3-- 187
8 : 32- - 26 5
8 :49--225
9 : 22- -9 5, 212
9: 28 - -268
9: 32- - 319
9 :3 7-43- -269
9: 44-- 21 2
11: 14- -2 37
11:29-30--212
13 :32- -95
16: 22- - 48
16 : 2 3- - 225



18 : 32 - -9
18 :33- - 9S, 212
18: 34 --211
19 :43-44 - - 37 4
20: 3- 3 6- - 33 8
21 :S- 36-- 147
21:19 -20- -226
21 :20 -24 - - 374
21: 37 - - 269
22: 14--2 96
22 : 19 - - 2 SS
2 2 : 30--29 6
22 : 31--239
2 2: 31- 34--22 2
22 :32--2 S9
22:39--269
22 :43- -70
23:24-- 200
2 3 : 39- 43-- 40 7
23: 43 - -1 52
23 :49- - 183 , 186 ,
24 0
23:50-51--168
2 3 : 52-S3- - 172
23 : S3--174 , 186
23 :S 4 -~ 16 7 , 19 6
2 3 : 55 -~ 1 8 4, 197,
32.
23:5S-S6--346
23 : 56 - - 196
24 : 1--9 5 , 110 ,
184 , 19 6 , 200
24 : 2--182
2 4: 3- - 22 6
2 4 : 4 - - 18 1 , 217
2 4: 5 - - 219
2 4 :6--226
24 :6 -7 · -212
24 : 10- - 18 4 , 18 6
24:11 - -S9, 225
24: 12 --60 , 174,
115 , 182, 2 25 ,
2 26 , 231 , 23 4 ,
23 '
24 : 13 - - 110 , 25 4,
260
24 : 13-2 5--2 5 3
24: 14--25 4
24 : 15--2 54
24 : 16- - 2 45
24 : 18-- 181
24 : 19--2 54
24 :2 1- -95, 110
24: 2 2- 2 3- - 18 8

24:22-24- - 253
2 4 : 2 3- - 319 , 324
2 4:24--225 , 22 6 ,
227 , 2 31 , 25 8
2 4: 25--2 54
24 :26- - 299 , 335
2 4:28--2 54
24 :30--255- 2 56
24 : 31--245
24 :33· -54
24 : 34- -7 , 8 , 10 ,
38 , 52 , 2 38,
257 , 258 , 26 2
24:36--22 6
24: 36-42 - -30 4
24: 3 6- 43 - - 5 4 ,
324
24 :3 6-49 --26 0
2 4 :37- -5 9 , 262,
2 63
24:38--2 66, 26 7
24 :3 9- - 2 62 , 26 3,
334
24 : 40 - -226
24 : 41--2 37 , 266 ,
267
24 :41 -43 - -25 6 ,
2. 1
24 : 44- -265
24 : 44 - 49 - - 66,
26 5 , 304
2 4 : 44-5 3- - 265
24 : 45 - -1 00
24 : 46 - - 95 , 110
24 : 49--2 8 6
24 : 50-51- -66
24 :51-52--226
24:52- - 267

Joba
1 : 14 -- 14 8 , 2 93
1 : 19 - - 2 79
1 :21--293
1 :35- 51 - -293
1:39--2 9 3
1 : 41 - - 12
1 :42 - - 216
2 : 1--9
2: 1-11-- 14 6
2 : 11 - - 293
2: 13 --293
2 : 16 - -293
2:17--293
2: 19 - -95

2: 19-21 - -212
2: 20--1 11
2 : 21- 22 --293
2: 22 - - 101 , 23 0 ,
27 5
2 : 23 --2 93
3 :1 -15 -~173

