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The Significance of Christ's Resurrection

The reality of the resurrection of Jesus is the touchstone of
Christianity. An internationally recognized scholar has stated in-
cisively that the resurrection of Jesus is “absolutely decisive for any
Christian proclamation and for the Christian faith itself,”* Another
world-class theologian has summarized it in a single sentence,
“Christianity stands or | falls with the reality of the rising of Jesus
from the dead by God. #2 Any informed reader of the NT will agree
with these two summary assessments regarding the significance of
the resurrection of Jesus for Christian faith. However, it may come
as a surprise, even a shock, to find that neither of these world-class
theologians accepts Jesus’ bodily resurrection! Later in this essay
we will discuss in some detail why these and other liberal
theologians reject a bodily resurrection of the Lord.

Foundation for Faith and Preaching. The apostle Paul
states unambiguously and with unabashed directness, “If Christ
has not been raised, then our preaching is vain, your faith also is
vain” (1 Cor 15:14, NASB). The term “vain” is not familiar to many
modern readers, The NKJV, therefore, reads, “If Christ is not risen,
then our preaching is empty and your faith is also empty.” The REB
(Revised English Bible) puts it in more colloquial language, “And if
Christ was not raised, then our gospel is null and void, and so too
is your faith.” The NIV uses the term “useless” as a substitute for
the term “vain.”

Why is the resurrection of Jesus Christ of such decisive sig-
nificance? Without the resurrection of Jesus our preaching, our
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gospel, and our faith is “vain,” is “empty,” “useless,” or “null and
void.” This key sentence in the apostle Paul’s resurrection chapter
(1 Cor 15) reaffirms the centrality of the resurrection of Jesus for
Christian faith and proclamation. Genuine Christian faith and
preaching has no foundation, no focus, no assurance, no guarantee,
and no certainty without the factuality of the physical resurrection
of the Lord Jesus Christ.

Foundation of the Believer’'s Salvation. Romans 10:9
affirms, “If you confess with your mouth Jesus as Lord, and believe
in your heart that God raised Him from the dead, you shall be
saved” (NASB). The confession of the lordship of Jesus and the
belief in the heart (mind) that the Father raised Him from the dead
go hand in hand. Thus, Jesus’ lordship and His resurrection from
the dead are two essentials foundational to the believer’s salvation.
Christian faith without the resurrection reality can, therefore, be
neither genuinely Christian nor will it be saving faith.

Foundation of Christianity’s Uniqueness. The unique-
ness of Christianity over against all other world religions is
manifested in the resurrection of Jesus, aside from other
miraculous events. One prominent evangelical author writes, “The
incarnation, crucifixion and resurrection of Jesus Christ are the
events which distinguish Christianity from Mohammedanism and
Judaism,”® and, we may add, from any other world religion.

Another widely read contemporary evangelical theologian
sums up major connections and guarantees provided in Jesus’
resurrection in the following quotation:

Christianity is like no other faith on earth, . . . Whether you
compare Christianity with Judaism or Islam, its hostile half-brothers,
or with Hinduism and its atheistic child Buddhism, or with Tacism
or state Shintoism or any type of polytheism, or with any other
religion that humanity has developed, the basic contrast is invariably
the same. . . for they all ring changes on the theme of self-salvation.
When Christians are asked to make good their claim that [Chris-
tianity is different] . ., they point to Jesus’ Resurrection. The Easter
[that is, resurrection] event . . . demonstrated Jesus' deity; validated
his teaching; attested the completion of his work of atenement for
sin; confirms his present cosmic dominion and his coming reap-
pearance as Judge; . . . and guarantees each believer’s own reembodi-
ment by Resurrection in the world to come.*
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Christianity without the resurrection of Jesus is unthinkable.
However, a major debate has waged for decades in the liberal
tradition of modern theology about the reality and meaning of the
resurrection of Jesus.” In the last few years the debate about the
bodily resurrection of Jesus has entered the evangelical world as is
indicated by a recent volume, The Battle for the Resurrection (1989),
written by Norman L. Geisler.

Reality of the Resurrection Questioned. The literature
on the subject of the resurrection of Jesus is vast. The computerized
list of the ATLA Religion Index provides more than 660 entries.”
More than fifty major books have been published in the last four to
five decades.® This vast amount of material, with its array of
divergent opinions, reveals that the subject remains a current
COTICETT.

The passion and intensity with which the resurrection of Jesus
is debated is revealed in several titles. Eduard Schweizer, professor
at the University of Zurich, entitles his essay, “Resurrection - Fact
or Fiction?”? Another scholar uses the title, “How Historical is the
Resurrection?,” 1 indicating that the historicity, facticity and ae-
tual event-happening of the resurrection is a major issue. One essa
has the heading, “The Resurrection of Christ: Myth or History?”
These titles briefly indicate that the resurrection of Jesus has
become a major problem in modernity with its secular, rationalistic
mindset,

A key issue in the ongoing debate is whether Jesus actually
rose in bodily form, in a truly physical manner. Did Jesus really
come out of the tomb with a resurrection body? Was there an empty
tomb to begin with? What about the claim that Jesus was raised
only in the minds of the disciples? That is, was His resurrection a
psychological resurrection of some sort based on hallucinations or
other visionary experiences?

Was the resurrection an event in the faith of the disciples but
not an event in actual history? Was it a faith resurrection which
“took place” in the belief system or the kerygma (preaching) of the
immediate followers of Jesus? Was it an experience in the mind and
thinking of those who claimed to have seen Him? Is the “seeing”
with the intellectual eye of the mental processes of the brain but
not with the physical eye that perceives a material reality? These
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guestions, aside from others, indicate the direction in which the
discussion at large is developing today.

Informed Christians cannot avoid becoming knowledgeable on
major views in existence today regarding the resurrection of Jesus.
They may insist that their denominational statements of faith are
sufficiently precise on this matter so as to avoid confusion or to give
in to accommodations of liberal, non-biblical views on this matter.

Resurrection Reality Clashes with Modernistic World
Views. Major thinkers in Christianity at large no longer accept the
resurrection of Jesus as having happened in the way the NT
describes it. These persons engage in massive reinterpretations of
NT data in order to bring it into harmony with certain presupposed
modernistic “seientific” world views.

The axiom of such a world view in liberal theology is summed
up by the liberal theologian Jirgen Moltmann: “Faith does not
depend on the Bible’s world view but rather liberates reason to its
own reasonableness. That includes the application of the histori-
cal[-critical] seiences to the Bible and to church dﬂgma % In this
precisely worded claim an authoritative, modernistie, “scientific”
world view superimposes itself on Christian faith and the Bible.
Accordingly, the Bible must be reinterpreted to fit into this presup-
posed “scientific” world view. Unfortunately, exegesis (that is, a
reading out of the text) becomes in this approach eisegesis (that is,
a reading into the text) of something which the biblical text does
not hold on its own terms.

Resurrection Reality Bound up with the Reality of the
Second Coming. The Advent movement with its universal mis-
sion of proclaiming the “eternal gospel” (Rev 14:6-12) has as its
focus a real and near return of Jesus Christ in the clouds of heaven.
This end time message, of course, does not fit into the modernistic
“secientific” world view either. But it is based on the Bible's own
divinely revealed world view,

The Three Angels’ Message would be shaken to its very foun-
dations, if the modernistic “scientific” world view were superim-
posed on Scripture. It would have to be reinterpreted in a massive
way, and in its very essence, if a physieal, bodily resurreetion of
Jesus has never taken place. How could Jesus Christ return in
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reality and in fact on the clouds of heaven as a real Being and take
His own home, if He has not been raised bodily from the dead?

In the face of these challenges to the essence of biblical faith,
it is a mandate to return to Holy Seripture. Its words on this vital
subject must have renewed impact on what believers will accept as
their faith today, in the time of the end. Their faith must be a
genuine biblical faith, a faith based on Scripture and grounded
firmly in the Word of God.

In this essay we will first survey several modern views on the
resurrection of Jesus. Following the survey, we will investigate the
major NT records which shape and affirm the Christian faith in the
resurrection of Jesus. In conclusion we will highlight briefly the
importance of the resurrection of Jesus Christ for the church and
the believer.

Major Modern Views

Twentieth century scholars—for reasons based in essence on
a non-negotiable, modernistic “scientific” world view—have taken
contradictory positions on the facticity and historicity of the resur-
rection of Jesus. It is important to provide a sampling of repre-
sentative views without being exhaustive. Our discussion will
inelude: (1) Undergirding assumptions based on conceptions of
reality and world views; (2) Presuppositions which are part of the
historical method employed; (3) Subtlety of argumentation and
language used in new proposals; (4) Changes implied for the Chris-
tian faith; and (5) The acculturation of the gospel message to
various modern forms of thinking.

“Swoon Theory”: Jesus Taken from the Cross Alwe
The volume by the British scholar J. Duncan M. Derrett,* sze
Anastasis. The Resurrection of Jesus as an Historical Event,'
published in 1982, gives renewed support to the old hypothesis that
Jesus did not reall}r die on the cross but merely “swooned.” Jesus
was, according to the “swoon theory,” overcome by physical exhaus-
tion and fainted on the cross, giving the appearance of being dead.
He was mistakenly taken down as dead, but in the coolness of the
tomb He revived and lived another forty days before He expired.

Derrett argues that the Greek terms anastasisfanasthenai,
“resurrection/raised,” mean the “revival of a person” but do not
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refer to the resurrection of a dead person. In order to avoid the
copnterl%rgument based on the term egerthenai, “to rise up, to be
raised,” ™ he argues that this term expresses a manipulative action
of the disciples to raise Jesus up from his fainted condition, but does
not reflect the fact of a physical resurrection.

Hugh J. Schonfield also defends in his book, The Passover
Plot,Y” the “swoon theory.” Jesus plotted with Joseph of Arimathea
to arrange for his death and the “resurrection.” When Jesus cried
out “I thirst,” it was a signal for a servant of Joseph of Arimathea
to administer to Him a powerful drug on a sponge, which caused a
death-like state; but Jesus was not dead. He was laid in a tomb
where He came to himself. Thus, Jesus plotted His “resurrection”
by being revived in the tomb from the drug and rejoined His
disciples subsequently.

It can hardly be expected that Schonfield would find many
followers with this “highly imaginative piece of fiction which runs
entirely contrary to the witness of the gGSPE]E,”lS not to speak of
the witness of the apostle Paul,

Derrett and Schonfield, each in their own way, revive the old

“awoon theun,r pmpnuuded extensively by rationalists on the
Continent.'? In 1828 the German rationalist H. E. G. Paulus®
claimed that Jesus was taken down from the cross in an apparently
dead state, but still alive, living for another forty days before He
died. Jesus was revived by the coolness in the tomb and the aromatic
spices and could leave the tomb because the earthquake had moved
the rolling stone. 2!

