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CHAPT:2:H I 

THEOnIE3 AND PrlOBLlMS CONNECTED 'NITH THE TIME OF 

CHRIST'S DEATH 

A growin0 dissatisfaction with existing explanations 

of the events and time elements relative to the crucifixion 

and resurrection of the Lord Jesus Christ, togetner with 

the intervening time when His body rested in the tomb, as 

put forth by many recognized authorities, has given the 

impetus for this investigation • 

I. THE STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

The problems and main ~ssues may easily be stated 

with the following questions: Did the crucifixion of the 

Lord Jesus Christ take place on Wednesday, Thursday, or 

Friday? Approximately what time of d:::.y was the resurrection·? 

Was it in the afternoon of the weekly Sabbath, the early 

evening hours at the close of the Jewish Sabbath, or at 

about sunrise on the first day of the week, Sunday? These 

are the primary problems of the three-sided controversy. 

Other, less important issues are also closely involved, con

cerninc the har:nony of the four senarate e;osnel accounts of 

the events taking \)lace in close connection with the e;reatest, 

moment of all ti~e and eternity. 
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II. THE OHIGII; OF THE DAYS 

It has been supposed for centuries that Good Friday 

marks the day of crucifixion. Catholics as well as Protes

tants have accepted this without dissent, and millions of 

believers have never even so much aa heard the question 

raised whether it could be possible that Friday is not the 

day after all. To many persons a questioning of the time of 

Chr1st 1 a death and resurrection would border on sacrilege. 

Moat commentators have taken the side of tradition and with 

great erudition have expounded the original Greek text to 

harmonize the rest of the Scn1ptures with their theory. 

That the resurrection occurred on Easter Sunday at 

sunrise ls likewise a we11-esta0lished tradition. Neverthe

less; might it not be that false assumptions have been 

responsible for misinterpretation, and false conclusions 

drawn in days past have resulted in setting apart days not 

warranted by Scripture? One must conclude that it ls impera

tive as well as scriptural to ascertain the facts. The com

~and is given to Christians to prove all things and to hold 

fast to that which is good (I. Theasalonians 5:21). Every 

sincere Christian should be willing to see this. 

It is commonly assumed that the keeping of these days 

is based upon early tradition and that apostolic practices 

continued uninterrupted through the centuries to the present. 
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This is far from the truth. Nothlne, can be est.ablished on 

1 
the basis of historical continuity or tradition. Palm 

Sunday, Good Friday, and 2ast.er are t.raditions of a rnuch 

later date, as church historians have aoly demonstrated. No 

special days, apart from the first day of the week, were ever 

observed in New Testament times. 

III. THE PROBLEMS OF ESTABLISHING A DAY 

A very likely possibility of making a mistake is due, 

in part, to the different methods of computing time a~ong the 

Romana and Jews. The former employed the system which is now 

used, while the latter started the new day at sundown. Fur

thermore, there seems to be a widespread ignorance among 

commentators that the Jews observed special Sabbath days, 

other than the weekly Sabbath. This can account for the 

erroneous assumptions made regarding the day of crucifixion, 

and once this day was set apart and observed every year for 

generations, it was only the u.ext step that commentators of 

all persuasions should taci~ly accept this position and then 

attempt to defend it frora Scr1pture. 2 

Assuming at present for argument's sake that Friday 

1noy M. Allen, Three Days in the Grave (New York: 
Loi zeaux Brothers, 191~2) , p. 12 . 

2Herbert W. Armstrong,~ Resurrection Was Not on 
§.unday: pp. 1-2. 
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was not the actual day of crucifixion, that tradition is wron3, 

and that most expositors have erred on this point, how would 

it be possible to establish the correct day for the crucifix

ion? The problom indeed becomes greater and more perplexing 

when it 1a considered that rnany godly men have thoroughly 

studied the problem and yet disagree vehemently in their 

conclusions. It may be almost construed as proof of Alexander 

Pope.-s assertion that "fools rush in where angels fear to 

tread," to attempt a minute investig~tior .. · of the problem. 

The question· still atand'.>aa to how the correct day 

for the crucifixion may be established. It will be univer

sally agreed that any study of the problem should be baaed, 

primarily, upon the scriptural record. If it is then pos

sible to produce additional proof from an outside source, 

such as a historian or a computer of the historical calendar 

of the passion week, this may be done. But under no circum

stances must the scriptural narrative be set aside in favor 

of some other account. 

De~pite the fact, however, that on the one hand 

certain authors state the 1mposa1b111ty of ascerta1n1ng the 

chronological date of the year of the crucifixion·,·3 other 

authors, whether they be false apostles or conservative 
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biblical scholars, make elaborate calculations to indicate 

the year, month, anclctay, An adrted :)roblern exists therefore, 

because of the variation of offered dates, to determine whether 

or not the precise year can be calculated chronologically, and 

if so, which scholar's calculations are correct. The value 

of such an investigation may not yet be seen, but as this 

study proc·eeda, 1 t will be demonstrated that, once the correct 

date for the passion week has been found, many perplexing 

problems will diaaunear. 

IV. THE VALUE OF THE INVESTIGATION 

At this point someone may well ask of what value it 

is to know the exact day of crucifixion or resurrection. Is 

it not merely a technical noint that does not matter? And 

also, if some other day be establlshea for the crucifixion 

and resurrection, does lt mean that the Church must change 

her custom to the correct day or days? 

If it were only a technical matter and the investigation 

a mere gratification of soIBeone's vanity in proving himself 

correct, it most certainly would not matter in tne least. If, 

o:i the other hand, the establishing of the day of crucifixion, 

A.s well as all other chronoloc;y of the passion weeK, results 

i:1 substantlatin6 the accuracy ,nd ,_armony of the various 

a ~co11nts anct illu::ninating passae;eo which are ot,herwise difficult 
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to underGtand, the study is distinctly w,)rth while. To this 

may be added the resulting appreciation for some of the for

merly difficult New Testament passages, a better uncteratanct

lng of Old Testament types, and a new vision of the :,eaning 

of the cross. With tnese results no further incentive tre 

to pursue the subject to its conclusion will be required. 

There also need be no fear that tne ascertaining of 

the facts would have any bearing on the time-honored customs 

of such churches which set aside a special day to commemorate 

the crucifixion. In practice tne day can Just as wall be 

Friday as any otner. Does not Christianity observe December 25 

as the birthday of Christ wnen it is universally b.dmittect. that 

He was not born on tn1s day? Tne efrect of the truth would 

thus not necessarily inrluence the observances of tne vhurcn, 

though, of course, it would oe Dy far better to have tne 

observances--if it is decided to have them at all--on tne 

correct day, rather tnan on one we know to be wrong. 4 

The issue at nand then is to ascertain the facts 

regarding tne ct.eatn or Christ ana let tnern witness for the 

truth; whether it be Friday, the day most commonly accepted; 

Wednesday, the day more popular a.mon6 Bi 1Jle students at pre sent; 

or Thursday, the day in between. 

4 Ibid., pp. 15-16 . 
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CHAPT2:R II 

THE FRIDAY THEOHY 

It can be said apodlctlcally that Good Friday is 

looked upon by Christendom as a whole as the day which la a 

perpetual memorial of the day on which Christ was cruci

fied. Its observance ls not of recent development. It has 

. 1 
been firmly established for centuries. And to relegate 

the idea of Friday as crucifixion day from the endearment of 

Christendom to the realm of false traditions cannot be toler-

• ated without first properly presenting its claims. 

• 

I. ARGUMENTS FOR FRIDAY 

The argument from antiquity. A primary argument for 

Friday as being the day on which Christ d'ied is 1 ts· time

honored position. Practica1ly all great scholars of past 

generations accent the day. Lange, Ederaheim, Alford, Smith, 

and Jamieson, Fausset, and Brown are Just a few of those who 

adhere to Friday. It was not until Westcott wrote his study 

on the GOSpels2 that anyone beca□e suspicious of the accepted 

day. One wonders, if some other day can be established 1n 

1A t rmatrong, 2_2. cit., p .• 

the 

2 . 
Brooke Foss Westcott, Introduction to~ Study of 

Gosuel (New York: Macmillan and Company, lb80), p. 340. 



• 

• 

9 

It is the easiest Lhlnt-~ to asuumo f 1·om these verses 

that the crucif lxion took place lmrn~dL .. tely pl' ior to the 

regular Jewish Sabbath. It is said that the women returned 

after Christ's burial and rested on the Saooath (Luke-23:56). 

This seems to further substantiate the implication that the 

Jews observed the r~gular Sabbath during that week, that 

Christ hung on the cross on the day previous to the Sabbath, 

which was the day of preparation--namely Friday. This seems 

to be a simple explanation, in light or which all other 

Scriptures should be interpreted. By the women's visit df 

the tomb early Sunday morning the time or Christ's resurrec

tion is established. 

Thus the simplicity highly commends the theory, for 

it requires nothing which is not apparent in the text. 