3 : 11 - - 201
3 : 32 - - 201
3 : 34 - - 135
4 : 6--293
4 :9- - 29 3
4 :25 - - 10, I I , 13
4 : 27--287, 29 3
4 : 33--293
4 : 48 - -277
4:54-- 215
5: 10 - - 293
5 :27 -29--216
5 : 28--8 9
5 : 28 - 2 9- - 14 3
6 : 1-- 2 75
6 : 3- -2 68
6:7 --293
6: 11-- 2 90
6 :15- - 2 69 , 29 3
6 : 19--2 93
6 : 39- - 27 6
6 : 44--276
6 : 54 - -216
6:60-6 1--29 3
6 : 11 --29 6
7 :1-10- -63
7 :15-- 29]
7: 22--29 3
1: 32 --205
7 : 45-- 2 05
1 : 41-- 29 3
7 : 50-52--17 3
8 :1--2 69
8 :25--279
9 :38--26 7
9 : 47--20 5
9 : 57--2 05
10 : 3--2 45
10 :4--222
10 :27--222
11 : 2-- 17 3
11 : 13 - -29 3
11 :16- -273 , 296
11 : 24 - -211 , 399
11 : 44--174 , 177
11 : 47 - 5 0- - 293
11:51-- 10

11 : 54 - - 29 3
12 : 1- - 11 3
12 : 16- - 10 1 , 230
12:21-- 173
12 : 23 - - 29 5
12: 24 - - 126
12 :27-2 8- - 295
12: 34-- 396
12 :41--2 87
12 :42-43--171
13:1- 20--293
13: 2--296
13: 20 --292
13 : 26- -296
13 :30- - 2 01
1 3: 3 6- 38 - - 22 2 ,
276
14 : 1-3--14 7
14 : 3- - 27 6
14 :5- - 273
14 : 16 - 17--286
14 :22 - -215, 296
14 : 22-23--286
14 : 25 - 2 6- - 28 6
14 :21--260
15 : 2 6- 2 7- - 286
15: 2 7- - 35, 6 6
16 :5-7- - 28 6
16 : 13 --28 6
16: 32- - 2 33
17 :3- - 204
18:2--293
18:3-- 20 3, 205
18 : 10 - - 2 93
18:12--203
18: 13--293
18:15--233 , 2 40
18:17- - 233
18 :18-- 19 9
18: 25 --233
18:26--293
18 :28- - 207
18: ]0--20 4
19:25--186
19:26- 21--229 ,
233, 236, 24 0
19 :31-- 165 , 166 ,
1.0
19 :34 --263
19 : 35 - -158 , 161 ,
231 , 236 , 240,
293
19 :38--168
19 :40 - - 170

19 :41- - 180 , 182
19 : 42 - - 166
20 - - 2 73- 2 78
pass .
20 :1 - - 95, 181 ,
182, 183 , 201 ,
2 47 , 250
20:1-11--2 4 9
20 : 1-18--247
2 0: 2--60 , 201 ,
2 31 , 2 34 , 23 8 ,
247, 2 49
20 :2-10--22 5 ,
2 31 , 2 32 , 238
20: 3 - -231 , 247
20 :4-9--175
20:5--1 82 , 247
20:5-8- -18 2
20 :6- -247 , 248
20:7 - -174 , 24 8
20 :8- -230, 231 ,
237, 2 41
20:8-9--1 01 , 22 9
20 : 8- 10--232
20 : 9- -230 , 231 ,
23 7 , 2 4 7 , 248
20 : 10 --23 1
2 0 :11-- 182, 241 ,
25 0
2 0 : 11 - 14--2 19,
2 48 , 249, 250
2 0: 11 -18 - -2 43 ,
304
20 :1 2 - - 18 2 , 241
2 0 : 13- -201 , 247,
249
2 0 : 14 - - 2 49 , 250
20 :11 - -58 , 2 23,
241 , 243 , 24 4 ,
2 46 , 33 5
2 0 : 18--6 8 , 2 53 ,
271
20: 19 - -95 , 237 ,
266, 271
20 : 19-2 1-- 30 3
2 0 :1 9- 2 3--54 ,
260 , 304
2 0 :20--59 , 2 63,
271
20:21-23--66 ,
274
20: 22 - - 286 , 287
20 : 24 - - 54 , 2 96
20 :24-29 --2 71