The Greek terms?? employed in the NT to describe the resur-
rection cannot be bent in meaning so as to give credence to the
“swoon theory.” The Greek terms for “resurrection” means just
that and do not mean the revivication, resuscitation, “revival of a
person,” or the like.

The “swoon theory” is old, as we have seen, but it still com-
mands some following today. Mthﬂugh no lﬂngcr wldelg.r supported
in the second half of thetwentieth century, it is still alive.

“Myth” Theory: Resurrection by Proclamation. Rudolf
Bultmann (1884-19?6}%“0112 of the twentieth century’s most in-
fluential theologians,”™ who has dominated N'T' scholarship in
much of this century, and who is known for his demythologization
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pmgmmﬁ has been a strong opponent to the factual, historical and
bodily resurrection of Jesus.

Bultmann recognizes that “the resurrection of J%gus is often
used in the New Testament as a miraculous proof.”*" Does this
mean that the miraculous resurrection is a proof for Bultmann? No,
it does not. Bultmann's modernistic “scientific” world view in-
cludes the presupposition of a “closed continuum” of natural causes
and effects in history. It is a given that the “cause-effect” continuum
on which modern historiography is based cannot be broken by a
miracle.?® Bultmann’s acceptance of this presupposition makes it
impossible for him (and all other modern scholars who think
likewise) to accept a physieal resurrection of Jesus, despite his
recognition that this is what the NT claims on its own termas.

Bultmann concedes regarding Acts 17:31, which states that
God “having furnished proof to all men by raising Him from the
dead” (NASB), that “here [in Acts 17:31] we are actually told that
God substantlated the claims of Christ by raising him from the
dead.”®” Can Bultmann accept this divine substantiation, or
“proof,” as valid and authoritative for believers in the twentieth
century? Bultmann answers in the negative.

In fact, he chides the apostle Paul for calling on eye-witnesses
as evidence for the resurrection of Jesus (1 Cor 15). Bultmann terms
this eye-witness proof a “fatal argument” 5 on the part of the
apostle. It is “fatal” in Bultmann’s view because faith (as defined
by him) is an existential decision which cannot have any support in
historical fact. Bultmann’s existentialist interpretation of faith is
the issue here, not what the NT claima.

The apostle Paul shows it to be otherwise. He calls on eye-wit-
nesses to show that the resurrection of Jesus was an event in fime
and place, quite different from faith in Jesus as Bultmann under-
stands it. For Paul, and the early church from whom his information
derives (1 Cor 15:3-8), the resurrection faith is based on Jesus’
actual resurrection which a long series of eye-witnesses have at-
tested. Most are still alive and could be questioned regarding this
reality.

At the end of Bultmann’s argument—and after he has spoken
of “the legend of the empty tomb”—he concludes, “An historical fact
which involves a resurrection from the dead is utterly inconceiv-
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able!”® It is inconceivable on the part of Bultmann because he
follows the presupposition of modern historiography. Accordingly,
what happens in history is determined by an alleged “closed con-
tinuum” of causes and effects on the horizontal plane. Such a
presupposition does not allow for God to intervene and to shape the
historical process itself,

Many other modern scholars have joined Bultmann in the
claim: “The resurrection itself is not an event of past histar}'.”ao
They have done so despite the fact that the NT presents Jesus’
resurrection as an event of past history.

As just noted, Bultmann is not convinced by the 500 eye-wit-
nesses to which Paul appeals. He speaks of “the impossibility of
establishing the objective historicity of the resurrection no matter
how many witnesses are cited, . ..”* For Bultmann the resurrection
can never be historically verified or established through “objective
historicity.” “Objective historicity” is a concern of the historical-
critical method to which he subseribes, a method which does not
allow a divine cause to function in history.

In this sense Bultmann maintains an essential opposition
between history as he defines it and historical reality as the NT
defines it. He asserts, contrary to the N'T, that “the real difficulty
is that the resurrection is itself an article of faith, . . 732 1t is an
article of faith only for the existentialist interpretation to which
Bultmann subseribes.

Since the “resurrection is an article of faith” for Bultmann,
can there be any historical reality in support of such an “article of
faith”? Bultmann is consistent in his claim: Jesus’ “resurrection is
not an event of past history. All that the historical criticiam [i.e.
historical-critical method] can establish is the fact that the first
disciples came to believe in the resurrection.”>®

It is undeniable historically (as the NT gives witness to it) that
the disciples believed in the resurrection of Jesus. But since
Bultmann holds that Jesus’ “resurrection is not an event of past
history,” what is the nature of the resurrection of Jesus for
Bultmann? Bultmann’s incisive answer is: “Jesus has risen in the
kerygma.”** In addition, “. .. Jesus Christ is present in the keryg-
ma.”*® These statements mean that Jesus Christ is raised at the
moment when the message of Jesus is preached and is present in
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the preaching itself. Therefore, the reality of the resurrection is not
based in a historical event; it is not an event of verifiable history.
Of course, since it happens in the kerygma (proclamation), it is not
a bodily resurrection. The bodily resurrection of Jesus in the NT
becomes, in Bultmann’s reinterpretation, a kerygmatic resurrec-
tion which takes place in the preaching of the church.

It is, therefore, no surprise that Bultmann speaks of “the
legend of the empty ‘l:u::rrl]l:l,”:atEr and of “all the Easter legends,
whatever elements of historical fact they may contain.”’ Whatever
“elements of historical fact” that may be at the core of these
so-called legends,?® will never grant an iota of credibility to the
bodily resurrection of Jesus.

For Bultmann there can be no factual, historical, physical
resurrection of Jesus because of his definition of history and what
the historical-critical method can deliver. A physical resurrection is
ruled out @ priori on methodological grounds. In a debate with the
Continental existentialist philosopher Karl Jaspers, Bultmann
wrote that like him he was convinced “that a corpse cannot become
alive again and climb out of the ,f._,'rrfa't‘-'e.”:EIQ

Since the NT witness is so overwhelming regarding Jesus’
physical resurrection as a historical reality, Bultmann asserts that
we have to engage in a reinterpretation of the NT, a demythologiza-
tion, to demonstrate that Jesus “has risen in the kerygma.”

Bultmann’s claim of the resurrection of Jesus “in the keryg-
ma"” feeds into and is in harmony with his existentialist interpreta-
tion of the gospel. Jesus is not only raised in the kerygma, the
apostolic proclamation of the past, but the “Christ of the kerzyg
ma"*! “authoritatively addresses the hearer—every hearer”*Z in
the church’s present proclamation. Jesus is still being raised as the
“Christ of the kerygma” in the preaching of today.

By now there is ample evidence from Bultmann’s pen that
Jesus’ “resurrection in the kerygma” is not identical with a physical
resurrection as an historical event of the past. Thus, Bultmann can
maintain his view that the resurrection of Jesus as "an event of past
history” is “inconeeivable,” while at the same time he can speak of
the resurrection of Jesus in another sense, meaning something
radically different. S

We will linger just a little longer with Bultmann, because he
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has defined the issue so decisively and linked it so explicitly to the
dominant historical-critical method which modernistic scholarship
employs as the standard method of research.

A few years ago Bultmann gave an interview to a major
German news magazine, Der Spiegef,d which reported on a rally
of 22,000 German believers in the Westphalia Hall in Dortmund,
Germany, on March 6, 1966, These confessing Christians of Ger-
many gathered under the banner, “The Lord is risen—the Lord is
risen, indeed.” In response to this rally Bultmann reaffirmed in his
interview that the NT “reports of a bodily resurrection of Jesus are
legends, . . .»** He also maintained “that Jesus is risen in the same
manner as Goethe [considered the most famous of German poets],
if one views the person and work as a phenomenon of cultural
history. For the person and works of great men remain effective in
cultural history, and that goes for Jesus too.”*°

In this sense the resurrection of Jesus is not an hallucination
on the part of the disciples, a view which Bultmann does not
support. Rather, it is “a phenomenon of cultural history,” an event
in the memory of human beings as they are told about Jesus,
Goethe, Stalin, or any other major historical figure. The resurrec-
tion of Jesus is but an event in memory not in history.

Bultmann, as noted before, refuses to understand the resur-
rection of Jesus to be a matter ofhistorical research. He holds firmly
to the “principle of analogy” as espoused by the historical-critical
method.*® This principle holds that there is “a fundamental
homogeneity of all historical events” (E. Troeltsch), that is, the past
is known only by means of the experience of the present. The
present is the only key to provide knowledge about the past,

Thus, for Bultmann there can be no physical resurrection of
Jesus in the past, because physical resurrections are not part of the
human experience at present. Since the dead do not come forth from
their graves today, there could not have been a resurrection of Jesus
from the dead in the past. This view is grounded in and based on
the so-called “principle of analogy” of modern historical criticism.

In short, Bultmann’s denial of a physical resurrection of Jesus
is grounded in his modern “scientific” world view. The latter con-

tains: (1) The presupposition of a “closed continuum” of natural
causes and effects which are said to determine the flow of history,
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and (2) The principle of analogy which understands the past on the
basis of phenomena happening in the present. Since no dead come
out of their graves today, Jesus could not have come out of His grave
in the past. These methodological constraints provide the basis for
the denial of the physical resurrection of Jesus. i

Reactions to Bultmann have been voluminous,”" Bultmann
separated faith from history. Past reali A based on happenin_g ar{d
contemporary faith are dichotomous.”™ Contemporary faith is
based on the contemporary world view, so Bultmann claims, and
this world view does not allow anyone to be raised from the dead.
Can we follow such a modern dichotomous separation of the Past
and the present, of faith and history? Do we want to engage in a
reductionism of the biblical message, a shortening of the biblical
truth? Are we willing to concede that faith is a concoction of the
mind without any basis in historical reality? If we were to concede
this, then faith would be based on a myth as Bultmann holds.

The world view of the believer must be holistic and comprehen-
sive. It needs the divine revelation of Scripture. It cannot disallow
or deny singularities, that is, one-time and unique events of histm::,r,
simply because they do not seem to be repetitive and known in
today’s experience. If the resurrection is but a reality of proclama-
tion (kerygma) and thus a reality created in the minds of the
listeners, then the resurrection is but a mental reality no different
from any other such mental act. /

The NT, however, speaks of another type of reality which
involve eye-witnesses and not simply mind-witnesses as is the case
in Bultmann. Over against Bultmann we have to maintain the
unity of truth and historical reality. This means that the truth is
based on a reality of events which happened in time and space, a
reality in history which was factual and genuine.

It has been said, “Faith did not create the appearances; the
nppearances created faith.”®® We need to add that the kerygma did
not create Jesus’ appearances nor his resurrection; the kerygma,
the preaching, proclaimed what had happened in the physical
resurrection and in real history. The resurrection of Jesus precedes
the proelamation (kerygma) about it.