The argument from Matthew 12:40. Two verses, 

Matthew 12:40 and Luke 24:21, require a rather loose interpre

tation ·by t.hose t.hat hold to the Friday theory. These pas

sages,. indicating that Christ woUl.d oe in the heart of the 

earth "three days and three nights," are be no means oon

eldered a aeatn blow to the theory. It is said that because 

Christ was general 1n many or His other prophetic statements, 

tnis expression also is general and of a veiled nature, ae•~ 

~p1te the fact that Christ 1s using the literal wording or tne 

• Olu Testament. It in no wise specifically circumscribes the 
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"t-h0- t.lme t.na1, Cnriat lay in tne tomb. 3 

Anderson, and all others who propound this theory, 

have to indicate that Chrlat ate the Passover meal. This 

was dona on the 15th of N1aan, in the evening -tollow1ng 

the killing of the Passover lamb. ThlB occurred on the 

14th of the month of Niaan. The explanation is given 

that Jesus rightly was crucified on the day or preparation, 

but this was the preparation for the weekly Sabbath, instead 

of the day prior to the Sabbath on which the feast of the 

Passover was eaten. 4 

II. ARGUMENTS AGAINST FRIDAY 

In light of the seemingly strong evidence in favor 

of this theory, is there anything which may be adduced 

against it? In order to show that the Friday theory 1s 

erroneous, it must first be demonstrated that the theory 

does not m~et all the conditions, and then another theory 

must be shown which will fit equally well all the evidenoe 
i used for Friday and the arguments which can be brought,aga.inst 

Friday. 

3R. C.H. Lenski, Interpretation of St. Matthew's 
Goepel (Columbus, Ohio: The Wartburg Preas,1943), p. 494. 

Kree;el 
4Robert Anderson, The CominT Prince (Grand Rapids: 
Publications, 1957),pp. 11 -113. 
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It is very probable that a question will be raised 

by eo~e regarding an attempt to disprove the Friday theory. 

What is the differenoe? Ia the question worth investigating? 

To this it must be answered that the question is all-important, 

for on it depends the authority and truthfulness of the Lord 

Jesus Christ. While He was teaching the pfU>le, the Phari-

sees asked Him for evidence of His authority as the Son of 

God: "Master, we woUld see a sign from thee" (Matthew 12:38). 

And it was to this challenge· that Christ replied in the 

familiar words of Matthew 12:40 • 

The argument from Matthew 12:40. Christ answered 

the Pharisees: 

·An evil and adulterous generation aeeketh after a 
sign·; and there shall no sign be given to it, but the 
a1gn of the prophet Jonas: For as Jonas was three days 
and three nights in the whale's belly; so shall the Son 
of man be three days and three nights in the heart of 
the earth. (Matthew 12:39-40) 

Jesus staked His authorl ty 001 this. If He did not 

remain in the tomb for three days and three nights, He is not 

5 the infalllb le Son of God. Once it is ad.ml tted that this 

means exactly wp.at it says, the Friday theory has lost its 
; 

case. Even such higher critics as Driver, .3rlggs, and 

5M. R. De Haan, Jonah (Grand Rapids, :Heh.: Zondervan 
Publishing House, 1957), p. 118. 
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Plummer adnit that> although tradition insists that Christ 

lay in thE: 5rave only one day and parts of' tW<., others, Christ 

added "three night.{¼ 1 which meant exactly what He said it to 

6 
mean. 

It is impossible to make the time stretch three 

days and three nights if the crucifixion occurred on Friday. 

It is not at all necessary to assume that "three days and 

three nights" implies exactly sevent,y-two hours. The condem

ning factor is that only two nights or less are provided for 

by a Friday crucifixion. Other Scriptures (Matthew 26:61; 

Mark 9:31; John 2:19), translated "in three days," allow for 

an interpretation of "within three days, 11 or "inside of three 

days." The emphasis is on the fact that the action must be 

completed within the li~it of three days. Again, even the 

higher critics admit that the Hebrew expression in Jonah 1:17, 

"And Jonah was in the belly of the fish three days and three 

nights" refers to three literal days and literal nights. And 

Jesus said distinctly that as Jonah was three days and three 

nights 1n the belly of the fish, so He would be the same 

lertgth of time in the n~a~~-of the earth. 

Now it must be admitted that the ancient rabbis, 

6Willou6hby C. Allen, CoCl!llentary on the Gospel 
~cording to St. :uatthew (Edinburgh: T. andT Clarl~, 1907), 
P. 139. 
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according to the Talmud, counted part of a da1 as a whole 

day. And thHB by resort ln6 to soine Je·;f l sh custom, two 

hours or so on Friday, all day Saturday, and a few hours 

on Sunday are au•mosed to be equivalent of three days and 

three nights. However, the Bible is not interpreted by the 

Jewish Talmud. Christ rejected the Tal~udic traditions of 

the Jews, and using the same literal expression as was used 

of J 0 nah, said "three days and three nights," and not one 

day and two nlghts. 7 

The argument, from Luke 24:21. The answer of this 

verse, made by the two disciples to Christ on the road to 

E:1maus on Sunday afternoon after His resurrection, is indeed 

a heavy indictment of Friday: 

But we trusted that it had :)een he which should have 
redeemed Israel; and beside all this, to day is the 
third day since these things were done. (Luke 24:21) 

The case against Friday lo oles black, indeed, for 

Sunday is !:!Q1 the third day since Friday. 

There are those who object that the term "-the third 

day'' contradicts the statement "after three days." (Mark 8:31) 

But the solution to this apparent problem is found in the 

Scrlutures themselves. A look at Esther 4-:16 and 5:1 will 

7Herman L. Hoeh, The Crucifixion Was Ncit on Friday, 
'JT). 1-~?. 



• 

• 

• 

14 

suffice to indicate r,h,,.t, the ex,)ression "on trw 1:,n1rc1 day" 

Esther had iinnlored the i~eo,)le to fast ror her for three 

days and three ni~~;hts and then, on the third day, she went 

8 before the king. 

The argument from the~ Sabbaths. Another diffi-

cult hurdle for Friday to surmount has to do witn the ract 

that there were two Sabbaths in that eventful week. There 

was a "high day," the aay after the regular Passover 

(John 19:31); then there was, of course, tne regular weekly 

Sabbath. 

Matthew 28:1 contains proof that there were two 

Sabbaths. The first clause is rendered, "In the end of the 

Sabbath," of more correctl.y, "after the Sabbath." However, 

to translate that phrase literally it should be renaered 

"after the Saboaths." The Greek wora translated "Sabbath" 
, 

has the plural form in the original vr~~~~r~r). This la 

admitted by all. 

As further proof for at least two Sabbaths, the fact 

should be notea 1:.hat Luke says tna.1:. t11e women prepared. spices 

and tnen rested on the Sabbath (Luke 23:56), whereas Mark 

Bw11.uam L. Pett.ir15111, Bible Q,uestions Answ8red 
(Findl.ay, Ohio: l!unctamental Trut.n Puol1shers, n.d.), p. 184. 
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wri ,:,es tik• i:, r.,ney boue;ht the spices whe;1 i:.he Sabbat,h was a.lready 

past. (_·,'.ark 16:1). If these -v::o Jas::;;_~c_;cs i'e:l"er to one and the 

same SabbG.t11, i:.aen the Scriptu1'es contain a gross contradic-
9 

tion. 

Some seek to explain t.ne 9lural of "Sabbath" by 

assuming 1,nat. t.ne d.ay was a doubled. Saboath; tnat. 1s, the 

annual Sa boa tn ;;.nd a weekly Sa boa tn nad come on t.he sa.me ct.ay. 

How this could. make t.wo Sabbaths out. 01' one is not t.oo clear. 

Certainly, a douo~ed Sabbath would be a new thing undeL· the 

sun • 

nhy is it tnat the plural word has oeen translated 

singular? It must be that the 1,ranslators were simply ignorant 

or i:.ne fact that the Jewa had other Sabbaths besides the weekly 

Sabbath. And assuming that Christ was crucified the day before 

the weekly Sabbath, everything must bend to their Friday theory, 

even if it means a mistranslation of the Word. 

~ arguments from circumstantial evidence. There is 

additional evidence which can be produced against the Friday 

theory. When it is taken by itself it may not carry much 

weight. Nevertheless, on top of all the direct evidence it 

must be recognized. 

9Roscoe G. Sappenfield, "Did Christ Die on \iednesday, 
Thursday, or Friday?" our Hone, LXIII (April, 1957), 520. 
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There is, flrst of all 1 the ar5wnent from the two 

silent days of tlle 1)ass1on woeic Golillilentators w;10 sub

scribe ~o the Friday ~heory--and nearly all of them do-

are forced to conclude that there are two silent days in 

this week. Counting from the arrival at Bethany, six days 

before the Passover, it is said that there is absolutely no 

record of two whole days. This seems very strange when one 

considers the amount of space devoted to the events of the 

last week, as compared with the rest of Christ's earthly 

ministry. 

Approximately one-third of all that is written in the 
combined gospels relates entirely to this last week, 
out of a lifetime of thirty-three years and a public 
ministry of over three ••• Every moment of His time 
appears to be accounted for [from the time of the a 1~ival 
at Bethany], until the morning of the resurrection. 

Yet when these days are pieced together, the Friday propo

nents calmly assert that two wnole days are missing! And few 

there are who will even admit this; most of them do not deal 

with the entire chronology of the passion week, obviously 

because they sense some incongruity. 

One last evidence to be brought a5ainst the Friday 

theory ls that of typology. Great s~lrltual truths are taught 

through types ln the Old Testament. The Lord Jesus Himself 

reco5nized this and indicated at various times that He Himself 

lOR. M. Allen, on. cit., p. 23. 
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was the fulfillment of a type. 3o, for instance, in John 3: 14 

He taut:":ht that the se1~qent wl1ich L:oses lii'ted up L~ the wilder

ness was a tyne of salvation through His own lifting up on the 

cross. 