o r

20 :2 5- - 68 , 2 63,
271, 2 9 3
20 : 2 6--23 7, 2 71
20 : 2 6- 29--55
20 :28--274
20:29--23 0 , 27 4 ,
217, 278 , 326
20:30--274 , 2 7 7 ,
278
20 : 30-31--27 4 ,
277
20:31--274 , 2 75 ,
278
2 1--213-27 8
pass ., 2 83 , 284,
28 5 , 288
21 : 1--275-279
2 1:1-14--55,
2 78 , 279, 280
21:1-23 --53
21:2--173 , 279 ,
28 0, 284, 2 95 ,
296
21:3--21 9, 2 80 ,

2"
2 1: 4- - 28 0 , 2 84
21: 5- - 279 , 28 0
21:6--219 , 28 0,
2 8.
21:7--229, 2 36,
27 9, 280, 281 ,
28 2 , 2 9 3, 295
21:8--219, 2 80
21: 9--279, 280
21:9 -13--290
21: 9 - 19 - -236
21: 10- - 275, 2 79 ,
280
21 :11- - 27 9, 280
21 :12- -279 , 280 ,
28 6 , 2 90
2 1 : 12- 13 - -279
2 1: 13-- 2 79 , 2 80 ,
290 , 291
21 :1 4- -2 32 , 275,
280 , 317
21: 15 - -278-279
21 : 15- 11- - 233 ,
2 59 , 275 , 2 79
2 1: 17--259
2 1 : 19 - -275 , 28 1
21 :2 0- - 173, 275
2 1: 20 - 2 3- -236
21: 20 - 24 --228



21:22- - 292
21:22 - 23- -147
21 :23- - 229 , 24 4,
275, 2 92
2 1 :24-- 158 , 2 27,
2 31 , 2 32, 29 2 ,
293, 29 4

Acts
1 :1- 5 :16- -3 6
1 : 2 - -66
1 :3--25, 55,
265, 268
1 :4 - -3 24
1 :6-7--147
1:6-11--66
1 : 12-- 268, 269
1 : 14 - - 63 , 64,
65, 29 6
1: 20--55
1:21--35
1 : 21-22- - 66
1: 21- 2 3--6
1: 22 --35
1 : 25--5 5
2: 3- - 70 , 319
2:4 --319
2:7--152
2: 24-32--9 2
2:26-27--3 28
2 :29--48
2 : 31 --32 8
2:32--25, 39 6
2 :33--3 19
2:34-36- -39
2 : 36--396
2 : 38- - 40
3 :12- -237
3:1 5--25
3 :19--4 0
3 : 20- 2 1 - -4 1
4:1 2--4 0
4: 13--237, 295
5 :7 - -180
5:30-32--25
5:31 -- 40
6:1 6- - 11 7
7 :2--70
7 : 2 6--70
7: 30 -- 70
7:35--7 0
8 : 14 - -34
8:17- 18- - 319
8 :32- 35- - 40

9 : 1-19- -73
9:3 - -74
9 :5- 6--74
9 : 7--74, 17 3
9: 10 - -68
9 :13--3 0
9: 11--68
9:26--119
9:26- 21 --117
9: 31 -11:18- - 36
10 : 1-11 :18--69
10 :5 - - 2 81
10: 9-11--68
10 :18- -28 1
10:28--68
10:32--281
10 : 4 0 - - 9 5
10 :41--18 , 324
10 :42 --3, 41
10 :43--40
10:44-46- -319
ll : 13--281
1l:25-26- -18
12:15 --313
12 :1 7- -34, 63 ,
54
13 : 3- -11 9
13:29-31- -92
13 :29--190
13 :30--29
13 :33--9 , 40
13: 38--41
13 : 38-3 9-- 40
14 : 4--66
14 : 14--66
14 : 15 -11- - 30
15 :13--64
16 : 9- - 61
17 :1 6-34 - - 24
17 :22-3 1- - 30
17 : 31 - - 2 3 , 14 7
19 : 6- - 3 19
20 : 25--3 75
20 : 28 --4 0
21: 13 --375
21 : 18--64
22 : 3-16 - - 73
22 :6- - 74
22 : 8- -74
22 : 9 --74
22 :10--74
2 2: 11--74
22 : 14- -68
22 :17--68