“Non-Factual Vision” Theories. The views of several
modern theologians and exegetes who have in common the general
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idea that the resurrection of Jesus is the result of non-factual
visions or hallucinations fit under this heading. The term hal-
lucination is less often used in recent literature because of certain
criticisms leveled against it earlier. Therefore, the language of
“non-factual vision” is preferred today.

1. B. H. Streeter. The Oxford NT scholar B. H. Strecter is
known most widely for the formulation of the so-called “four-source
theory” of the Synoptic Gnspels.51 Streeter held at the beginning
of this century that the empty tomb and the appearances of Jesus
Christ were a “sign” which satisfied the apostles, but can “be not a
convincing sign to us. 22

In Streeter’s view the appearances of Jesus after His resurrec-
tion were “[visions] directly caused by the Lord Himself veritably
alive and in communion with them [the disciples].”®® With this
interpretation the miraculous nature of the bodily resurrection is
avoided, making it but a visionary experience, indeed, a “sign."’54
The historicity of the resurrection as a factual event in history is
circumvented in this interpretation as well,

2. Giinther Bornkamm. Gunther Bornkamm, a student of
Bultmann who belongs to the so-called post-Bultmannians, agrees
with Bultmann that the resurrection of Jesus is “removed from
historieal scholarship. History cannot ascertain and establish con-
clusively the facts about them [Jesus’ resurrection from the dead,
his ]ifgﬁand his eternal reign] as it can with other events of the
past.”

Bornkamm also speaks of the “Easter stories” as “Iegend”ﬁﬁ
and containing “legendary additions.”®” He does not accept a bodily
resurrection of Jesus, nor does he know what really happened on
resurrection Sunday. Bornkamm holds that “we have to understand
the Easter stories too as evidence of the faith, and not as records
and chronicles, and that it is the message of Easter we must seek
in the Easter stories.””® He maintains that the “appearances of the
risen Christ and the word of his witnesses have in the first place
given rise to this faith,”®?

In Bornkamm’s view the appearances of the risen Christ are
not historically verifiable events. While he refrains from designat-
ing the appearances of Jesus as outright hallucinations, they are
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on the level of non-factual visions in the minds of those who
proclaimed Jesus to have been raised from the dead.

3. Willi Marxsen, Willi Marxsen, who was Bultmann’s succes-
sor on the professorial chair at Marburg University and also a
so-called post-Bultmannian, remains highly skeptical about the NT
resurrection repurts.ﬁo He asserts that no one who belonged to the
early Church ever claimed to have seen or experienced “Jesus’
resurrection as an event, a fact, a happening.”

He holds that since our time and place is different from that
of the NT, we are as little able to appeal to the NT texts as we are
able to appeal to Genesis 1-2 when we wish to know what realg
happened. Natural science has to inform us on these matters.
Marxsen reveals in these ideas a methodological presupposition
which is grounded in a modern “scientific” world view. The latter
is the norm for understanding the past. The scientific history
created by historical eriticism, that i3, the historical-eritical
method, to which he subscribes and the presuppositions which
determine its understanding of history rule out a physical resurrec-
tion of Jesus.

Marxsen himself raises the question whether the idea of a
vision of Jesus is “indeed the whole truth of what really hap-
pened?”%® For Marxsen the resurrection of Jesus is the result of “an
outcome of reflection.”® The question relates to the cause of the
“reflection”? Is it a fact in time and space, because history speaks
about time and space? Is it the result of a “vision,” an event in the
mind of people and not in time and space? Marxsen provides the
answer to this crucial issue. He says, “The formulae [of the resur-
rection] show that both the setting up of the community as well as
the reasons given for functioning within it were traced back to a
vision of Jesus after the crucifixion. Now this means that what
supplies the real basis of the community and the function within it
is the fact, not of the resurrection itself, but of Jesus’ appearances;
this fact alone is brought into prominence.”®® The “fact” are the
“appearances” which are the “vision of Jesus after the crucifixion.”

For the purpose of our discussion it will suffice to note that
Marxsen shares with other historical-critical theologians the view
that the resurrection of Jesus is not based on historieal fact, but on
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“a vision of Jesus after the crucifixion,” a “vision” of appearances
in the minds of the disciplea.as

In short, Jesus was raised in the minds of the disciples, in their
subjective “vision.” Subsequently they reflected about it and thus
produced what the NT contains regarding the resurreetion of Jesus.
The resurrection was not a physical reality which was experienced
by Jesus who had actually died on the cross. In harmun}' with
Bultmann, Marxsen says that the phrase #Jesus is risen’ mmply
means: today the crucified Jesus is calling us to believe.” 7 The
phrase is but a metaphor for believing in Jesus.

The German Lutheran scholar Ulrich Wilckens, himself a
scholar of the liberal tradition, noted that neither Marxsen’s nor
Bultmann’s views on the resurrection can pretend to represent
biblical Chris1;ie:unlit_3,r.63 This assessment is correct, because their
reductionistic interpretation omits key elements in the NT. They
represent what the best of historical-critical scholarship can pro-
vide,

4. Jirgen Moltmann. In 1964 the University of Tibingen
systematic theuloglan Jirgen Moltmann wrote an epochal book,
Theology of Hope.™ His programmatic volume was translated into
many languages, because it was taken as a milestone in the es-
chatological orientation of modern theology of the liberal tradi-
tion."* It became influential in the development of what has become
known as liberation theology in its various forms.

Moltmann’s tome, Theology of Hope, is seen “as much a book
about the resurrection of Jesus as it is a book about eschatology,
since for Moltmann, the resurrection is only properly understood
in eschatological perspective, . . 71 e guoted in our introduction
above his famous sentence, “Chrmtmmty stands or falls with the
rising of Jesus from the dead by God. "72 What does Moltmann mean
when he speaks about the resurrection of Jesus?

It is a fact of Moltmann's thinking that there was no factual
or physical resurrection of J esus.’® He writes, “The resurrection of
Jesus from the dead by God does not speak the ‘language of facts,’
but only the language of faith and hope, that is, the ‘language of
promise’." " Although Moltmann is in conversation with and op-
position to the so-called “present” eschatology of Bultmann, in the
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matter of Jesus’ resurrection he follows Bultmann’s “existential
interpretation.”

Moltmann remains also indebted to the traditional principle
of analogy of the so-called “scientific” historical-critical method.
Since the resurrection of Jesus is without analogy in present
human experience, it cannot be perceived to be a historical event of
the past and cannot be historically verified by the “language of
facts,” argues Moltmann.

In Moltmann’s view the resurrection is an “eschatological
event” of the future. It is a “promise.” “Resurrectio is no restora-
tion,” says Moltmann, “but rather a promissio, It has no anamnesis,
but rather anticipation.”

Moltmann is a therough-going historical skeptic. He insists
that not even the NT narratives of the resurrection of Jesus know
what happened. He maintains, “What ‘resurrection of the dead’
really is, and what ‘actually happened’ in the raising of Jesus, is
thus a thing which not even the New Testament Easter [resurrec-
tion] narratives profess to know.”

What does the phrase “risen from the dead,” which is repeated
o often in the NT, actually mean for Moltmann? He provides an
elaborate and complex answer: “The actual process of the raising
of Jesus is covered by a term for which there is no basis in experience
hitherto and elsewhere. That is to say, it is described as something
for which there are no analogies in the history we know, but only
apocalyptic promises and hopes that where death is -::onccrned God
will give proof of his divinity in the last [that is, the future]. 78 Phis
explanation calls again upon the principle nf analogy which is
foundational for secular “scientific” historiography in the liberal
tradition of scholarship.

He also notes that the term “resurrection” has no equivalent
in present experience. This means that there are no physical resur-
rections as part of the human experience of the present. The
implication with the principle of analogy is that since we do not
experience physical resurrections in the present it did not happen
in the past.

Finally, he reinterprets the resurrection event of the past,
which the NT explicitly affirms to be physical in nature, as but a
divine promise of the future. We must ask, How can an alleged
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promise for the future have any meaning, if there is no factual and
real substance to it in the reality of the past? The real future
resurrection has meaning only if there was a real resurrection in
the historical past. Without such an historical event in the past, the
promise of it for the future is empty. It is pie in the sky. What did
the disciples experience in the appearances of the resurrected
Jesus? Moltmann elaborates that “. . . the eye-witnesses perceived
the earthly, crucified Jesus of the past in the glory of God’s coming
and drew conclusions from that in their experience of call and
mission.”” This “perception” explanation is mest curious.

Moltmann holds that what the disciples “perceived” in the
appearances of Jesus was actually “the glory of God’s coming,” that
is, His future coming. Thus, the perception was a visionary “sight
and a foretaste in the countenance of the erucified Christ of the God
who was to come, a matter of heinog seized by the coming change in
the world through God’s glrc:rr;,r.“'1E The “sight” of the appearances
of Jesus was but that, namely, some sort of a mental vision. The
resurrection appearances have thus been interpreted by Moltmann
as mental faith visions of a “pre-reflective fmicir:.il;ualtin:r1r1”‘IEFl of God’s
future in the Christ event.

It is fully evident by now that Moltmann does not support a
historical, physical resurrection of Jesus in the sense of a past
factual event in space and time.®2 For him the resurrection of Jesus
was not “a real event in space and time”"" in the sense that Jesus
was raised bodily from the dead. It consisted of events in the minds,
the “sight,” of the disciples who experienced a mental “foretaste”
of what is to come from God in the future. “Hence,” as far as
Moltmann is concerned, “in the strictest terms Jesus cannot ever
be said to have been resurrected,” concludes R. E. Otto correctly.

Does this mean for Moltmann that there can be no real second
coming of Jesus since the resurrection was but a “sight” experience
in the minds of the disciples? What the diseiples experienced in their
“sight” regarding the appearances is but a foretaste of what the
believers are to experience in their “sight” as the Second Coming.
The denial of a physical resurrection is by Moltmann inseparably
linked to a denial of a physical return of Jesus Christ in the clouds
of heaven.

“Objective Vision” Theory: Historical Resurrection
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Without Bodily Resurrection. The world renowned neo-Kantian
systematic theologian Wolfhart Pannenberg of the University of
Munich has become famous for defending the resurrection of Jesus
as a historical event.?® This defense has caused much excitement
because it is believed that historical-critical scholarship can now
affirm the historical happening of the resurrection of Jesus.

Pannenberg claims that “there are good and even superior
reasons for claiming that the Resurrection of Jesus was a historical
event, and consequently the risen Lord himselfis a living 1"153:.-1111:3,?.”'Bﬁ
To a mainline Bible-believing Christian this is a most astonishing
statement from a liberal theologian,

Does Pannenberg mean that Jesus Christ was bodily raised
from the dead, and that He is now a genuine living Being in the
heavenly world? It seems as if this is what Pannenberg argues for
in the languages which he uses, But Pannenberg must be listened
to with eare for what he claims and for what he does not claim.