When John the Baptist called the peo~le's attention to 

Christ as the L.s.mb of God, he thereby meant that the Passover 

lamb was a type of the Lord Jesus Christ. And the Apostle 

Paul likewise had a clear understanding of this truth, when he 

wrote to the Corinthians, "For even Christ our paasoveris sacri

ficed for us. 11 (I. Corinthians 5:7) 

Despite the fact that this comparison will again be 

discussed lateron, it would be well to briefly note how Christ 

completely fulfillea the type of the Passover lamb. In 

Exodus 12 it ls seen that the Pasoover lamb was set aside for 

death on the tenth day of the month and it was sacrificed on 

the 14th of Nlsan, four days later. When Christ came riding 

into Jerusalem on an ass, as prophesied by Zechariah (9:9), He 

was rejected by the nation or Ia.rael (Luke 19:47) and thus 

automatically set aside as God's lamb, earmarked for deatn. 

If tne type holds true to form, He should have been put to 

death after four aays; but from Sunday to Friday are five days. U 

Surely everyone has heard of dilemmas with horns, to one of 

• l \ A. G. Krushwi tz, A Seri .Jtural Calendar of Passion 
~. pp. 1-2. 
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which one m1sht cl1ne if his position failed; but here is a 

d1le~ma without horns. 

Based upon these cited objecti 0 1ns, it can be seen 

that Friday does not meet all the scriptural conditions for 

the day of the crucifixion. The great strength of the Friday 

position--its antiquity and uncontroverted acceptance--has 

been undermined by the fact that this universal acceptance of 

the theory led to forced interpretations to flt the assumed 

conditlona. There have been no argumentative constructive 

foundations laid for it • 

Is ~here then some other day which will meet the 

conditions in an acceptable manner? Those who ad.here to the 

Wednesday theory steadfastly affirm that Wednesday can meet 

every test and is the only day probable and poaslble. Tnere-. 
~~ 

fore it will belto leave Friday and to state and analyze the 

claims for Wednesday • 
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CHAPTER III 

THE WEDNESDAY THEORY 

One writer proudly asser~s that only he could be 

right: 

We have now located, with Bible proof, two of the 
prophetic days, the triumphal entrance on Saturday, and 
His trials and crucifixion on Wednesday. Let us now 
find the day of Hla resurrection; thettwe promise you 
showers of proof eatablish1ng·a11 (italics in the ori
ginal) the days. 1 

What ls the "Bible proof .. tor Wednesday,., and-;· where 

are these "showers of proof" establishing Wednesday as the 

day of Christ's death? Before this subject 1s taken up, it 

w1ll be necessary to briefly mark the divisions among the 

Wednesday adherents. 

t. CLASSIFICATION OF WEDNESDAY ADHE.H..l.!:NTS 

Cult1c adherents. The zeaJ.ous adheren'ts or 1,.b.e 

Wednesday theory may be claaa1f1ed into two group~. First. 

there are those who vehemently defend Wednesday as the cru

cifixion day because they belong to a cult which holds that 

Christians 1n this age must keep the law and therefore are 
' ' 

bound to keep the Sabbath. Perhaps the most cult1o of these 

t 
William Fredrick, Three Prophetic Days (Clyde, Ohio: 

William Fredrick, Publisher, n.d.), p. 25. 
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men is Herbert W. Armstrong. He writes: 

The New Testament reveals that Jesus, the apostles 
and the .. New Testament Church, both Jewish anq.,.Gentile~ 
born observed God'a2Sabbath, and God's tes~1vals;--
weekly 'and anually ~. 

20 

Other groups also,stress the necessity ot keeping 

the Jewish Sabbath. The Seventh-day Adventists and other 

Seventh-day sects are eJJpecially outspoken on this. Many a 

book and pamphlet has been written to defend the1r,pos1t1on 

and to demonstrate that Ohr.1st died· on Wednesday and rose on 

Saturday ·afternoon, giving Christians therefore no basis to 

observe the 'first day of·the week •. Perhaps the most widely 

• distributed booklet of this nature is Authoritative Quotations 

•.Q!l the Sabbath and Sunday. 1ssued by the Voioe of Propheoy. 

• 

It attempts·to talre away any_ground for a Sunday observance. 

Consecrated adherents. The other group which adheres 

to the Wednesday theory--and this is by far the larger group-

does so because it has a love for the Scriptures and considers 

them as the Word of God. In sensing the impossibility of the 

Friday theory, the constituents of this group endeavor to do 

all justice to the biblical teaching concerning Christ's death 

and resurrection •. The cultlc motive and slant is foreign to 

them, while there ar8 still those in their ranks, to be sure. 

who hold that the resurrection occurred on Saturday • 

2Herbert W. Armstrong, Easter is Pagan! p. 12. 
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II. ARGUMENTS FOR WEDNESDAY 

~ are,;ument from the time in the tomb~ Whether a 

group among those contenting for Wednesday has one or the 

o't.her··of the above-mentioned v1ewpo1nta, the pl votal point 

for them ia still Matthew 12:40. The term "three days and 

three nights" is assumed to mean exactly seventy-two hours. 

Thie period of time, it is insisted, includes the inte1•va1 

from the time the Savior's body was placed in the tomb until 

3 He arose from it. 

The different viewpoints have already been briefly 

mentioned. Some·groups--usually· the sects--place"the-entotnb:.. 

ment at,or.before six o'clock on Wednesday evening~ the exact 

moment at which the Jewish da.ychanged to the next. Seventy

two hours later, either before or exactly~at six o'clock on 

Saturday. evening, Christ arose. In ei ther,-oase, if this ,were, 

true--and this is usually why this theory is proposed--there 

would by no Justification for the observance of the first day 

of the week. For if the resurrection did not occur on t-.he 

first day of the week, then Sunday is of no spec1a1 ai~1fi

cance. To have Christ rise at exactly 6 p.m. on Saturday 

neatly saves the proponent the problem of explaining how Christ 

3R. A. Torrey, fili'flcult1ea 1n the Bible (Chicago: 
Moody Press, 1907/, pp. 104-105. 
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could have risen on the Sabbath; neither does it compel him 

to hold that Christ rose on the first day of the week. 

22 

Interpretations of this sort are not entirely accept

able to those sincere believers who merely wish to honor 

God's Word. By them the solution is offered that the inter

ment of Christ's body was retarted for a few moments, allow

ing Nicodemus and the ot):lere to bury Him just after sunset, 

but definitely at a time within the following day. Dr. De Haan 

writes therefore, not without some ambiguity as to the exact 

moment ofburial: 

_ • Our Lord Jesus Christ was_ ,crucified on Wednesday, He 
dfed at three o' clock·-,vednesday afternoon, and was -buried 
at or about sundown that_ same evening, and:remained in 
the tomb until Saturday~ evening, ·and arose at the con
clusion of the sabbath. , T~e-Jew1sh day began at sundown 
and ended at sundown. 'Hence, ·Jesus was in the tomb from 

_ W~dn~~d~y_ eyen1ng \.l.!lt1,l, 1Saturda:y .evJ3nlng, ar1s1ng,-at-1the 
beginning of the first day of the week which began immedi
ately after sundown •• Only thus can we understand the 
words of our Lord Jesus, that like Jonah, He would be in 
the heart of the earth for "three days and three nighta~"4 

Generally speaking, those who believe in the Wednesday 

crucifixion seek to do honor to the Scrivtures. They show 

that they are willing to take God at His word when they insist 

on an interment of seventy-two hours. Yet another oommendable 

point to their theory ls the recognition that there were at 

least two Sabbaths during the passion week • 

4ne Haan, on. c 1 t. , p. 120 • 
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,The argument from the two Saoua~hs. Though .the 

Wednesday proponents may not agree on the exact·numbe~ and 

posi t1on qf Sabbaths .. during the week in which Ohr.1st wa·a 

c~ucifieq, they do recognize that there was not merely the 

weekly Sabbath. There 1s unanimous agreement among them 

that with the Jews the fifteenth day of this month was 

always a Sabbath, no matter· on .what_ day of the week it came. 

It was an annual Sabbath, entirely apart from the weekly 

Sabbath. 5 

,The argument from ~ interpretation :of 3"1e: ;ahd 0 e-Tr ·,-
, . 

f :"' 01<c.>._ ·Those ,who are not familiar w1 th ithe Wednesday theory 

may wonder,how 1t is possible·to place the resurrection of 

Ch~1st -·i1,p- the .evening. The -need for 1 t t.o be -placed there, 

ins:tead _of early Sunday mor-n1ng, 1s apparent>~ -as otherwise 

Christ's entombment would have exceeded the seventy-two hour 

mark by several hours~ 

As proof for this position., two Greek words tfrom 

Uatthew 28: 1 are add.uced, where it is recorded· that the women 

went to the tomb, supposedly on Saturday even1ng. The words 

themselves will be discussed in detail, later.· -Su:f'ticl! lt to 

say that the contention is that in employing theae--two words, 

liatthew is describing the visit to tne tomb oy the same women, 

5 Fredrick, 2.2• ci~., p. 15. 
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immediately after the Jabuath WLJ.s over--not on the next 

:nornin3. Some sup~)ose that just one visit was made to.the. 

sepulchre, others believe there were ,se'leral ,·via1ts, qe~~u..~e 

of the different accounts. 6 

The argument from the events of the passion week. 