22 20 - -5 2
23 6- -126
23 8--399
23:9--263
24 : 14 -- 126
26:6--126
26 :9 -23--73
26:13--74
26:13-14--74
26 :15-18--74
26 : 19--74
2 6: 2 1-23- - 1 26
27 : 24 - - 315

Roaallis
1 : 1-5--35
1:24-- 119
2 :28--117
3 :25--40
4 :17--107, 109
4 :19--120
4 :24--29
4:24-25--29
4:25--10 , 11 ,
39, 107, 109,
39'
5 :6--9, 10
5 : 8- - 10
5 : 9 - -40
5: 12-21--144
6--29 , 86
6-8-- 111
6 :4--9 , 87
6 :5--115
6 : 6 -- 11 9
6:9--9
6: 10 --5
6:12 --120
7:5--2
7: 24 - -119 , 12 0
8 :10--9, 11 9 ,
120, 130, 144 ,
151 , 291
8: 10-11--144 ,
145
8:11--29, 119,
120 , 14 4, 149 ,
15 1
8 : 12-13- -119
8:13- -120
8:18- -1 51
8:18- 23 --140 ,
141
8: 19 - 24 -- 13 0

8 :22 -23--145 ,
151
8:23 - -149, 152 ,
15 1
8:24-25--151
8 :32- - 101 , 109
8:34 - -298
10 :1 - -15 2
10 :9 --29 , 87 ,
397, 410
11:6--115
12 : 1 - - 11 9
12 :2--119
12: 4- - 11 9
14 :9--9
14:15- -9, 10
15 : 15 - -35
15: 16- -35
IS: 18-19- -81
15 : 19- -35
15 : 25--11 2
15: 28 - -375
16:1--35

1 Corinthians
1:1-- 35
1: 8-10 - -119
1 : 11-- 11 2
1:12--7 , 25
1:17-25 - -24
1: 17 - 2:13- - 2 4
1: 31-2 :5--24
2 : 4 --24, 8 1
2 : 10--19
2: 14 --13 1
3 :4--25
3 : 10 --35
3 :18-21- -2 4
3:22- - 7
5 :3 -5--118
6 : 12 -2 0 --119,
145
6 : 13--145
6 :14--145 , 14 6,
149 , 15 1
6 :1 5--145
6 : 15 - 18 - - 14 5
6 : 17--145, 146
6 : 19-- 11 9 , 14 5
7: 1-3--119
7:4- - 119
1:31 --141
7:34- -117
8: 11 --9

9: 1 - - 35 , 68, 70 ,
13
9 :1 - 2- - 71
9:2--35
9:5--3 , 7 , 16 ,
35, 64
9 :6- -35
9 : 16--35
9 :11--35
10: 3-4--134
11 : 23 - -2, 18
11:23-25--351
1l:23-26 - - 11 2 ,
343
11 :25--4 , 25 5
12-14--67
12:28- -35
14 : 30- - 79
15 : 1-- 19, 27
15:1-2--2 0
15 : 1- 11--2 3
15:3--2 , 10, 11 ,
1 2 , 13 , 14, 2 9 ,
10 0
15 : 3-5--15 , 16 ,
29, 32, 92, 112,
253, 348, 35 0 ,
351, 401
15:3-1--21 , 32
15:3-8-- 23, 2 8 ,
29
15 :4--3, 10, 70 ,
95, 106, 212,
222, 258, 344 ,
353
15 : 4 - 8- - 5 7
15: 5 --6 , 16, 20,
52, 185
15 : 5-1 - -2 0 , 21
15:5-8 - -3 , 2 6,
318
15:6- - 4, 5, 6 ,
19 , 20 , 23 , 46
15 :6-7 __6, 16 ,
19
15:7 --5 , 6, 20 ,
23 , 46
15 : 8- - 3 , 5 , 19 ,
24 , 71 , 73 , 9 1
15 :8-9--71
15:8-1 0- -35
15 :8-11 - -35
15 :9- - 24 , 73