What does Pannenberg mean when he speaks of the “historical
event” of the resurrection of Jesus? And what does he mean when
he says that the risen Lord Jesus is a “living reality”? Bultmann
could also speak of Jesus as a “reality” in Jesus’ post-resurrection
state. But for Bultmann it was a “reality” caused by the kerygma,
the preaching in the past and in the present, and not by a physieal
resurrection.

A “historical event” occurs in time and space, argues Pannen-
berg. That is to say, a “historical event” happens with reference to
a “specific” time and a “specific” place on earth. The death of Jesus
took place on the cross, and it happened at a specific time which can
be dated in history and at a specific place which can be geographi-
cally located. Thus, the death of Jesus is an event in time and place,
In this sense the time-place nature of the event of the resurrection,
Pannenberg says, leads to the claim “that an event [which] hap-
pened at a E‘grticu]ar time and place implies logically a claim to
historicity.””" Thus, Pannenberg can speak of the “historicity of
Jesus’ Resurrection.”™" By this he means that Jesus was “raised”
at a particular time and a particular place.

But when Pannenberg speaks of the “historicity of Jesus’
Resurrection,” does this resurrection at a particular time and space
mean that He was physically raised from the dead in a bodily
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resurrection? This question touches the very core of the issue on
the nature of the resurrection of Jesus in Pannenberg and modern
neo-liberal theology.

Pannenberg bases his conclusions on the appearances of the
raised Jesus and argues on that basis as follows: “If Jesus (after he
was dead) now lives, then he was—before he was seen for the first
time as the living One—either resuscitated or, conversely (when the
manner of the contemporary life excludes resuscitation and his
death was undoubtedly certain), he has been transformed to
another ‘life’.”

First, it needs to be noted that Pannenberg avoids speaking
affirmatively of the physical resurrection in this pivotal statement,
or elsewhere in his writings. Instead, he speaks elusively of Jesus
being “transformed to another ‘life’.” He actually puts the term
“life" in quotation marks so as to indicate that this other “life” is
of a different order and nature than the life Jesus experienced
before his death.

Second, Pannenberg allows for the theory of resuscitation,
although he does not commit himself to it. Pannenberg prefers to
speak of Jesus as “transformed to another ‘life’.” “Because the life
of the resurrected Lord involves the reality of the new creation, the
resurrected Lord is in fact not perceptible as an object among others
in this world; therefore, he could only be experienced and desig-
nated by an extraordinary mode of experience, the vision, and only
in metaphoriecal l:anf]g,'u:34,c;'e."9[:I In this pivotal statement Pannenberg
speaks of Jesus, after his resurrection, as not being “perceptible as
an object.” An object can be touched and is material. But for
Pannenberg, Jesus is not raised as an “object” in this sense. There-
fore, Jesus can only be “experienced and designated by an extraor-
dinary mode of experience,” namely “the vision.”

Could Jesus be seen by anyone after his resurrection? Was “the
vision” a normal vision in the sense of a sight or seeing open to any
human being? The resurrection appearances, in Pannenberg’s view,
were not events “visible to everyone.” He states, "With regard to
the character and mode of the Easter appearances, the first thing
to be considered is that it may have involved an extraordinary
vision, not even an event that was visible to everyone.”

How can this be the case, if there were hundreds of people who
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saw Jesus after his resurrection? Pannenberg does not accept the
reports of Jesus' resurrection at face value, The gospel reports
regarding the appearances of Jesus “have such a strong legendary
character that one can scarcely find a historical kernel of their own
in them.”

What kind of body did Paul see and was in contact with on the
road to Damascus? Pannenberg answers, “Paul must have seen a
spiritual body, a soma pneumatikon, on the road to Damascus, not
a person with an earthly body.”% The resurrection body of Jesus is
not a physical body, an “earthly body,” but a “spiritual body.”

The “spiritual body” is so radically different from the previous
body that “the transformation of the perishable into the spiritual
body will be so radical that nothing will remain unchanged. There
is no substgiltial or structural continuity from the old to the new
existence."”" Thus, both in substance and structure the “spiritual
body” is without continuity with the old body. The “spiritual body”
ia not a structural body.

What kind of continuity will exist between the non-material,
non-substantial and non-structural body of the resurrected Jesus
and his previous body? Pannenberg is as elusive here as we will find
him anywhere in the exposition of his views. He asserts, “Some-
thing different will be produced in its place, but there is a historical
continuity in the sense of a cuntmuﬂus transition in the consum-
mation of the transformation itself.”” Eﬂdentl}r, the only con-
tinuity between the pre-resurrection body of Jesus and the
post-resurrection body of Jesus is an “historical continuity ... of a
continuous transition,” but not bodily continuity, even if the
material nature of the body is different.

Pannenberg does not accept the NT record that Jesus predicted
his own resurrection.’® He is also uneasy about everything the NT
says concerning the empty tomb. While he does not wish to follow
those who have an “excessive skepticism” of the empty tomb tradi-
Linn,gT he does not accept the accounts himself in the completeness
with which they are presented in the gospels. Pannenberg notes
that he only accepts the empty tomb tradition “as historical in its
core.”

The historical “core” of the empty tomb tradition is restricted
to the idea that Jesus was raised from the dead to “another ‘life’.”
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But what is this “life” to which He was raised? He states, “That the
Easter appearances were, as experiences, events in space and time
need not include that the appearing Reality—presupposing it was
not a question of mere hallucination—on its side was in space and
in time. Hence, the resurrection of Jesus as an event [itself] is
fixable temporally and spatially—but the continuous sequential
relationship in which events are usually arranged, temporally as
well as spatially, at this point [in the appearances] evades our view.
Plainly said: The wider course of the event, insofar as it concerns
Jesus himself, remains unknown.” Thus Pannenberg says “the
appearing Realily” was not one in “space and time.” Thus, Jesus
who died was transformed to “another life.” 1% That other “life” is
a life with an immaterial, “spiritual body,” without substance and

corporeality.
Pannenberg develops this further. He does “not cﬂnmder the
Gospels in every respect as historically reliable sources, 1 He

believes that “apologetic pressure” led to the dew.relapment of
“legendary elements in those [gospel] narratives, especially in their
final form, representing comparative late stages of their tradi-
tion.”

Pannenberg takes as his starting-point the report of Acts
9:3ff., 22:6ff., and 26:12ff., with the light and voice coming to Paul
from heaven as the clue to the “life” of the resurrected Jesus.
From there he goes to 1 Corinthians 15:42ff. where Paul speaks of
the “‘spiritual body’ of the new life of the Resurrectmn in contrast
with the present condition of bodily existence.”** The “spiritual
body” is for Pannenberg a “spiritual life” which “means a form of
life that is no longer separated from the divine m'lgm of life and
hence is immortal, as Paul says (1 Cor 15:42, 52sqq.).” g

It must not escape our attention that Pannenberg’s view of the
resurrection of Jesus is depicted by him as a “metaphor.” “To speak
of the resurrection of the dead is not comparable to speaking about
any random circumstance that can be identified empirically. Here
we are dealing with a metaphor.” e Pannenberg does not wish to
remove any “historical event” aspect from the resurrection of Jesus
when he speaks of resurrection in terms of "11'1azztzaqpht:rr."lmIr

In the end, therefore, Pannenberg “spiritualizes” away the
bodily resurrection of Jesus. For him, the experience of Paul was a
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purely visionary pheI:Lr::-n:utancnn.m3 Therefore, the appearances of
Jesus were of the same nature,

At this point it is important to note that the NT never refers
to the resurrection appearances of Jesus in terms of a “vision.”
Paul says of his encounter with Christ on the road to Damascus,
“He appeared [Greek ophithe] to me also” (1 Cor 15:8, NASB). Paul
equates his Damascus road encounter with Christ in terms of an
“appearance” in the same way in which Christ “appeared” (Greek
c:phthe} to the diseiples and brethren earlier (vss. 5, 6, 7). This usage
is in harmony with the Greek termmoln% used in Acts 26:19 for
the “heavenly vision [puranios oi'.wasml, more precisely trans-
lated as “heavenly appearance,” ! which includes “the appearance
[of Christ] outside Damascus” ! referred to in Acts 9:1-9 and
subsequent revelations of Jesus.*

William L. Craig, one of the foremost contemporary scholars
on the resurrection of Jesus who has earned a doctorate under
Pannenberg, has reacted to Pannenberg for confusing the issue of
the “spiritual body/life” of Jesus. Craig points out that the reports
in Acts regarding the appearance of Christ on the road to Damascus
(Acts 9:5-6; 22:8, 10; 26:15-19) cannot be interpreted to be merely
extragsensory, visionary manifestations.

It seems inappropriate to start with Paul’s experience on the
road to Damascus, since the appearances of Jesus to his disciples
precede Paul’s own experience in time.

In addition, it is not sound to equate the “resurrection life” of
Jesus with the “spiritual body” of 1 Corinthians 15 as is done by
Pannenberg. The language in Paul’s epistle to the Corinthians
reveals that “. .. the ‘spiritual body’ is in its nature the same body,
the imdy of ﬂeah but determined by the Spirit as is the body of Jesus
Christ.”™® The contrast is not between the natural and non-
natural body, that is, a material and an immaterial body, but be-
tween the natural and the supernatural bud}r.llﬁ In both cases there
ia a bodily reality.

The contrast is also not between bodily existence in this life
and spiritual existence in the life after the resurrection. The con-
trastin 1 Corinthians 15:42-49 is between an “earthly body” which
18 characterized by corruption (vs. 42) and weakness-{vs. 43), that
ig, the “earthly body” as the “natural body” of fallen humanity, and
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a “spiritual body,” being still a body and not immaterial and non-
corporeal in nature. The latter is called “spiritual” because it
manifests fully the Spirit which is from heaven and not the corrup-
tion and weakness of sin typieal of what is on earth,’*” The “con-
tinuity between the earthly body and the heavenly body rests ona
miracle.”*!® The resurrected One exists in the resurrection body
and with immortal life which exists in God alone and comes from
Him.

On a theoretical level Pannenberg qualifies the historical-criti-
cal method in one aspect, that is, the principle of analogy which
holds that dead persons do not leave their grave.’*” Pannenberg
allows for singularities on a theoretical level. However, in his
application of the historical-eritical method, he still holds to the
principle of analogy. He recognizes the limitation of the method but
is not able to accept its implications.

Thus, the full testimony of the N'T, especially that of the bodily
resurrection of Jesus, is still rejected. The mandates of historical
reasoning based on the historical-critical method’s principles of
analogy, correlation and eriticism, cause an essential part of the NT
to be dismissed as legendary. And this, despite the fact that Pannen-
berg uses elusive and reinterpreted expressions as “historical
event” and “historical fact” when he speaks of the resurrection of
Jesus.