Those who examine the writings of the different Wednesday 

proponents are soon brought to the conviction that there ls 

great confusion relative to the exact events of the passion 

week. Scriptural accounts are very specific in deacribin_e; 

the events of that week. But just as there la one day missing 

• if Christ was crucified on Friday, so there ls one day too 

• 

many if Wednesday was the actual day of crucifixion. •ro remedy 

this dilemma the triump{lal entry 1s shifted ·from Sunday to 

Saturday, the Jewish Sabbath. Some who subscribe to a W0dnea

day crucifixion do not mention the triumphal entry at all; 

others know that it must have been four days before the cru

cifixion but say that the 10th of Nisan fell on a weekly 

Sabbath that year. But in the latter case there is no attempt 

made to estahl 1 Ah the correr.t. chronological year. 7 The pos1- · 

tion is d:>v1ously only a, 11 01 ty of refuge." • Consequently it 

is possible to always detect someone subscribing to the Wed

nesday theory, when he states that Ghrist rode as Messiah 
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into Jerus ,le.:. on the Sab1Jath day, instead of Palm 3u.,day. 

These then are the main arguments for the Wednesday 

theory: Christ's entombmert. lasted exactly seventy-two hours; 

c:arist's triumphal entry tool<: place on Saturday; and four 

days later, on Wednesday, He died. Then exactly seventy-

two hours after IUs burial He arose. 

While the integrity and sincerity of the theory's 

proponents la unquestionable, the degree to which ma.~y have 

employed their God-given common sense and reasoning faculties 

in followin5 out.@:.li the ramifications of the theory, is open 

to serious question. This theory does not satisfy every 

condl tion, desp1 te the many state::ients made to that effect. 

II. ARGU:.LENTS AGAINST WEDNESDAY 

The Wednesday theory is pucked with inconsistencies 

and erroneous coriclusions, unsupportable by Gither Scripture 

or common sense. This shall be demonstrated. in the folloW1!1g 

pages. 

The ar5ument from the complete unit theory. The 

whole theory stands on very precarious ground. It is a com

plete unit tneory. ::<.~aci1 of its :1cffts is like a link in a 

c~1aln, and if one li:1k breaks the wholG theory will com~Jlete.ty 

collc;;.pse. Once it can be positively demonstrated that the 

triu:Jphal entry ,,as not on the Je.ish Sa._ibath but rl.:ither on 



• 
t{1e 1'1rst day of the wee~, t!1en the crucifixion could ;-1ot 

possibly have taken .-ilace on .,ednesday. It Will be remem-

bered th<:!.t the triumphal entry was on ti1e 10th of Nisan 

and the slayin0 of the Passover la~nb was in t:aa t year, as 

in all yea.rs previously, on tne 14t~1 of IJisan, four days 

later. 

Further;:iore, a demonstrc1.tlon that ~latthew' s account 

of the women's visl t to the tomb is identical to t1ie visits 

recorded by the other evangelists, will all but destroy the 

Wednesday theory. 8 

The argument froQ the triumphal entry. There is, 

• first of all, s;:,rong cirumstantlal evidence that Ghrist did not 

co;:;ie to Jerusalem on Saturday. All four gospel writers record 

Christ's triumphal entry (I1Iatthew 21, ::lark 11, Luke 19, John 12). 

If the triumphal entry had taken ~Jlace on the Sabbath, as the 

Vednesday ~dvocates insist, certain 6rave questi0ns could 

• 

be raised. First of all, had Christ ridJen on the ass on 

the Sabbath day, ::e most ce::>tal:1ly would have been cri t1c1zed 

for it. na.-lhe not ueen criticized before (:.~atthew 12:10; 

Marlc 2:24; Lu~e 13:14; John 9:;,6) ior supposedly violating 

t,~ir,3 Jabbati1 day'? A:1d r:ould it not seem out of order and 

entir~ly iraco~9atible with a Jewish ~ab~ath to :aave crowds 

b H 

H. • ~"' • Al 1 en , QJ2. c 1 t . , 9 p . 5 1 - 3 2 . 
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s ine;i:lS, sllou ti~, cJ.nd brea'cc ing off oro.nl'.hes fro::: the pCtl:.n 

01'. heads of 0 ra1n Uiatthew 21: 16)? 'rhis surely would have 

been a gross violation of the usual solemnity with which a 

Saouath was re5arded. 

In addition to this, the Journey between Bethany and 

Jerusalem, which Christ made with His disciples on the same 

day (:.!ark 11: 11), was two and a half Sabbath days' Journeys 

away, for Bethany was located a mile beyond the summit of 

the l!ount of 011 ves. Jesus returned to Bethany on the same 

day Oilark 11: 11) and therefore, He and His disciples walked 

at least five Sabbath days' journeys on one day.9 

To further indicate that Jesus would have violated 

the Sabbath, it :nay be said that the cleansing of the temple, 

which Matthew and Luke imply was on the same day, could under 

no.circumstances have been carried out on a Sabbath. Reli

gious legalists like the Jews would never have tolerated the 

transaction of co :illlercial business that day, even though they 

~ermitted to have the temple defiled for worldly gain on 

ot.r1er days. 

An added bit of conclusive evidence against the Lord's 

e;:trance into Jerusale:n on the Sabbath :uay be rii:$htly called 

9H. B. Hacket (ed.), t'Betha.ny, 11 Smith's Dictionary 
of the Bible (New York: Hurd and Houshton, 1871), I, 285 • 
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chronological evidence. These )roofs are given in distinc

tion to the circumsta.ntial evidence produced above. 

Sir Robert Anderson, well known for his scholarship 

and erudition, has been of invaluable service to Christi

anity by his calculation of certain scriptural dates. He 

is generally accepted as an authority on chronology relat

ing to the prophecy and coming of Christ. Because his 

calculations shall be referred to later, suffice it to say 

for the present that his conclusions concerning the trium

phal entry place the date on the 6th of April, A. D. 32, 
to 

which is Sunday, the 10th of the month of Nisan. Since 

the slaying of the Passover lamb was four days later, 

Christ most certainly could not have been crucified on 

Wednesday. Some Wednesday proponents (like De Haan) agree 

with Anderson's chronology and yet still cling firmly to 

the Wednesday crucifixion. 

One is caused to wonder why the advocates of the 

Wednesday theory have not bothered to figure out some of 

these implications for themselves, instead of calmly assert

ing that Wednesday is the only day which meets ever condition_ 

and is true to the teaching of the Word. 

10.,. d n.n erson, QQ• cit., p. 127. 
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The arRument from the visit at the tomb. It ls -- __ ,.. ___ --- -- --- -- -- -
necessary to bring further arguments against the Wednesday 

theory to demonstrate how ill it fits all the tacts. 

When the date of the crucifixion ls tabulated a_s 

being Wednesday, the 14th of N1san, it follows logically 

that Thursday, the 15th, is the special Passover Sabbath. 

Thus Friday becomes a secular day between the two Sabbaths. 

According t.o the Wednesday theory, the women bought spices _ 

on this day and prepared them, then waited until the weekly 

Sabbath was passed before they made any wove whatsoever to 

go and embalm the body. 

That spices were bou~ht someti~e after the entomb

ment of Christ is plainly evidenced by the Scriptures 

(Mark 16:1, Luke 23:56; 24:1). It has been explained by 

some that the period of seventy-two hours was necessary to 

dispel all clai~s that Ghrist was not dead. This may per

haps be true, for science has demonstrated that miotic cell 

divisions and other vit~l processes can continue for some 

time after death. ~owever, if the case of the death of 

Lazarus la recalled, it should be noted that Lazarus' body 

was decomposing after four days already. But we are led to 

believe by the '/lednesday advocate.a that the women failed to 
r·,- 1 ,{. L'. • I 

go to the tomb on the intervening secular day--1.1-hursda.y--but 

~assed up the opportunity for another forty-eight hour 9erlod . 

Then the women are su•,;)osed to have 0 one to the to::i.b at the 
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sa:-ne Deriod which was offered \JJ i.Iartha as an obJec:tion to 

the openinG of Lazarus' trnnb. How can this be? 

It seems obvious that tile women went b~ck to the· 

grave because they consider8d the embalming after the death 

of their Lord insufficient and lnco.plete. A.nd they wished 

to stay the dissolution of the boa.y for as long as possible. 

The only logical conclusion to the matter is that the wome:1 

didn't go back to the tomb any earlier than they did because 

theycouldn't. There was no intervening day! 

To follow the theory that ":.L.ry Magdale1.1e and the 

other \fary (Matthew 28: 1) went to the tomb Saturday evening 

after sunset already is sheer inanity. 11 Zlsewhere ( .wuk.e 2i+) 

the specific information 1a given that Mary Magdalene (and 

perhaps the other :Jary) were ar;ton3 the party that went to 

the tomb early th~ first day of the week. Why Mary Magda

lene neglected to tell the others that they were going on a 

fool's errand in the morning is difficult to understand. If 

Christ had already met her the nisht before, why should she 

go along in the morning and then naively inquire where they 

had laid the body of Christ (John 20:2)'/ It 1s far easier 

to r5concile the differant accounts of the visit to the tomb 

by holdln5 that they wer& S8)arate reports of the sa;ne event 
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than to accuse i<J'.ary ;!,ae;dalene of oei'.1:__; so;:1e sort of a sor:m.:-,.m

. 1 t 12 :JU i S • 

The argwnent from Matthew 12: 40. It has already been 

stated that the oasis upon which the ,iesin2sday theory is 

ouild is Matthew 12:40: 

For as Jonas was three days and three nights in the 
whale's belly; so shall the Son of man be three days 
and three nights in the heart of the earth. 