15:11- -8 , 15,
25, 27
15 :12--9 , 12 ,
19, 2 0 , 21, 25,
27, 152
15: 12-14--3
15 :13--20
15 : 14 - - 9, 21 ,
39'
15 : 15- - 2 4 , 21 ,
2'
15 : 16- - 3
15:17--2, 9 , 397
15:20- - 3 , 19,
20 , 21 , 25, 51 ,
115, 15 2 , 155
15 :20-21 - - 25
15 : 22-- 14 4
15:22-28--26
15 : 23--14 7
15 : 29--112
15: 35- - 14 2
15 :35 - 44 - -111
15 : 35- 5 7--115,
141 pass.
15:36-41- - 126
15 : 36- 50- -125
15 : 38--12 7
15 : 40 - - 137
15 : 40- 41--128
15: 41- - 1 28
15 :42--1 26
15 :42-44--1 26 ,
12 9, 141
15 :42-50- - 1 29
15: 4 3-- 128, 129,
141
15: 44- -14 3, 32 5 ,

"8
15 : 46 - -137
15:47 - -129
15: 48 - - 129
15: 5 0- -13 3 , 137 ,
13 8 , 139, 319
15 : 5 0-55-- 14 2
15 :51--1 38, 14 0
15:51-57--125
15 :52--14 0, 1 41 ,
142
15 :53-- 140, 150
15:53- 5 4- -130
15 : 5 4 - - 14 9 , 150
15:54-57--144
16:3--112



<I,

16 :22--52

I I Corin thians
1 : 1--35
1 : 22- -152
2:17--35
3: 17-18--3 25
3 :1 8 - - 13 0
4 : 4- -80
4 : 6- - 80
4 : 7- - 11 9 , 148,
15 1
4 :7 - 5 : 10 - - 150 ,
151
4:10-- 151
4 : 10- 12- - 11 9
4:11 -- 15 1
4 : 14- -149 , 151
4 : 16- - 11 9 , 130 ,
151
4:17--15 1
5--13 4
5 :1 - -119 , 1 29 ,
148 , I SO, 15 1
5:1 -3 - -137
5:1-4- - 131
5:1-5--130
5 : 1-10--147- 155
pass.
5:2--129, 145 ,
149 , 151
5: 3-- 14 9 , 150
5 :4--130 , 14 4 ,
145, 149, 150,
151
5 : 5- - 144, 149 ,
151 , 152
5:6- -119, 151,
153
5 : 6-9-- 151
5 :8--9 0, 151 ,
153
5 :8-9--119
5: 9- - 154
5 : 10-- 151
5 :15- -1 0
5:1 8- -35
8-9 - -11 2
10 - 13-- 24
10 : 1- 2- - 24
10 : 10 - -11 7, 120
10: 12--24
10 : 18- - 24
11 : 1-1 2: 13- -35

11 :5- - 3, 7 1
12 :1 - -71
12 : 1- 4- - 152
12:1-5- -67
12 :1-7--69
12:2-4- -81
12 : 7 - - 11 7
12: 7-10--130
12 : 11- - 3, 24, 11
12:12--2 4, 35,
81
13: 4- -131