The assessment of Daniel B Fuller that “Pannenberg has
solved the problem of how we ean know the resurrection of Jesus
Christ by historical reasoning—and still remain historians”1%°
cannot be accepted in this unqualified way. If Pannenberg were able
to penetrate to the truth of the resurrection by means of the
historical-critical method, then his approach would involve “an
elitist ‘priesthood of historians’ which can Frovide decisions con-
cerning the truth of the Christian faith”?! based on the compli-
cated and elitist methods used by so-called “scientific” historians.
Such elitism of historical aui:l‘m:arif:y122 would mean that the trained
historian would become a new pope, telling the believer what is
truth. However, biblical truth transcends such a method from
“below,” since biblical faith is based on more than that.

There are many other views which could be mentioned.!*®
However, the hypotheses referred to above provide a cross-section
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of the liberal and neo-liberal views held by major figures today. We
will turn now to the'NT evidence for the resurrection of Jesus.

NT Evidence for Jesus’ Resurrection

The NT references to the resurrection of Jesus deserve a full
and complete presentation. Unfortunately, it cannot be provided
within the constraints of an article. Suffice it to say, the resurrec-
tion of Jesus is acknowledged in almost every book of the NT (except
2 Thess, Titus, Phile, 3 John, 2 Peter, Jude and James).1%*

It has been noted that the early Christian message “stands or
falls with the resurrection, since exaltation forms the foundation
of the confession that Jesusis Lord.” %® Indeed, biblical faith stands
or falls with the resurrection of Jesus, since the risen and exalted
Christ completes his post-resurrection and pre-advent ministry in
the heavenly sanctuary before He returns in glory in His Second
Coming.

In short, if there is no true resurrection, there can be no
ongoing, intercessory ministry on the part of Christ, and there can
be no investigative judgment ministry in the time of the end.
Consequently, there can be no victorious return of Christ to take
home the true believers of all ages: the righteous dead who will be
raised at the first resurrection and the faithful living ones. Without
Jesus’ resurrection there is no new life, no heaven to go to, and no
newly created earth to be possessed by God’s children.

Surveying the NT. For the sake of brevity we will enumerate
only the longer passages in the NT on the resurrection:

1, Major Resurrection Records in the Gospels

a, Matthew 28:1-10

b. Matthew 28:16-20

¢. Mark 16:1-8

d. Luke 24:1-12

e. Luke 24:13-35

f. Luke 24:36-39

g. Luke 24:50-53

i. John 20:1-18

j. John 20:19-29

k.John 21:1-14 s

1. John 21:15-24
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2. Major Resurrection Records in the Book of Acts

a. Acts 2:24-36

b. Acts 1:3

c. Acts 17:31

3. Major Resurrection Records in the NT Letters'2'

a. 1 Corinthians 15:3-34

b. 1 Corinthians 15:35-57

c. Romans 1:3-4

d. Ephesians 1:19-21

The listings of these major NT records dealing with the resur-
rection of Jesus should not be understood to mean that these are
more important than the shorter references or casual references to
Jesus’ resurrection. This is by no means the case. It is simply an
attempt to indicate that there are major discussions in various NT
writings which treat the resurrection of Jesus extensively within
the various contexts of the respective NT documents.

Evidence in the Gospels. All four gospels along with the
report of Paul in 1 Corinthians 15 agree to a consistent pattern of
four sequential events connected with the resurrection of Jesus,
namely, that He (1) died, (2) was buried, (3) was raised, and (4)
appeared to various human beings. Taking this sequential picture
of events as our starting-point, we will briefly discuss the burial
reports in the NT. We assume that we do not need to discuss Jesus’
death on the cross. It is for the purpose of this essay taken for
granted.

1. Burial Reports. The time of the burial is indicated in Mark
15:42, “And when evening had already come, because it was the
preparation day, that is the day before the Sabbath” (NASB). Jesus
was buried (a) in the evening of the (b) preparation day (c) before
the Sabbath began, This time notice reveals that Jesus rested in the
tomb on the Sabbath.

Jesus was buried on Fl’idﬂ}",m the day of preparation for the
seventh-day Sabbath and in this instance for the ritual Passover
Sabbath, thus constituting a “high day” (John 19:31). Because of
the lateness of the hour in view of the approaching Sabbath, Jesus
was laid in “the tomb [which] was nearby” (John 19:42).

Joseph of Arimathea, the owner of the tomb (Matt 27:57-60),
requested of Pilate the corpse of Jesus, and Pilate gave orders for
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him to receive the body of Jesus. Joseph placed the body of Jesus in
the tomb. Various other persons were also involved in the burial
pmeess.l

The body of Jesus was wrapped (Mk 15:46; Matt 27:59; Lk
23:53) in a shroud, respeetively “linen cloths” (John 19:40, and a
“face cloth” was used as well (John 20:7), It is “evident that the
Synoptics see no contradiction between speaking of the sindon
[shroud] and a plurality of othonia [linen cloths]” " when it comes
to the material used in the burial of Jesus. Jesus was buried in a
previously unused rolling-stone tomb in a garden.

Among the women present when Jesus was buried were Mary
Magdalene (Mk 15:47; Matt 27:56, 61;cf. John 20:1), Mary the
mother of Joses (Ml 15:47), and the “other Mary” (Matt 27:61), and
other women both named and unnamed (Lk 23:55; 24:1, 10).

On resurrection Sunday women again play a significant role.
Some of the same women who particig:ated or witnessed the burial
became witnesses of the empty tomb. i

2. Empty Tomb Reports. A casual reading of the gospel reports
of the women’s discovery of the empty tomb and the events sur-
rounding it reveals that not all gospels report every detail or every
aspect relating to the empty tomb. Thus, the impression can be
gained by the less careful reader that there may be discrepancies in
the stories.

a. Theories about the empty tomb. A number of theories
have been developed by those who wish to do away with the empty
tomb narratives. Among the more prominent ones are the follow-
ing: (1) Joseph of Arimathea stole the body of JJ&S\\.IE!,I34 or {%g
reburied it after the body had been first buried somewhere else.
(3) The disciples stole the body of J esus. ?® (4) The women went on
Sunday morning to the wrong tomb. 37 (5) The gardener removed
the body of Jesus from the tomb so that his lettuce would be
protected from the arriving 3pectators.133 (6) The body of Jesus
“evanesced” or decﬂm?ﬂos ed between the time of his death on Friday
and Sunday mgrning. 9 (7) Jesus “swooned” and did not really die
on the cross.

The matter of the empty tomb has given rise to the hypothesis
in liberal and neo-liberal scholarship that the reports of the empty
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tomb are an “apologetic legend” 4! and, therefore, cannot be used
for demonstrating the historicity of the resurrection.

The legend notion is a modern historical-critical construct
designed to minimize the gospel reports. However, the NT reports
about the empty tomb do not function as an apolo ‘Ey in the gospel
record and are, therefore, no “apologetic legend.”** Furthermore,
the gospel reports appear to fill each other out, supplementing and
complementing each other without contradiction. One can perceive
that there is a harmonious mosaic made up from the various
parts.

b. Women at the empty tomb, Let us first consider the
women going to the tomb. The women arrived at the rolling-stone
tomb “very early on the first day of the week,” (Mk 16:2) or to be
precise, “when the sun had risen” (Mk 16:2), “at early dawn” (Lk
24:1) whlch means “after the Sabbath, as it began to dawn” (Matt
28:1).1*° John adds that Mary Magdalene “came early . . . while it
was still dark” (20:1).

The fact that there were a number of women going to the tomb
that very morning, early on the first day of the week, is indicated
by John who mentions only Mary Magdalene, but notes in her
announcement to the disciples “We do not know where they have
laid him” (vs. 2, NASB). Mary was obviously not alone at the tomb
for she includes others in the word “we.” There must have been the
two Marys and Salome mentioned in the Gospel of Mark, Joanna
and other women mentioned in Matthew and Luke.

c. The guard at the tomb. Only the Gospel of Matthew
reports that a guard had been placed at the tomb (27:62-66; 23:4,
11-15). The reason for the guard was to prevent Jesus’ disciples
from removing His body, enabling them to claim His resurrection
(27:64).

Subsequently, the guard reported to Jewish authorities, upon
the fact that the tomb was empty, “all that had happened” (Matt
28:11). The guard were bribed to say, “His disciples came by night
and stole Him away while we were asleep” (vs. 13).

Evidently the guard had nothing to lose by cooperating with
the Jewish leaders in giving a false report. 148 The historicity of the
guard report is very well presented by several authors.*”

d. The sealed stone rolled away by the angel. No one had
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seen Jesus rise from the dead. The stone that sealed the tomb was
designated as a “large stone” (Matt 27:60) or “extremely large” in
gize (Mk 16:4). The women were not likely to roll away such a huge
stone by themselves. Actually they wondered themselves who
would perform this task for them (Mark 16:3). Large stones of
rolling stone tombs are estimated to have a weight of one and
one-half to two tons.'*

When the women arrive at the tomb early on the first day, they
find the stone already rolled away (Matt 28:2; Mk 16:4; Lk 24:2). It
is reported that an “angel” moved the stone and then sat upon it
(Matt 28:2). The guards, upon seeing the angel who rolled away the
stone and recognizing that the sealed tomb had been opened by him
(Matt 27:66), “shook for fear of him, and became like dead men”
(Matt 28:4, NASB).

The size of the stone indicates that the women could not move
it by themselves. With the guard placed before it and the Roman
seal attached, it was not possible for grave robbers to move the stone
and remain undetected.

e. The report to Peter and its result. Mary reports to Simon
Peter that the tomb is open and “they have taken away the Lord
out of the tomb, and we do not know where they have laid him”
(John 20:2, NASB). John reports that both Peter and “the other
disciple” rush to the tomb and find it empty with the linen grave
clothes rolled up (vss. 5-8). John, “the other disciple,” comes to
believe then and there that Jesus is raised from the dead (vs. 8).

f. The grave clothes. The mention of grave clothes in the
Gospel of John is hardly accidental. He even records that the
face-cloth was “in a place hy itself” (John 20:7, NASB). The em-
phasis on the face-cloth and the linen wrappings being still in the
tomb indicates that the body of Jesus could not have been stolen.

Robbers stealing a body would not have unwrapped the corpse
and placed the linen neatly wrapped in two different places in the
tomb. They would have taken the body quickly, just as it was,
including its face-cloth and linen wrappings.'4°

g. The angelic announcement. The angel’s statements that
“He is not here” (Matt 28:6, KJV), that “He has been raised from
the dead” (Matt 28:6, NRSV), and that the women are to report to
the disciples, “He has been raised from the dead” (vs. 7, NRSV)
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provides additional evidence for the reality and facticity that the
tomb was empty.