Nothin5 thus far haa been ::nentioned concerning tha 

proper interpretation of this verse. Wednesday advocates 

sum up their understanding of the verse thus: 

Seventy-two hours lll:\:.er, exactly three days and three 
nights, at the beginningof the first day of the week 
(Saturday at sunset), He arose acain from the e;rave. 
When the women visited-the tomb just before dawn next 
morning, they found the \;rave already empty. So we are 
not driven to any auch· r.:1akeahift as that any small por
tion of a day is reckoned as a whole day and night, but 
we find that the statement of Jesus was literally true. 
Three days and three nights His body was dead and lay in 
the sepulchre. 13 

It should be noticed that in ;,~atthew 12 :40 the time 

interval 1s three days and three ni0hts. No me~1tion la made 

of hours, but Wednesday proponents c1,re quick to clai:n that 

this 1eans exactly seventy-two hours. Of course, only this 

period of time la advantageous to their theory, for any less 

12 'J .. • 11 it 11.. & • .;~ •~n, 2.J2• _c_. , PlJ, 42-44. 

13 Torrey, Q_Q. cit., pp • 
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or :aore number of hours J1.lst ,.ould i1ot uo. ~i1e siGnal im ;ort 

of the :L:.rase here is not ti1.___ t 12.,.<.1.c Lly seventy-two hou.rs 

should be fulfilled, but tna t the :;:_,ord '.aGan t exactly ·:1hat E1;: 

said; nothinG more, nothing less. 

The inconsistency of the Vednesday theory is that 

having deteru1ined that "three uays and three nic:;hts 11 means 

. exc..ctly seventy-two hours, its proponent,::; insist that Jesus 

therefore literally fulfilled this by beine; in the grave for 

seventy-two ho1.1t·s. Thereafter, all Scripture bearl11t5 upon 

the subject ls made to fit this interpretu.tion. ?erhaps 

a rather l~ngthy quotation from Allen's boo~ is in order, 

because he skilfully c:/Je.3 right to the heart of the rna tter: 

Three ni5hts and· three days, although the •3qulva1ent 
in duration, is not a substitute expression for three 
days and tiiree niE;hts, for they cannot be reckoned from 
the same startin5-polnt nor do they terminate at the 
same time. It might be conceded that there aro cases 
where it would hot ma~e any difference which expression 
was employed, uut the present instance cannot oe classed 
a11ong them fop the vital point at issue here is the 
question of when the desiGnated time terrnina.ted Citalics 
in the original]. Tllere is a difference of twelve hours 
between them, and the Xednesd~y advocates are using this 
very expression to advance t,he time of the resurrection 
tw..:Jl ve hours over th~t 5e'.:erally accept8d. If Jesus mec..nt 
three nights and. three days it see";s loDical to assu.11e 
that, l{nowinc the distinction, ih would have used that 
ex~reseion rather than the one recorded. It also seems 
logical that we should accept His statement Ju::it as Ee 
expressed it ... than to stretch the expression to mean 
exactly 72 1~ours, which is not nec.:essarily implied by 
His words. 

14R. Il. Allen, 22· cit., pp. 46-47 . 
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A major set5Iaenr, or tnoae w110 havf_; c; ... st t,,1ear lots in ravor or 

the ~ednesday tr~ory produce as one ot the proofs ror holding 

to this position the utterances or uabriel to Daniel in the 

book of Daniel, cnapter nine: 

And after tnreescore ana two weeks shall Messiah oe 
cut off, but not for himseLf; and the peaple of the 
nrince that shali come snalL destroy the city ana ~ne 
;anciuary; and the end thereof shall be with a flood, and 
unto the end-of' the war desolations are determined. And 
he shall confirmthe covenant with many f'or one week; and 
in the midst of the week he shall cause the sacrifice and 
oblation to cease. (26-27a) 

It is falsely regarded that the antlcedent of 11 he" in 

verse 27 is the "Messiah" of verse 26. Without ree;ard for the 

"prince" that is mention~)nor the proper interpretation of the 

last clause of verse 2G--which can even by the furthest stretch 

of the imagination not apply to Christ--the theory is expound

ed that here is a clear prophecy that Messiah would o,1ly 

minister for three and a half yea.rs, nnd that He would be 
1 -

crucified on Wednesday, ln the middle of the week. j 

The assertlo:1s of one oi' these adherents r:1ay oe quoted 

here to e;ive tne exact posii:.ion: 

In a serise tl1is ls a dual nrophecy. Christ died in 
the midst of the prophetic week: of seven years, afte:i.· 
:-s 1/2 yea:·s of mi:1istr:,';.:-1Jut Ee also died in the :nidst 
or the week--Jednesday~ u 

A careful study of t~e an6cl's words will show tnat 

]) . .70 . 16Hoeh, 



only ver~e 2~a &p 1110B to the Meosiah; the other nortlon 

finds its fulf111ment 1n the one who is elsewhere referred 

to as the 11 bea.at" (Daniel 12:11, Revelation 13:1). His 

prototype was Antiochus i:!:pip11anes, who sacrificed a sow unon 

the altar. Ther,1 i.s absolutely no basis for asserting that 

Daniel :J:26-27 prophesies t.r:..e exact time when Christ would 

be cvuolfied in the ~aaaion week. 

Perhaps these stated reasons will surrice to show 

tnat the claim of the Wednesct.ay :proponents me been founded 

upon sand. Facts will not c.onfirm the claim that only tnis 

theory can satisfy the Scr•ipture narratives and all conditi

ons 1n every resoect. Once it can be demonstratda that 

another day can mee~ all conditions and h~s consequently 

fewer problems and difficulties, slrnnle logic and scholarly 

honesty require th,.t. t ·Nednesday be abandoned as the day on 

which the s·::>otless Lac11b of God--the true Passover--was slain. 
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Because it has been shown tha~ neither Friday nor 

','/edne sday adeq_ua te lJ s1c:, tisf ie s the various factors pertinent 

to the ~1~e of the crucifixion, there is inferential proof 

that Thursday was the Qay. If tills is true, the correct-

ness of this day ought to ~e capable of beinb lo6 1cally 

demonstrated. Tne diverse Scripture references relative to 

this mon-,1mental event must rall into their proper place, 

without conflict or contradictions. If Thunday oe t.i:1e proper 

day, the theory would necessarily have to be harmonious and 

free from inconBruities. 

I. INTEi.~PRETATION OF i\.~Y PASSAGES 

Tne Interpretation of ;Jatthew 12:40 

Tne ~wo theories which have been discussed have been 

founded upon certain key passa5es; and one or the m~ln pas

sa~es for each theory has been Matthew 12:40, which has been 

interpreted in the li5ht of certain false assumptions. For 

tne purpose of discovering exactly hon the verse has been 

mislnterpr~ted, it ~ould oe expeaient Lo keep the exact 

wording of the verse in mind: 

For as Jonas was tnree days and t~·~e ni6hts in the 
whale's belly; so shall the Son of man be t::O.rt::e days 
and tnrE:e ni 0 ~1tG in t,he i1.eart of the earth . 
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J,>atthew 12:lf0 1n t11 1: li:)1t of ~oh.:1 2:18. At a dif-

ferent. occasion Christ:, was asked. by the Jews for a sign of 

His authority. To this He replied, "Destroy this temple, 

and in three days I will raise it up. 11 (John 2:18) In 

this instance He spoke of tne temple, His body (2:21). 

Although the occasion for and the statement or Matthew 12:40 

ls entirely different, the Wednesday proponents have inter

preted this passage as ~avlng application to Christ's body 

as well. · Then, based upon a fu1'ther aSBU\Jlption that the 

bur·ial took place around 6 p. m., the 'Nedne sday theory 1 s 

fabricatea. Chr1Gt 1 s oody having to be in the grave for 

three days puts tnerel'ore the resur:cectlon at approximately 

1 
6 p.m. Saturday evening. 

Matthew 12:40 in the light of_!. Corinthians .!.SJl!. 

Often this verse is produced to prove tnat. Christ's body lay 

in the grave for G1u-·ee days. The verse read.a, "And that he 

was buried. and t.i'.lat he rose again the third day, according to 

tne Scriptu~es." ~ut it cannot be proven conclusively that 

tnia doeo not merely r~fer to the prophecy or tne bur1a1 in 

Isaiah 53:9, "And he made his grave with tne wicked and wl-r,h 

the rich in his deatn. 11 Tnis prophecy has b1.::en precisely ful

filled; Christ was crucified with the two thieves and yet Vias 

1 R. M. Allen, .212.• cit., pp. 48-50 • 
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given an honorable burial DY the rich Joseph of' Arlma.thca 

(Jonn 19:38-42). Bu~ no mat~er 1r1 what disposition His oody 

was, in John 2: 18 Christ. was spea1t1ng or His numan habitation, 

Hie body, which He would not be able to use again until the 

third day, when He would be resurrected. And this is to what 

Paul makes reference in I. Corinthians 15:4. 