Galati an s
1 :1--29, 35 , 71 ,
87
1 :4 --2, 11
1: 6- 9- - 18
1 : 11- 12 - - 71
1 : 12 --18 , 79
1 : 13--73
1: 14 - - 73
1 : 15--70
1 :15- 16 - -71, 73
1:16--73 , 79 ,
139
1:17--73
1 : 17-21- - 73
1: 18--7
1 :18-19 --16 , 112
1: 19- - 3 , 34, 62 ,

"1 : 22-23- - 30
2 : 1- -3 4, 67, 112
2 :2--40
2: 2-10- -18
2 :9 --7 , 34 , 40 ,
64
2 : 11--7 , 18 , 112
2 : 12- -64
2 : 13 --18
2 : 14 - - 7, 18
2 :1 5- 16 - -35
2 :16--18
3:13--9
4 : 13 -14 --117 ,
130
5 : 1- -9
6 : 17- - 120

Epbe s iaDS
1 : 7 - -40
1 : 13 -14 - - 152
1:1 9 - -2 98

2 1--3
3 5- -79
3 7-8--35
4: 11 --35
5 :28-29 - -119
6 : 12- - 139

Philipp ians
1:20--11 9
1 : 23--90 , 130
1:21-26- - 152
1:21- -1 53
1 :21-2 6- - 152
1 :23-- 90, 130 ,
153
1 :24-25- -154
2 : 6-11 - -266
3:5 -6--73
3:6--73
3:7 --7 3 , 38 9
3:1 5- - 79
3:21-- 115, 120,
128, 130
3: 10-1 1--131
3 :20-21--1 47
4 :5- -147
3 :21- -155

Co1 o s siaos
1 :1 - -35
1 : 14 --3
1:18-- 115, 296
1 : 20 - -40
1 : 22 - - 11 9
1 : 2 3- 25 - - 35
1 : 2 4- - 131
1:25- -73
2:5-- 1 20
2 :11--119
2 :12--29, 87
2:17 - -11 7
3:4--147

I Th e ssalon i ans
1--38 , 41
1 : 9- - 2 8 , 30
1: 9 - 10 - - 2 9
1 :10--87
2 :4-6-- 35
2 : 14-15 - -4 1
2 : 17 - - 12 0
4- - 147
4 : 13- -27

4 :13- 17- -21, 28,
90
4 :13-18- -21
4 : 14 - ~15 4

4 : 15--27, 140
4 : 16 - - 2 7 , 14 1 ,
142
4 : 16- 17-- 146 ,
154
4 :1 7--140 , 147
5 :9-10 - -10

I I ~h. ssa1ooiaDs

1:7- 8 -- 146 , 14 7
1:10-- 147
2:1--147
2 :8--147
3 : 6-- 18

I TiJDothy
3 :16--3 , 266
6 : 14 - - 14 7

I I Timothy
2:8--3
4 :1--147

~it",s

2: 13-- 147
2 : 14 - -9
3 : 16 - -9

Hebr ews
1 : 3-- 29 6
1:5 -9--2 66
1 :10-12 - -141
6--38, 41
7:27 - -5
8 : 9-- 14 8
9 : 11--9
9:12--5, 40
10 : 10- - 5
10:19- -40
10:26- - 9, 11
10:37--147
11:1 7-19 - - 107 ,
109
13 : 20 - -298

J_es
2 : 21 - 23-- 109
3 : 15 --131
5:7- -1 47
5: 9 - -14 7

I Pe t e r
1:13--147
1 : 19 - -40
1:21- -29
2:2 1- -9
2: 21-25--3
2 :24--120
3 :1 8- - 9 , 10 , 11
3: 18 -20--3
4 :1-- 120

II Peter
1 : 1 3- - 14 8
1 : 13-14--149
1 : 16 --4 3
3 : 4- -1 47
3 :10--141, 14 7

I John
1 : 1--43, 334
1 : 3--43
2: 2 - - 9 , 11
2 : 28- - 14 7
3 : 2 - - 14 7
3 :1 6- -9
4 : 2 - 3- - 32 9