The fact that Paul has the fourfold sequence of “died—was
buried—rose again—was seen” (1 Cor 15:3-5) “clearly implies that
the tomb was empty”**® on account of the second and third mem-
bers of this sequence. Although Paul does not mention explicitly
the empty tomb, it is surely implied in the sequence of this early
report which came to Paul and which he related to the Corinthians
in this letter.’®! Oscar Cullmann has noted incisively that Paul, in
his report of what he “received,” provides “the proof that, long
before the composition of the Gospels, the certainty of the resur-
rection was grounded not only on the appearances, but equally on
the ‘empty tomb’,”152

The gospel records regarding the empty tomb may be sum-
marized as follows: The last event in the final period of Jesus
Christ's ministry on earth is not the cross—as impurtant and
central a role as it plays in Christian faith. The cross is followed by
the burial of Jesus, and this in turn is followed by His resurrection
and subsequent ascension. The cross without these subsequent
events is like a mountain chain without its peaks.

The concluding sections of each of the four gospels contain
reports which deal with the empty tomb and the events that sur-
round it. Each of the four gospels report that women, followers of
Jesus, found the tomb open and empty aside from the grave clothes.
The women were the first who were told and recognized that Jesus
had risen. Women were to make this fact known to the disciples.

There are two reports about appearances of the Risen One in
the gospels. Matthew 28:9-10 reports that ‘Jesus met them
[women] and greeted them. And they came up and took hold of His
feet and worshiped Him” (NASB). In John 20:1-2, 11-18 Mary
Magdalene is especially singled out as the earliest to report to
Simon Peter that the tomb is empty (vss. 1-2). She later (as well as
the other women, Matt 28:9-10) saw Jesus who conversed with her,
at first unrecognized and then recognized (John 20:11-18).

This cumulative evidence shows that the women witnessed
something true and factual taking place following the resurrection.
They see the reality of the empty tomb and are confused, stating
“We do not know where they have laid him” (John 20:2, NASB).
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But being informed by the word of the angel, “He is not here, for
He is risen, just as He said” (Matt 28:6, NASB) they realize that
Jesus had indeed risen. Mary Magdalene later that morning per-
sonally spoke to Jesus (John 20:11-18). Thus, human recognition
of the empty tomb and of Jesus in the garden, supported by the
testimony of the angelie word, point to the factual, historical event
of the resurrection of Jesus.

3. Appearances and the Nature of the Resurrection Body,
Among the exciting facets of the resurrection of Jesus is the aspect
of His appearances and His resurrection body. Did Jesus appear in
“visions”? Was He seen with the mind’s eye or with the physical
eyes? Was Jesus raised bodily or spiritually? Did he have a non-
material reality or a physical reality when He rose from the dead?
In other words, What was the nature of Jesus’ resurrection ap-
pearances and His resurrection body? These questions call for an
answer from the testimony of Seripture as preserved by the Evan-
pelists,

a. The debate and its presuppositions. At this point we
hrieﬂy recall our previous discussion on the resurrection of Jesus
in current thought. Modern prc:»gresswes of the liberal tradition
deny a bodily resurrection of Jesus. " It is typical for these scholars
to play off what they consider the “massive realism”2*? of the four
gospels with what they depict as the purel_',r “spiritual body” men-
tioned by Paul in 1 Corinthians 15.1%° The “spiritual body” is
interpreted to be non-physical, immaterial and intangible.

In discounting the nature of the gospel records, it is stated,
“Above all, [the gospel records] have throughout a strong legendar}'
character. Far a Jesus who, after his resurrection, interacts in this
way with his disciples is a figure of legend, of a legend of which it
must be asked whether it does justice to the mystery of what Jesus’
resurrection means.”**® Once more a major book by a well-known
N'T scholar resorts to declaring the gospel accounts “legend” and/or
“legendary” = simply because the reports do not fit into modern,
philosophically conditioned understandings of whalt can or cannot
happen or what can or cannot be perceived. 158 The modern “scien-
Lific” world view interferes again with the Seriptural record.

Paul’s reference to the “spiritual body” is interpreted in purely
immaterial and noncorporeal terms so as to make it fit modern
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conceptions. Onee this interpretation is made it is pitched against
the gospel records. The latter are accordingly reinterpreted to be
legendary in nature by modern interpreters. The problem is not
what the gospel records actually report or what Paul actually
meant, but what the interpreter with his/her “scientific” historical
method, (grounded in modernistic presuppositions) is willing to
accept. Here is another telling example of the modern mind-set, a
mind-set based on a naturalistic world view, is the determinator of
what the Bible means or is meant to say.

b. Risen physically. With these preliminary considerations
in mind, we turn directly to the gospel records for their testimony.
A “close reading” ™ of what is recorded in every gospel about the
appearances of Jesus shows that what is reported is consistently
physical appearances.

The angel’s words are recorded in Mark 16:6, “He has risen;
He is not here; here is the place where they laid him” (NASB). The
Greek verb rendered “he has risen,” is égérihe. 161 yiq Usage com-
municates “the event as just having happened.”

This same Greek word is also used when Jesus makes His
earlier predictions of his own resurrection (Matt 16:21; 17:9, 23;
20:19; Mk 14:28; Lk 9:22), and it is used in all four gospels with
regard to his resurrection (Matt 28:7; Mk 16:6; Lk 24:34; Jn 21:14).

In Matthew 28:7 the angel commands the women to announce
to Jesus’ disciples that “He has risen from the dead.” The expres-
sion “from the dead” reveals that it is a genuine resurrection and
not a resuscitation from an unconscious state or an apparent death.
Jesus was truly dead, and now He is truly alive again: “He has
risen.”

¢. Grasping Jesus’ feet. The Gospel of Matthew reports an
incident that demonstrates clearly that Jesus’ resurrection was
physical in nature and neither immaterial, visionary, or an hal-
lucination, After the Risen Lord had greeted the women, “they came
up and took hold of his feet” (Matt 28:9, NASB). The appearance
of Jesus is so “real”’%% and genuine that the women who are at the
tomb are able to hold him by his feet. To hold a person by the feet
indicates that the feet are real in a physical sense even as the person
himself must be real in that same sense. Their taking hold of the
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feet of Jesus reveals that His was a physical appearance and that
His body was a physical body.

d. “Do not cling to Me.” The Gospel of John reports that
Mary Magdalene held on to Jesus after she recognized Him. Jesus
says to her, “Do not cling to Me” (Jn 20:17, NKJV). The NASRE tries
to capture the intention of the Greek expression in its rendering,
“Stop clinging to me.” The NIV renders the phrase, “Do not hold
on to me.”

Jesus’ imperative to Mary Magdalene shows that it was within
her power to maintain her hold on Him, that is, to continue to cling
to Jesus. It was possible for Mary Magdalene to grasp Jesus in a
physical way and to keep holding on to Him, preventing Him from
moving away. Once more the gospel account reveals that the resur-
rected body of Jesus was a real, physical body and that His ap-
pearance was a physical one.

e. Eating Food. The appearance of Jesus to His disciples on
the evening of the day He arose (Lk 4:36-49) also communicates the
same message of a bodily resurrection and physical appearance. It
is highlighted by the fact of their surprise. “Look at my hands and
my feet; see that it is I myself” (vs. 39, NRSV), says Jesus. He
continues, “Touch me and see; for a ghost does not have flesh and
bones as you see that I have” (vs, 39b, NSRV).

The disciples, having been shown Jesus’ hands and feet, were
in their joy still “disbelieving and wondering,” so that He asked
them, ““Have you anything here to eat?” They gave him a piece of
broiled fish, and he took it and ate in their presence” vss. 41-43,
NRSV).

The fact that the resurrected Jesus could eat in a normal
manner like any other human being proved to His disciples that He
had indeed risen and stood a real person before them. He was not a
ghost, an apparition, a hallucination, or the like, but a person with
:} guzinuinely raised body; a person as real as any person that can eat

ood.

. The fact that the risen Jesus ate in the presence of His disciples
18 proof of the reality of the bodily resurrection and the reality of a
physical, bodily appearance. “The bodily resurrection is so real that
the risen One is able to eat with his own.”1%° -

f. Seeing and touching. Thomas was skeptical of the reports
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from his fellow disciples about the resurrection of Jesus. He was
absent when Jesus appeared to the other disciples at an earlier time.
Thomas did not wish to be deceived by an hallucination, by a trick
of his senses.*%® He did not wish to believe that Jesus only appeared
in a “vision” or to the “sight” of the inner eye of the mind.

It is important to note that this incident in whieh Thomas
meets the resurrected Jesus is found only in the Gospel of John
(20:19-29). The timing of this event carries its own significance. It
takes place on the eighth day after the resurrection of Jesus (vss.
24, 26). By that time Christ had ascended to His Father and had
returned again to earth (see John 20:17). Consequently, this
Thomas-James narrative is a post-ascension appearance of Jesus.
In other words, this narrative gives evidence about the nature of
Jesus’ resurrection body after His return from heaven.

Thomas had insisted, “Unless I see in His hands the print of
the nails, and put my finger into the print of the nails, and put my
hand into His side, I will not believe” (Jn 20:25, NKJV). Thomas
insisted on two sensory experiences. He wants to “see” with hisown
eyes, and he wants to “touch” with his own hands. He is not
satisfied with seeing alone, because he knows that sight or seeing
may be deceptive. He may experience an apparition; he may have a
vision; he may be engaged in an hallucination.

Thomas wants the second proof, that of touch. C. K. Barrett
notes that Thomas “would be satisfied neither with a substituted
body which was not the body of the Lord who died on the cross, nor
with a spiritual body or an apparition.”

Thomas, according to the record, is immediately addressed by
Jesus who appeared suddenly in the midst of the disciples. Jesus
commands Thomas, “Reach your finger here, and look at my hands;
and reach your hand here and put it into my side. Do not be
unbelieving, but believing” (vs. 27, NKJV). Thomas does not follow
through. He is so overwhelmed by the fact that Jesus kl’lEW his
thoughts and words that “he had no desire for further proof.”}

Thomas asked for a sensory “proof” so as to accept Jesus’
resurrection asreal. Thomas saw him; Jesus spoke to him. He spoke
such words which only an all-knowing Jesus Christ could reveal.
And thus, Thomas received a proof of Jesus’ resurrection as a
reality which went beyond the physical touch and sight.
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Jesus offered Thomas what he desired, but the seeing and the
speaking of Jesus, all of which communicated that Jesus’ resurree-
tion body was real, convinced Thomas of the physical reality of His
resurrection. Thomas was given more than what he asked. He asked
to handle the resurrection body. He surely could have done so, but
it was no longer needed, since the doubting disciple received more
than what he requested.

Thomas is overcome and exclaims, “My Lord and my God!” (vs.
28). Thm confession provides the apex of the reports of the risen
Lord. 1% J esus, risen from the dead, is both Lord and God.

. “Flesh and bones.” There is also an aspect to Jesus’
resurrection that reveals that His “resurrection is not simply the
resuscitation of a corpse.”