Matthew 12:40 in the light of Ephesians :!:.;_2,. In 

Matthew 12:40 Christ was not apeak1nc; of His body. The 

Apostle Pa1.1l announced where Christ was for the three days 

and three nights: "Now that he ascended, what is it but that 

he descended first into the lower parts of the earth?" 

(Ephesians 4:9) The same teaching is given in 1. Peter 3:9. 

w'ihile His body lay dead in the sepulc~1re, Christ was in the 

lower parts or heart of the earth. 

Matthew 12:40 in the light of Luke 23:4}. There is 

still another verse of Scripture which wo~ld at least indi

cate that Christ was not speaking of His body in Matthew 12:40. 

To the repenting thief on the cross He said, "Today shalt thou 

be with me in Paradise." (Luke 23:43) What would have been 

the difference 1f Jesus had said, "Today thou shal.t be with 

the Son of Man in Paradise"? Absolutely none. The real 

person of Jesus wa~ not the body but the soul and spirit. 

Had 1 t been the body, then 1 t must be assu.:ned that the thief 

was buried with Him on that same day in the same tomb. 
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The Internret/--1.tlon of "the he::irt of the earth" 

The logical inference ls inescapable that the "three 

days and three nights in the heart of the earth" have refer

ence to the place of the living nersonalitI of Christ rather 

than to His body in the tomb. The phrase designates the 

place where Christ was between His death and resurrection. 

It would be dishonest to deny that great theologians 

have held to either view; that is, that the body or person 

of Christ is meant. Most of those who are generally con

sidered orthodox have indicated that reference 1a :;1ade to the 

Lord's spirit rather than to His body. To these belong KBnig, 

Meyer, Stier, Webster, Wilkinson, and Alford. The Roman 

Catholic Church holds the same view. 2 

Old Testament txpologx. A fact that is commonly 

overlooked by most expositors deals with the state of Jonah 

while he was in the belly of the great fish. Though the fact 

cannot be e.mployed to either pro.ve or disprove the above inter

pretation of Matthew 12:40, it is nevertheless interesting to 

notice that Jonah was dead while he was in the fish. De Haan 

demonstrates in a very convincing manner that this was the case. 

2James r.~orison, [! Practical Commentary g_g the GosDel 
Accordil).5 !& fil. )'.fotthew (:Goston: N. J. Bartlett and Company, 
1 884) , p. 2 17 
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The so 1Jl 0f J'•J'lftiL went into sheol (J011R.h 2 ::J.) from whence 

hB cried, while his ~ody rested in 1cath in the abdomen of 

the fish (Jonah 2:1). Also, there is a description of the 

place of "sheo L" 

t 1 113 moun a !1.S. 

or "hades" . , namely at "the bottom of the 

59 

Ne\'i Testament teaching. Once the truth of Matthew 

12:40 is understood, it is easy to comprehend that the 

Scripture itself sets the start for the three days and three 

nights. If the heart of the earth is the same-as A0raham's 

bosom (Luke 16:27) or Paradise (Luke 16:32), and if the spirit 

of Jesus went there immediately upon His death--which it did-

t:i1en there is no problem in d.oterminine; at wh~ t tL:;.e of day 

this took place. The Scriptures are clear on this. Christ 

died at the ninth hour (Jewish tlwe), or about 3 p.m. 

(Uark 15:34; Luke 23:44). To apply t.:1is time to the Wednesday 

element would mea 1\. ti.mt Christ rose three days and three 

nichts later, or a1·ound 3 p.m. on S.:i.turday afternoon. .dut 

had He remained in tnt:: grave until sunset or a few minutes 

past- -as ·;;ec1nesday act voe ates asse1't- -He would have oeen dead 

seventy-five hours and would have been raised on the fourth 

day, instead of on the third. 4 

3De Haan, 212• cit., pp. 80-82. 

4R. M. Allen, Q.12• cit., pp. 53-55 • 
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II. THE EXPOSITION OF THE GREEK 

In Matthew 28:1,another pivotal verse for the various 

theories, there ~re used two contoversial words which should 

be given some consideration. The verse under discussion 

reads as follows: "In the end of the sabbath, as it began 

to da.,n toward the first day of the week, came Mary Magdalene 

and the other .Mary to the sepulchre." 

The words in question are 1, y,l , in the phrase o y,l cf'~ 

Upon these two words most of the Wednesday 

advocates base their pronouncement that two of the women 

already made an evenine; visit to the sepulchre. This is to 

be conclus1 ve pL·oo.f that Christ had risen shortly after sun

set on Saturday, rather than around sunrise on the first day 

of the week. The other gospels simply mention a morning visit, 

so it is this verse only upon which the argument hin5es. It 

was already pointed out earlier th~t it see!ned ridiculous for 

the two women to whom the resurrected Christ appeared Satur

day evening, to go back to the tomb on Sunday morning to 

anoint His body. 

The Meaning 
J \ 

of O 1/J 6 
") \ 

The definition of 0 tpt= a.s given in the Greek lexicon 

is "after a long time, " "at, .Lt:H1gth, 11 "late." It also can 

mean "late in the day," "at even." The adverb is in direct 
, 

opposition of the word IT/Jw c.. 
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It :mist be recoVl,ized that the usa0 e of this word 

admits for considerable latitude of Deanin~, ~ccording to 

the lexicon definition. 5 The widerlying thought for the 

word in English ie "later on," "after," 11 aubseq1.1ently/' 

'rollowlng." Despite these broad meanings it will be admit

ted that the secondary meanini:; "at even" is per:nlsatble. 

And those that subscribe to the 'i'/ednesday theory hold to 

this~ The evening is said to be betwecln 6 p.m. and 9 p.m. 

Therefore, as far as the time element of t~at word is 

concerned, one would be justified in saying that it sug

gests a time near the end of the Sabbath. Let this be 

• gra.nted, notwithstanding the fact that Lenski rightly 

remarks, 

• 

It is wifortunate that the R. B. ~as translated 
b~a~y-Jtl' , "now late on the Sabbath day." This 
would say that the women came to the tomb late on 
Saturday instead of early Sunday. Thia might be the 
sense of the Greek words used in the classics, but in 
Koine 1oi,,6 1 s used as a,.. preuoal tlon and l!leans "after," 
"long after so:nething. 110 -

~. Mean1n3 of ~lf t f CJcrKo~<T'fl 
I. 

This word mod if iea b ~~ and al though the other 
) 

word might be translated in various waye,ant~~<t-~o~has a 
~ ,, 

more limited meaning. It is a form of the verb~Jr•~tt-KCJ • 

r:: 
~Liddell and Scott, Gre~k-~nBlis~ Lexicon (New York: 

Follett P1..1blishit15 Company, 1950), p. 509 . 
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There is some little difficulty here, becauue the end 
o:f t'1e sa.hbath (and of the we13k) Vias at sunset the n1 0ht 
ber'ore. It 1s hardly to be supposed tha} ~t. Matthew 
means the evening of the saiJbath, thoughErucpc.,.-"'~ is 
used of the day beg1nn1!1g at sunset (Luke xx1i1. 54, and 
note). It. is best to interpret a doubtful expression 1n 
unison with the other test1~oniea, and to suppose that 
here both the day and the breaking of the day are taken 
in their ,lli!tura1, 8not their Jewish sense (all italics 
1n the or1gina1J. 

Alford notices the two different inter·pretatlons, and 

yet what he assumes is the correct Jewish sense of the word 

is in actuality nothing more than the imposed meaning, derived 

through "circular interpretation." 

It can be s.een that if the lnterpreta t1on of Luke 23 

verse 54 were equally applied to Matthew 28 verse l, those 

subscribing, to the Friday theory would find themselves 

impaled on the horns of a monstrouE dilemma. To be con

sistent, they would have to hold that Christ was buried at 

6 n.m. on Friday and rose at 6 n.m.. on Saturday, exactly 

twenty-four hours later. 

As far as the Wednesday proponents are concerned, 

they are also in a dilemma. It has 0een shown tnat. the 

specific interpret~tion necessitates a rererence to tne begin-

ning of dayll5l1t. 
, > , 

i.;onsequently, botn c>-y.,c and E:-rrc ftc:1(H(Ov~1 

pro::,erly translat'6a in t.ae verse would renuer it tnus: "Late 

8 
Henry Alford, Tne Greek Testament (Boston: Lee and 

Shephard, Publisher, 18d5), p. 309, 
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after tne Sa:JD3.ttw, n:-, l'c, l18(';an t•) e:,,~t lli:,ht, to.,ard t..he 

f 1rst uay of tne week c .me ary Ma0dalene an<1 the otner Mar_y 

to see t.ne other sepulchre." 

The recoru harmonizes perLectJ.y with that of Mark, 

Luke, and John. '£here is no evidence tna t Chr1 st rose 

Saturday evening at 6 p.m. or shortly thereafter. Rather, 

siraultaneously with the visit to the tomb by the two women 

on Sunday ni'orning, there was a big earthquake and the stone 

was rolled away fro~ the tomb (~atthew 28:2). It is the 

most probable conclusion that Christ rose then or just prior 

to the earthquaKe • 

For the present,sufficlent discussion hc!.s been given 

to the time ot' the ;.;,avior's dea.th and resurrection, and it 

would be advisable to see what :nay be learned regarding the 

exact time of His burial. 