II John
7--329

Jude
19 - - 13 1

Re Ye l a t i OD
1 : 5 - - 4 0
1 : 13- 16- - 32 5
1 : 17 -1 8- - 325
1: 20- - 10 8 , 339
2:7 - -3 2 5
2 : 8-- 325
2: 11 - -3 25
2 : 17- -325
2 : 29 --325
4 :4--150
5:9--40
6 :1- -108
6 : 11 --150
6 : 14 - -14 1
7:9 - -15 0
7:1 3--150
7 : 14--1 50
8 :2--108
9: 13 - - 21 7
10 : 1--2 17

15:1--108
15 :7--108
20 : 11 -- 141
21: 1 - -14 1
21 : 14 --42



Ascension of
I salah
3 : 16- - 206
7 : 22--149
8 : 26--149
9-- 14 9

I Baruch
5 :2 - - 14 9

I I Baruch
21:23-- 142
30:2- 5--142,
153 , 398
42 : 8- - 14 2
49 : 2-3- - 125
50-51- -1 08, 126 ,14.
50 : 1-- 398
51 :1- 10- - 12 8
5 1 : 5- - 33 9
5 1 : 8 - 10- - 339

Ecclesiasticus
14:1 8- - 13 9
17: 31 - -139

I Enoch
5 :7 - -398
22:1 - 14--15 3,
398
22 : 13--88
51 :1--142, 398
61:5- -142, 398
62 : 15--149
90 : 33-- 398
91 : 9- 10 - - 398
91 :15-16 - -108
93- - 108
100 :4-5 - -398

II Enoch
22:8-1 0- - 149

I V Ezr a
7 : 26 -44 - -108 ,
142, 153 , 398

Apocrypha
and

Pseudepigriphll

Gospel of
Nlcodelllu s
16 : 6- - 352

Gospel of Peter
8 : 35-42- - 206
9--217

Gospel of the
Hebrews
-- 62 , 40 3

I Maccabees
7: 16- 17- -1 00

II Maccabees
3 : 1-39- -73
3 :26- - 2 17
3:33- - 217
5 : 14--108
7:9 - 42 - - 108, 398
11 : 18 - - 10 3, 109
12: 43-45- - 108 ,
398

IV Maccabe es
17 :2-6- - 316

Sirach
7 : 33- -167
38:16-- 167

Te s tameDt o f
Abrabam
- - 31 2 , 314

Test ament of Job
18--316
39- 40- - 352
40 : 9- - 316
40: 13 - 14-- 316

Te stament of t he
Twelve
pa tri a r c h s
(Be njamin)
10 :1 6- 18-- 10 8 ,
398

( J udah)
25 : 1- - 108 , 398
25 : 4- -108, 398
(Levi)
16 : 3- -2 09
(ZebuluD)
10 :2- - 108, 398

Tobit
1 : 17-19- - 167
2:3-7--1 67
5-- 31 2
12- - 312
12 : 12- 13 --1 67
12:19- - 264

"lsdo.
9 : 15-- 14 8


	William Lane Craig ASSESSING THE NEW TESTAMENT EVIDENCE FOR THE HISTORICITY OF THE RESURRECTION OF JESUS (eltropical)
	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	ABBREVIATIONS
	PREFACE
	PART I. THE EVIDENCE OF PAUL
	1. The Pre-Pauline Formula of I Cor. 15:3ff
	2. T he Witnesses of the Resurrection Appearances
	3. Indications of the Empty Tomb
	4. The Nature of the Resurrection Body

	PART II THE EVIDENCE OF THE GOSPELS
	5. The Burial Narrative
	6. The Empty Tomb Narrative
	7. The Appearance Narratives
	8. T hree Issues Raised by the Gospel Narratives

	PART III. ASSESSING THE EVIDENCE
	9. The Evidence for the Empty Tomb
	10. T he Evidence for the Resurrection Appearances
	11. The Origin of the Christian Way

	NAME AND SUBJECT INDEX
	SCRIPTURE INDEX