When Lazarus came forth from his grave, it was a resuscitation
of a corpse, Lazarus lived again, but he also died again. The body of
Lazarus was mortal. Jesus, on the other hand, rose in a new body
to “enter into His glory” (Lk 24:26) and to “ascend to My Father”
(Jn 20:17). This shows that Jesus, after His resurrection, did not
simply continue His earthly life with a body that had all the
limitations of His former earthly body. AL

The fact that Jesus is able to disappear (“he vanished from
their sight,” Lk 24:31, NASB) at the moment the diseiples on the
road to Emmaus “recognized Him" indicates that the resurrection
body is not limited in the same manner as the present mortal body
is. As suddenly as Jesus can disappear He can reappear, When the
two disciples tell the others what had happened to them on the road
to Emmaus, Jesus “Himaelf stood in their midst” (vs. 37).

The group of Jesus’ followers were so startled and frightened
by this sudden appearance of Jesus in their midst, they thought
“they were seeing a spirit” (Lk 24:37, NASB). In order to avoid any
kind of misunderstanding, Jesus said, “See My hands and My feet,
that it is I Myself; touch Me and see, for a spirit does not have flesh
and bones as you see that I have” (vs. 39, NASB).

There is a vital distinction between the “flesh and bones” as
Jesus designates His resurrection body and what Paul deseribes as
“flesh and blood” which “cannot inherit the kingdom” (1 Cor 15:50,
NEJV). What does Paul mean by the expression “flesh and blood”
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which he parallels with the phrase: “neither doth corruption in-
herit incorruption” (KJV).

Paul’s phrase “flesh and blood,” in harmony with Semitic
idiom, is a designation for “man’s external life and [refers] also to
his existence as a living creature, which is guaranteed by blood as
the sap of life. From the very outset, then, the idea of mortality and
creatureliness seems especially bound up with the phrase.” L2
“Flesh and blnud,” thus, refers to man in his “mortality and
creatureliness.”

Paul says that in man's mortality, in his “flesh and blood,”
there is a “qualitative difference from God. 179 Accordingly, “flesh
and blood” is a “Semitic expression for mortal human nature and
has nothing to do, strictly speaking, with anatomy. nlid Therefore,
it is wrong to understand Paul’s phrase “flesh and blood” to mean
the same thing as Jesus’ phrase “flesh and bones” when the latter
depicts His resurrection body. There is no opposition, if rightly
understood, between what Paul writes in 1 Corinthians 15:50 and
what Luke writes when he quotes Jesus’ expression “flesh and
bones.”

What does Jesus mean when He speaks of His resurrection
body as “flesh and bones” and not identifiable with a “spirit” or a
“ghost”? The expression “flesh and bones,” as Jesus uses it, refers
to His corporeal, bodily existence. A spirit or ghost has no corporeal
or bodily existence. The risen Jesus, however, has that kind of
existence.’”® The risen Jesus has “flesh and bones.” He can be
touched, He can eat, He can walk and talk, and so on. He has
nc:c-rpu::urieality,lr‘r'fsr a physieal body, but one which is not subject to
mortality as is the body of “flesh and blood” of which Paul speaks.

The gospel records are unanimous and in agreement with each
other, if rightly understood. Jesus was raised bodily. His resurrec-
tion was not immaterial and visionary. It was not hallucinatory and
in the mind of the disciples. He came forth from the tomb with a
genuine physical body. He could be touched, held, seen, talked with
and talk, be eaten with and eat, and so on.

There can be no question about the reality of Jesus® physical
resurrection and His bodily existence according to the witness of
the gospels. Their evidence overwhelmingly supports a genuine
bedily resurrection of Jesus and physical appearances.
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There is, however, an aspect of Jesus’ resurrection body that
allows Him to appear and disappear at will. His resurrection body
has qualities which are no longer bound to space and time in the
same way His natural or mortal, pre-resurrection human body was
bound to the spaceftime continuum. Jesus can appear and disap-
pear, shall we say, materialize and dematerialize, in a way not
possible with the pre-resurrection body. Furthermore, Jesus’ resur-
rection body is also immortal, whereas the pre-resurrection body
was mortal.

Resurrection Evidence in 1 Corinthians 15. The pivotal chap-
ter on the resurrection in the NT outside the gospels is universally
recognized to be 1 Corinthians 15. The problems and false teachmgs
that floated around in the church at Corinth also included disbelief
in the resurrection of Jesus and the resurrection of the faithful.
Some in Corinth argued, “There is no resurrection of the dead” (1
Cor 15:12).

A complete study of the resurrection theme in this important
chapter would fill a full-sized book. It will, therefore, be necessary
to limit ourselves to some essential points.

1. Passing on What Paul Received. It is exiting to recognize
that Paul begins his argument about the resurrection of Christ with
the words, “For I delivered to you as of first importance what I also
received” (1 Cor 15:3, NASB). Many scholars have come to recog-
nize that Paul passes on a report, or, as some would say, a “tradition”
(1 Cor 15:3, REB). It is widely assumed today that 1 Corinthians
15:3-7 contains information which is of pre-Pauline origin.

The information Paul supplies can be presented in the follow-
ing schematic way:

a. “Christ died for our sins according to Seripture.”

b. “He was buried.”

¢. “He was raised on the third day according to Seripture.”

d. “He appeared to Cephas, then to the twelve.”

e. “He appeared to more than five hundred brethren at one

time, most of whom remain until now, but some have fallen
nsleep.”

f. “He appeared to James.”

g. “then to all the apostles.” =i
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Evidently there is a sequence of four movements expressed by
four different verbs: “died"—"buried”"—"raised"—"appeared.”

This sequence agrees completely with the records of Jesus’
resurrection in the four gospels which we have already investigated.
He cites this information which had come to him in order to
demonstrate to the Corinthian believers that Christ Himself rose
from the dead (1 Cor 15:20).

2. The List of Witnesses. Paul refers to five different categories
of persons to whom Christ appeared.

a. “Appeared.” For the sake of clarity we will make some brief
comments on the verb used by Paul for the appearances. Paul used
the Greelt verb ophthe which is properly rendered into English as
“appeared.” This nuance is quite different from what is meant when
one speaks of a vision.!

The verb “appeared” (ophthe) contains a distinctly visual
aspect. It is seeing with human eyes, physical eyes and not the “eye
of the mind” which sees that which is invisible to physical sight. In
this sense what occurs in connection with the term “appeared” isa
“real happuening.”rF

While the physical reality ismaintained, there is also an aspect
in the term “appeared” which includes the idea of recognition.
“Appeared” thus includes both the seeing as well as the recognizing
of the One who appeared.

b. Cephas/Peter and the Twelve. Paul names first Cephas,
that is, Peter, and then the T'welve as persons to whom Christ had
first “appeared.” This accords well with the reports in the gospels
considered above.

¢. Five Hundred brethren. Paul also provides information
that Christ “appeared to more than five hundred brethren at one
time, most of whom remain until now, but some have fallen asleep.”
C. H. Dodd states, “There can hardly be any purpose in mentioning
the fact that most of the 500 are still alive, unless Paul is saying, in
effect, ‘the witnesses are there to be uestioned’.” 1% B, Klappert
speaks of the “evidence of witnesses”**} and argues that the state-
ment that most of the 500 brethren are still alive means that “one
can go to them and one can ask these witnesses.”

The little detail that Jesus appeared to these five hundred

“brethren,” that is, Christians, “at one time” (1 Cor 15:6, NASB)#
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should not escape our attention. The Greek word ephapax (one) has
in this context the meaning that the appearance of the resurrected
Lord to this large group of believers occurred at a single gathering
and not in a sequence of encounters over a period of time. On this
basis we can understand Christ’s appearance to be a one time
appearance to a huge group of Christians,

Paul’s appeal to eyewitnesses who are still alive has to be
un::lcrstnnd within the context of establishing a fact to prove a
point. To provide proof by calling upon witnesses was a known
practice in the Hellenistic world of Paul’s time. ® This is Jjust what
Paul was doing. The apostle wished to emphasize the “facticity of
t‘t_w_ resurrection” and the “historicity of the resurrection . . . by
g_mngl a convineing historical proof by the standards of that
time.”"™ By citing a list of witnesses for the post-resurrection
appearances of Christ, Paul emphasizes that Christ’s bodily resur-
rect@u_n and appearances were historical facts and not fiction, myth,
or visionary experiences. The passage cannot be understood in its
original intention as underscoring anything but historical reality
and genuine fact.

d. James and all the aPuatles. The appearance to James is
not mentioned in the gospels'®® or in the book of Acts, This is the
only NT reference of Jesus’ appearance to James, who is the
“brother” of Jesus (Gal 1:19; cf, 2:9, 12; Acts 1:14; 12:17; 15:13;
21:18).

Jesus also appeared to “all the apostles” (vs. 7). The term
apostles may include the “Twelve” mentioned previously (vs. 5),
jrvho were only eleven after Judas had killed himself, It seems to
include Matthias (Acts 1:21-26) who was to witness with the others
to Jesus’ resurrection (vs. 22). It seems to include a few other
eyewitnesses of Jesus’ ministry mentioned elsewhere in the NT (1
Cor 9:5-6; Rom 16:7; cf. Lk 24:33; Matt 28:16-17) who are described
as pillars in the early church.

We are now in a position to draw some definite conclusions
regarding 1 Corinthians 15;

(1) Paul cites what had been passed on to him and what he
himself had passed on to the Corinthian believers regarding the
resurrection of Jesus. ik

(2) Paul notes that there were a number of well known pillars
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of the early church, as well as a crowd of more than 500 persons,
many of whom were still living, who were eyewitness to the fact of
Jesus’ resurrection,

(3) Jesus “appeared” repeatedly in such a way that these
appearances can only be understood as physical appearances of the
risen Lord.

(4) The appeal to eyewitnesses demonstrates that the fac-
tuality of appearances was so obvious that persons still living could
be asked about their reality.

(5) The resurrection of Jesus Christ on “the third day” is a
special event in history which includes the fulfillment of OT predic-
tions, “according to the Scriptures” (1 Cor 15:4).

(6) The facticity of the resurrection can be accepted as a real
historical event because it is supported by (a) the prior prediction
“according to the Scriptures” and (b) prominent eyewitnesses who
are still alive,

In sum, the apostle Paul denies today’s liberal “scientific”
presuppositions by insisting on a supernatural cause for Jesus’
resurrection.’>’ We have testified of God that he raised up Christ”
(1 Cor 15:15, KJV). In this important passage Paul summarizes the
core of Christian faith as it centers in Christ. Christ, upon whom
the hope of salvation rests, died on the cross for our sins. He was
buried in a tomb and “raised on the third day” according to the
predictions made in the Scriptures. After His resurrection He
physically “appeared” to many prominent eyewitnesses, “most of
whom are still alive” and can be questioned regarding the reality of

the bodily resurrection of Christ. Christians are challenged to hold
on to this “gospel” (vs. 1) of the reality of Christ’s real death, burial,
resurrection and his physical appearances as the “word” (Greek
logos) “through which also you are being saved” (vs. 2, NRSV).