III. THE TI;✓iE OF T:18 BURIAL 

For an extensive invest15ation of this seemingly 

simple problem the work of All<;n si10uld be consulted. He 

alone seems to have harmonized properly the.various gospel 

accounts and listed their lo5ical sequence. No one else, 

as yet, see::is to :iave reached a si:1.ilar conclusion on gro· ... mds 

of Bcriuture, thouc::;h it see:na to be the only conclusion pos

sible in lisht of the Jewish c.;ul ture, as well as ti1e 11 teral 

meaning of the Greek l~nguage. ~llen's view, though greatly 
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condensed,1~ ~iven below, after a discussion of the customs 

reGardlng the Jewish Sa~~aths. 

It is generally believed arnon13 Christians that Christ 

was burl.e.'1.around 6 p.m. on the day of crucifixion. T:iose 

subscribing to the Wednesday theory e~nphaslze this fact 

because they start the period of seventy-two hours then. The 

Friday advocates hold their view because they assume that 

the weekly Saboa~h started tnen. 

Jewish Customs Relating!£ Sabbaths 

A word which is often mentioned in connection with 

the events of the passion week is "the preparation." The 
, 

Greek word for this is rnt{'ct..trK~tHt. Luke 23:45 reads, for 

--"and it was preparation 

day." The meanin5 of th~ verb T'Vo..r,;v4. lz",J 1 s "to get ready," 

"prepare," "provide", "furnish." 9 

The background for this day of preparation is given 

ln Exodus 16:5,22-::.'.9, where Moses instructs the people con

cerning the commandments of the Lord: 

Thia is the day which the Lord hath said, Tomorrow is 
the rest of the holy sabbath unto the Lord: bake that 
which ye will bake today, and seethe that ye will seethe; 
and that which rema1neth over lay up for you to be kept 
until the morning. And they laid it un till the morning .•• 
And Moaea said, Eat that today; for today is a sabbath 
unto the Lord; today ye shall not find it in the field .•• 
See, for that the Lord hath given you the sabbath, 
therefore He giveth you on the sixth day the bread of 

9Lidaell and Scott, 2.2· cit., p. 527. 
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two day .s. 

The Jewish Sabbath was no fast clay and yet the Jews 

had to make the preparation of food on tl'\e previous day. 

ThereforeJ every day before a Sabbath was designated a "pre

paration day.'' 

As has been previously indicated, apart from the 

weekly Sabbaths, there were other Sabbaths in the Jewish 

ceremonial year. These are minutely described in Leviticus 23. 

Seven of these Sabbath days are mentioned in their order as 

follows: 

1. The Passover Sabbath on the fourteenth day of the 

fir-st month. 

2. The Unleavened Bread Sabbath on the very next day. 

3. The Feast of i<'irstfrui ts on the seventeenth day of 

the ;.:ion th. 

4. The Feast of Pentecost, fifty days later. 

5. The Feast of Trumpets, in the seventh :.,1onth. 

6. The Feast of Atonement. 

7. The Feast of Tabernacles. 10 

Each of these Sabbaths was to be a day of rest, with 

complete cessation of labor (Leviticus 23:25). And each Sab

bath had its day of preparation . 

. Now a comnl1cat1on would arise if two Sabbaths fell 

10 
De Haan, 2.12.· cit., ryp. 122-123. 
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on succeedini_'; days. The first Sabbath would be considered 

the day of ~r~paration in name only. Only one day would be 

available to ryrepare for both. This was exactly the situ

ation in the ~assion week. (The last chapter will deal in 

detail with this area.) A proper under::itanding of these 

Sabbaths and their preparation will help in explaini~g 

puzzling references in the gospels. The way in which the 

days of the Passover week were described permitted consider

able latitude of expression. It is therefore necess~ry to 

1 1 interpret these accounts 111 the light of the Jewish customs. 

For ex&.mple, John writes, 11 And it was the preparation 

of the 9assover, and about the sixth hour.'' (John 19: 1~) He 

means that it was about 6 a.m. (accordin~ to Roman ti~e) on 

the 14th of Nisan, which was the preoaration day for the Pass

over Sabbath.starting at 6 n.m. The term "Passover" refers 

to the feast day. The words "feast of" are omitted because 

there was one part~cular passover day requiring a day of 

pre para tlon. 

The Burial 

Previous discussion has shown that i.,;hrist died around 

the ninth hour, or three o'clock. in the afternoon. The 
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subseq 11ent events in the clr;-tr·1a 3.re rccor,Jccl in John 19: 31 : 

The Jews therefore, because it w~s the nreparatlon, 
that the bodies should remain upon the cross on the 
sabbath day, (for that sabbath day was an high day,) 
besought Pilate tha.t their legs mi 6ht be broken, and 
that they might be taken away. 

This was still on the day of preparation, the 14th, 

and therefore must have ta.ken place before o p.;n. 

Jewish customs re1at1ng to burial. The common belief 

is that the Jews desired to have the bodies taken away before 

the incipient day. ~here is, however, a wealth of contrary 

evidence in all four gospels, which indicates that this was 

not so. The Jews merely took care tnat the body should not 

• remain on the cross d 1.lrlne; the dayti~r.e of the following day. 

• 

The 11 teral renderin1-:; of the ex'Jlana tory clause in this 

thirty-first verse of John 19 ls "for trte day of that Sab-

bath was a great one." 
<: C 

The n n..feP"- would be supecfluous 

unless it specially indicateu ~he daytime, instead the whole 

twenty-four hour period. 

The Jews did not particularly care v;_;en the Roman. 

:rnldiers re~noved the bodies fro:i: tne crosses, just as long 

as they would not be there on the following day. The Mosai~ 

l;:iw relati:1s to such a case is found in Deuteronomy 21: 22-2j: 

And if n ~Rn have com~itted a sin worthy of death, 
and. he be t,) be ~)llt to de!:ith, a i,J tl1ou hane: hi::a on a 
tree; His body shall not remain all ni5ht u;)on the 
tree, but thou shalt in an_y wise bury him that day .... 
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b0th in 'at thew :27: 57 ::tncl ,;,:.rlc 15: JQ tlii?re are stron5 ind.i

cP..tions that the words "when t}1:.: even r1c:..:-: come" set the ti:ne 

or ti1e ,burial before sunset on the crucifixion day. 

> l Closely connected with o~c , the v1ord discussed 
> , 

earlier, is t;1e word o,pict..~ tr::...nslu. tod "evening" in the oe 

tv:o p;-:.ssages. Tnere ca;1 be no doubt tnat. t.nG :·:ord 11.s refer

ence to t11e eveni :16, after SUflSet, or ti1e eveni 111:5 watch. 

The same word is useu in :,iark 1: 3? where t ;ere is a clear 

indication that t. .. 1e t.i:::.e period explained com:nences with tne 

settinc, or t.ne sw1: "ii.nd evenin,_:; havin[; come, when the sun 

did set. II The 
> r, , 1 

~hre:.se 01f'tCl 0£ 'jE-V0 jJ~YI\S expresses completed 

action, for tne narticinle is second a:::>rist in t.ense; and so 

the entire nhrase could be legi tl:.1a te ly transla teci, ""ilhen 

it•was a1ruady even1ns, t11ere cc...me a rich __ c,;."1 or Ari:nathea .. , 11 

In none of the six ti;nes tnat the Woi•d is useQ in the l'Jew 

Tcstamen~ is there any implied rererence ~o the time before 

sunset. There is not._ing in tne refere1lces vuicn will not 

.!:'it 12 into a time period followinG ~DG settinB of the sun.· 

The lo3ical c onclus io:1 f 1' □rn tais rather extensive 

·:lisc 1.1ss ion of "evening·· must be_ triat the next day, tne 15th 

0f '.Ti san, had ;"-11·e2c<.ly start,ed wl1t:.m. Jo senh or AriL!la tnea went 

Lo Pilate to b.Gk I°u:c Ci.U'ist: 6 boGJ. And the body ,.,ust still 

1 ') 
ci.{obert You111 ·, .h.nalyti cal v oncord~mce to the .Ji ble 

:~v: '{oi.~k: Funk ctn(l .. ae:;na1ls ,~o'Ilpany, n.d.), ,~ ..J'...19-310. 



• 

• 

• 

BO late is not 61ven. PcriL•JG onG writer iR correct when 

he remarks tnat. 

50 

"when i::,ven nad come 11 gains significance from the con
text ·tha t he "took coura6e '' ( :.;ark 1 ::i: 42f. ) . His going 
to Pilate on aucn an errana was ora~en audacity. 
Besides courage 1 t called 1·or extreill~ caution. He 
chose the time when everyone would tie indoors par
taking of the Passo7er meai. 13 

Pilate did not agree at once. Probably witn custom

ary oriental delioeratlon ne lnquirea now Jesus could be 

dead so soon. 'l'nen to get proor tna t Joseph I s woro.s indeed 

were true, he sent ror tne centurion tMark 15:45). It ls 

possible that tne centurion was calied to come from Gol

gatha. The fact is certain, however, tnat consiaerable time 

must have elapsed. berore Josep.n--carryin5 n1.s hunared pouna.s 

of spices {Jonn 20:39)--with the other.sreached the cross. 