Meaning of Jesus’ Resurrection for Faith and Life

The centrality of the resurrection of Jesus for the “gospel” and
the “word” to be proclaimed (1 Cor 15:1-2) is such that it cannot be
emphasized enough. Christian faith stands or falls with the reality
of the resurrection of our Lord Jesus Christ. We may point to a few
critical connections between the resurrection of Jesus and the faith

and life of the believer.
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Revelation of Divine Power. The resurrection of Jesus gave
evidence that God has power over death, God’s power is mightier
than death and all other powers of earth taken together (Rom
8:38-39). The “power of God” which was manifested in the resur-
rection of Christ (2 Cor 13:4; Eph 1:19-20) guarantees that “we will
live with him by the power of God” (2 Cor 13:4, NRSV). The life of
the believer is associated with the life of the raised Lord.

: Our present life with Christ and through Christ (physical and
spiritual) is the life caused by God’s creative act in conversion and
manifested before in His creative act which also brought about the
resurrection of Jesus. God proves Himself as Creator “who gives
life to the dead and calls into existence the things that do not exist”
l[I l;nTD;i:lT, NRSV) and rescues believers from their trials (2 Cor

Accomplishment of Christ’s Mission Assured. The mis-
sion of our Lord Jesus Christ has two major focal points: one is the
His role as the Suffering Servant; and the other is His role as the
returning heavenly Son of Man,

The first mission was to be accomplished on the cross. Jesus
fulfilled the role of the Suffering Servant of Isaiah 53. “For even
I._Em Son of Man did not come to be served, but to serve, and give His
life a ransom for many” (Mk 10:45, NASB). Jesus gained victory
over sin and death on the cross; He died as “a ransom for many.”
e accomplished His task on the cross.

The second mission is yet to be accomplished. If Jesus were not
raised physically from the dead, then He would still be restingin a
prave in Palestine, and His teaching about His return in the clouds
of heaven would be a massive deception. “If Jesus is dead, his entire
message about the Kingdom of God is a delusion.” 1%

Christ’s second mission is dependent on the reality of His
bodily resurrection. Since Jesus was physically raised from the
dead, He could ascend into heaven and is able to return again in the
elouds of heaven (Acts 1:6-11). Seripture affirms without any doubt
or hesitation that He who rose and ascended to heaven “will come
In the same way as you saw him go into heaven” (vs. 11, NRSV).

Jesus Second Coming is guaranteed by the fact of His resurrection
nnd His ascension. ik

Resurrection Makes the Cross Effective. Paul states, “If
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Christ has not been raised, your faith is worthless; you are still in
your sins” (1 Cor 15:17, NASB). Christ’s resurrection has a direct
relationship to the sins of believers. ! ‘

How can “you still be in your sins,” if Christ is not r1ser}? Is
Christ’sdeath on the cross not efficacious without his resurrectmr}?
No, it is not. Paul affirms that the death of Christ is not enough in
itself, “for how can a dead Christ save others from death, whmh‘ is
the penalty of sin?” 189 yWithout His resurrection the death of Christ
is ineffective. “If Jesus was not raised from the dead, then He was
an impostor; faith in Him would not bring pardon for sin, and the
sinner would retain his gl.ﬂltﬂ'lgn The resurrection is needed to
make the cross fully effective for the forgiveness of sins for each
believer. . J

The resurrection of Jesus makes possible the justification of
believers. Paul says, Jesus “was handed over to death for our
trespasses and was raised for our justification” (Rom 4:25, NRSW.
Indeed, “Christ died for our sins” (1 Cor 15:3), and He “was raised
for our justification” (Rom 4:25). The connection of the resurrec-
tion with f'uatiﬁcatinn (acquittal) has hEEnrli.nkEd to the future
judgment. 9 The final judgment requires a living Christ. He plays
a key role in that awesome event (John 5:22; 2 Cor 5:10). Without
the resurrected Chriat believers would find ultimate justlf"!catmn
meaningless. In the pre-advent judgment the righteous will find
justification by being acquitted by the Judge (cf. Dan 7:22_}. !

Thus, we may take the phrase, “was raised for our JUStIf.Tl{:E*
tion,” in the sense that He was raised to reaffirm ultimate “J}Js-
tification” to the righteous in the future judgment. He w_ill bring
justification by showing that they have fully and totally relu_ad upon
their Lord for their salvation. In this case the benefits of His death
on the cross are applied by the risen Lord in the judg::uent_ fo‘r the
justification of the saints. This means that “justification” is ‘1 both
a past event in history and a future eschatological event [in judg-
ment).”**2 The doers of the Law “will be justified” (Rom 2:13).

Resurrection and Christian Baptism. Christian baptism

is represented as dying and rising with Christ. Certain state_memjs
in the NT link Jesus’ death and resurrection with the believer’s
dying-with and rising-with Christ so that he/she may li_ve wi_th
Christ. Paul states, “Therefore we have been buried with Him
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through baptism into death, in order that as Christ was raised from
the dead through the glory of the Father, so we too might walk in
newness of life” (Rom 6:4, NASB). In vs. 11 Paul continues, “Even
so consider yourselves to be dead to sin, but alive to God through
Christ Jesus” (NASB), In Colossians 2:12 a briefer statement of the
same idea is presented: “Having been buried with Him in baptism,
in which you were also raised up with Him through faith in the
working of God, who raised Him from the dead” (NASB).

Three ideas seem to be brought together. First, the present.
dimension of obedience in terms of walking in newness of life, is
expressed in Romans 6:4, 11. In baptism we died with Christ, “in
order that as Christ was raised . .. so we too might walk in newness
ol life,” and we need to consider ourselves “dead to sin, but alive to
God through Christ Jesus.”

To "walk in newness of life” means to live the life of genuine
discipleship, being alive to God. The believer is now “alive to God”
in relationship with Christ who was raised from the dead. The
resurrection of Jesus makes it possible to “walk in newness of life.”
[ Christ were not physically raised from the dead, then there would
be no foundation for the believer to be able to walk the walk of faith
with Christ (ef. 1 John 1:3, 7).

The second idea relates to the first but is different. It iz “a
present dimension of faith”*? in addition to the present dimension
of obedient discipleship. It is a “consideration” of faith: “Even so
consider yourselves to be dead to sin, but alive to God through
Christ Jesus.” The present faith dimension is the consideration to
be “dead to sin” and “alive to God.” The latter is made poasible by
the resurrection of Jesus as well.

The third idea involves a move from the present with its faith
and obedient discipleship dimensions to the future dimension of
faith. “Now if we have died with Christ, we believe that we shall
also live with Him"” (Rom 6:8, NASB). As Christ was raised from
the dead and is alive, so the believer knows by faith that he/she will
be raised in the future and “live with Him.” This eschatological
dimension of the believer’s resurrection is based in the reality of

Jesus’ own resurrection,

Resurrection and “First Fruits.” In 1 Corinthians 15:20
Paul makes another profound statement, “But in fact'®* Christ has
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been raised from the dead, the first fruits of those who are asleep”
(NRSV). Christ is here presented as the “first fruits” of those who
have died. This passage reveals in its two parts the relationship
between the rnE:.zaLIi‘-l:_*,n"f'::ax1{:1;:.1:axlﬂ;:,rli:‘5 of the resurrection of Jesus and
the subsequent general resurrection of the dead who died in Christ.

Every expectation of a future resurrection of the dead is
dependent on the resurrection of Jesus. If Jesus was not raised from
the dead as a physical reality, then no one will be raised from the
dead in such a reality either. There can be no future expectation of
eschatological hope unless Christ was raised bodily from the dead.
“Every future expectation which is not determined by the bodily
resurrection of Jesus is for Paul no real I'uu:q:-e.”IEHS

The risen Lord Jesus Christ is the “first fruits” of all believers
who have fallen asleep. His bodily resurrection is the guarantee
that they too will be raized as He was raised.

The idea of “first fruits”1%" also implies that the resurrection
of the righteous will as surely follow the resurrection of Christ as
day follows night (1 Cor 6:14; 2 Cor 4:14; 1 Thess 4;14; Rom 8:11).
Believers still fall asleep, but because they are connected with Jesus
Christ, the Risen One, they no longer belong under the power of
the first Adam. Death has no final and ultimate power over them
(1 Cor 15:25-26).

All the righteous “will be made alive in Christ” (1 Cor 15:22).
The verb zoopoieo, “to make alive,” expresses a future act of crea-
tion.>®® This new creative act will happen at the proper time. All
believers who remained loyal to Christ (vs. 23: “who belong to
Christ,” NRSV) will be raised “at his coming” (vs. 23). This reveals
that the resurrection of the righteous is still a future event involy-
ing divine creative power. It will take place when Christ returns in
the clouds of heaven; it has not taken place as },Et'lﬁﬂ

The bodily resurrection of Jesus is required so that there will
be a genuine resurrection of His people from the dead when He
returns at His Second Coming. Then the righteous will be raised (1
Thess 4:14-16) and will be “glorified with Him” (Rom 8:17), will be
“with the Lord” (1 Thess 4:17), will “live together with Him" (1
Thess 5:10) and will “reign with Him” (2 Tim 2:12).

As beliewars we are reminded that even now “our citizenship
is in heaven” (Phil 3:22), and when Christ returns, He “will trans-
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form the body of our humble state into conformity with the body of
His glory” (vs. 23, NASB). The resurrection body of the righteous
will be in affinity with the immortal resurrection body of Christ.
“At his coming” (1 Cor 15:23, NRSV), “at the last trumpet” (vs. 52),
the righteous “dead will be raised imperishable, and we will be
changed. For this perishable body must put on imperishability, and
this mortal body must put on immortality” (vss. 52-54, NRSV),

This biblical certainty is provided in and through Jesus’ bodily
resurrection, Knowing this, believers can “be steadfast, immovable,
always excelling in the work of the Lord” (vs. 58, NRSV). Our
present faith finds its source of immovable power in the physical
death and bodily resurrection of our Lord, historical events of the
past, and in the certainty of the promised bodily resurrection and
expected immortality as gifts of our Lord in the future.
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mation in the resurrection which makes it impossible to tak i
picture of the risen Christ, e s i o

158 Eduard f&chwnizer, “Die Leiblichkeit des Menschen: Lebon—Tod—
hufelrsmhurl:g,"tﬂemﬁge #ur Theologie des Neuen Testaments, ed. E. Schweizer
(Zurich: Zwingli Verlag, 1970), pp. 177-180.

168 This designation is used here for the reading of the biblical text at face
value 'I-'Jlthﬂ'i]rt reading above, behind, below, or in any other way the text of
Seripture. It is a literal reading of the text as it stands in its final form.
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as legends; see Gras_.g, Ostergeschehen und Osterglauben, p- 92

; 151 l'll‘he}; fon;l is an aorist passive of egefro which means “be raised. rize
of one who has died” as is stated in Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich. A Greek. ish
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