More time nn.rnt have passed before the body was 

taken down, carried to the tomb, and the eo~.:ialm1ng begar,. 

John records (19:39-40) that linens and a 5reat quantity of 

t~romatics were used for tne process. This must have been 

very time consumin5. 

The embalm1n5. The gener~l picture therefore 1s that 

::mch time passed by before the body of Christ was placed into 

13J. Spencer .i<:ennard, "The Bu.r1..al of Jesus," Journal 
Q[ Biblical Li tera t 1_,1•e, VXX,IV (December, t 955), 250 • 
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the tomb. 

:5 1 

It uetJm::.; entirely feasible that this was not done 

until 9 or 1C :1.m. :)ever1J.l hours ou:.it .,a,e i.Jeen c;onsu::.aeu in 

the e:nbal .. ti:1.g. The hundred pounds of spices were used up, 

otherwise there would be no reason for the women to return 

on another day, havinc bought ~ore. 14 

Only now doec the real t11eaninG of the language of 

Luke 23: 5j-j"t becor,1e apparent: 

And having it tu.ken down, he wram>ed 1 t in a linen 
cloth and placed it in a tomo hewn ln a rock, in which 
no one ever yet was laid. And it was Jreparation day, 
and a sab;:Jath begi.in to gro·,, to·.-;c:1.rd daylight. 

Day was approachin5. Christ's loyal disciples had 

wor.;rnd the greater part of the nlg,.}it ! !~ut now it was Sab-

oath and they were defiled by a ~ead body. In all haste 

tney concluded their work, so that they would not be seen. 

The law made provision tha~ they could ea~ the Passover, 

which they had aissed, one month later (Nu@bers 9:10-12). 

3ut by then Christ was risen and, He beine, the Passover lamb, 

there was no mor~ necessity for the eatinG of the meal. 15 

The violation of the Sabbath. Should there be any 

objection tha~ this view compels the disciples to violate a 

~abbath by working, it need only be pointed out th~t the law 

com:nands only concernin1:-~ tnis Sabbath, 11 ••• ye shall do no 
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servile work therein." (Leviticus 23:7:-1) ut:r1er people died 

on ti1ese Sabu2.ths and no·,;her0 in t~10 la .. ,,c.!J tiiere said any

thing against the burial of a body on such a day. Had the 

body been permitted to remain unembalmed, the disciples 

would have had to wait for two days, and by that time the 

decomposing of the corpse. would have started, making the 

embalming useless. 

The women rested on the seventh-day Sabbath "accord

ine; to the commandment"' (Luke 23 :56b) · and, ha.vtng bought 

spices, returned to t,he t.o.a;tb early Sunday morning to finish 

the embalming of their beloved Savior. Great controversy 

exists concerning that v1s·1t. Mark, Luke, and John defi

nitely record a vist to the tomb early Sunday morning. 

~c1.tthew's account, however, ls very disputed as to when 

the visit took place. 

IV. THE VISIT TO T~E TO!il:B 

All four e;ospel accounts record the visit to the 

sepulchre. It forms the connecting link of evidence ·bet

v:een the dead and burled Savior and a gloriously risen Lord. 

In light of the discussion of the words b~ e and 
, ,, 
etncp ~trJ<.."'1 of Matthew 28: 1, 1 t would hardly seem necessary 

to devote another section to ~he study of the time when the 

d_nit(a) took place. However, the problem has a cleu.r solution • 
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The Problem 

Since the problem is such a puz~llng one to many 

minds, and since there must be a definite answer as to 

why the four gospel accounts differ on this matter, at 

least a brief attempt should be made to establish the har

·mony of the gospel records on t.h1::o 1uportant matter. The 

key passage in each gospel is as follows: 

In the end of the sabbath, as it began to dawn 
toward tne f1rs.t day '•or the week .... Ola tthew 2!3 :,1.J 

And very early int~ morning., tne first day of 
the week, they came unto the sepulchre at. t.he·r1s1ng 
of tne sun. (Mark 16:,2J.. 

Very early in the. ,.morning they came unr.o the 
sepUJ.chre. ( Luke 24: 1') 

The first day of the week cometh Mary Magdalene 
early,. when it was yet. dark, unto the sepulchre. 
( John' 2 O : ·1 ) 

53 

Writing of the chapters 1n w111.ch' these various 

accounts of the visit to the tomb appear, that. great ocholar, 

Henry Alford, expressed considerable doubt: 

Supposing us to be acquainted with every ·thing ·said 
and done, in its orc\~r and . exactness, we Should doubt,,,.,, 
less be-able'to reconcile, or account for, the present 
rorms or the nar.rativ.es; but not having this key to t.he 
harraonizing of them.,' all attempts to do so· ••• carry no 
(?ertaln,ty with them,~ . And I may .. remark, :tha1.,. of ~.11 the 
harmonies, those or·',:,ne· lncia.ents or thei;e chapters· are 
to me the roost. unsatisfactory. Giving ~heir compilora 
credit for the beat intentions, I confess they seem to 
me to -weaken instead, of strengt.nenlng t11e evidence, which 
now rests (speaking mero.1y·objt:ct.lvely) on the unexcep
tionao1~ testimony of three independent narrators, and 
of one, who besides·was an eye-witness of much that 
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happened. 

The Solution. 

This perhaps somewhat lengthy quotation from Alford 

indicates how even men of great learning are perplexed by 

these accounts. Yet the problem is by no mea!1s as unsolvable· 

as the quotation miS~t make it appear. Space will not permit 

. to quqte the aepGrate accounts of the early morning visits. 

The narratives are familiar to moat people. An effort will 

be made to merely piece together, as well as possible, the 

various details in the separate accounts for the purpose 

of reconstructing the scene.at the tomb on that resurrection 

morning. 

Moat Wednesday proponents have arrived at the con

clusion that there was an evening visit (according to Matthew) 

and a morning visit (according to t~e other gospels). But as 

has been sufficiently demonstrated, this cannot possibly be • 

. The two women mentioned by :Matthew were the same ones who, 

according to .Mark, went to the tomb in the morning. Matthew 

relates how they even spoke to the Savior. Assuming that 

people behaved like human beings in those days, instead of 

inveterate somnuimli sts, there was no need for them to return 

'lri th spices on the next tllorning, pretending that they knew 

:nothing about His already being risen . 

Each evangelist tells the story in his own way with 
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an eye to his reader or readers for v,hom he has planned his 

entire record. Should someone attempt to trace the reasons 

each had for including Just what lle did, he would be on some 

uncertain grouna. anu dare not be too insistent. Instead of 

becoming critical, men should be grateful for the records 
17 that they have. 

The four narratives we have stand as four witnesses. 

Vfheri one reads these gospel records, the one attitude of even 
I 

the most cr1ticai reader must be that the reports are true 

in even every detail. Thie attitude is unaffected by the 

ao1ence of textual criticism, which should only rest in the 

hands of competent scholars. The scholars' approved results 

are moat precious. Therefore no part of the testimony that 

is ottered dare be discredited on any subjective or dogmatica.l 

grounds as some critics-have done. So, for instance, Briggs 

and Driver accuse Matthew of maliciously mutilating Mark's 

record of the sunrise visit to the tomb while they charge 

Mark with the "misunderstanding of his Aramaic authority" 

for the account. 18 

Whether or not an individual reader is able to fit 

17 R. C, H. Lenski, Interpretation of St. Luk.E3 1 s 
Gospel (Columbus, Ohio: The Wartburg Pres'ii"; 1951}, ry. 1168. 

18w. c. Allen, 2.2.• oit., PP· 26-30 • 
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all the pieces 1!1 the ~ords tosetner :tas no bearing on the 

truth and the correction of these pieces themselves. What 

one man cannot do proves nothing in re6~rd to ~ore compe-

tent men. One should learn to patiently content himself 

with the fact that there are some problems--and they are few 

1n number--that have not yet been cleared up. The Christian 

student has only one luty, na~ely, properly to combine all 

the testimony and thus to reconstruct the entire story. The 

statement, whether made by Wednesday advocates or anyone else, 

that this can never be done is unwarranted. 

The Narrative 

Matthew gives the moment of starting preparati~n for 
) \ 

the journey by hie use ofo~E, and the beneral ti~e of arrival 
.. , 

by 6Tfl <fCQ.-IC.ollo-~. John probably has reference to the time he 

knew his mother left the home, "it still being dark." 

(John 20:1) Luke eCTDhasizee the time of the journey itself, 

"very early in the morning," (Luke 24: 1) and ).~ark the time 

of arrival at the tomb, "and very ea::--ly in the ·r:orning.· 11 

(;Aark 16:2). '£he various emphases on the ti'.:l.e of the vlslt 

reveal only too clearly the various viewpoints from which the 

writers explained the visit. 

Having felt the need for more spices and ointments 

after the hurried burial on Thursday nisht (early Friday Jew

ish ti:ne), the worneri had decided to buy wore and return to 
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the tor.:ib after the two Sabbaths were nast. Right after sun-

down on Saturday, when the stores o~ened a~a1n after the 

weekly Sabbath, they bought the necessary aromatics and 

prepared them. Awaiting the dawn of the first day of the 

week, they already started out while 1t was yet dark. They 

afived just at sunrise. 19 

There ia little imagination necessary to visualize 

what transpired upon the arrival at tne tomb. On the way 

they had probably some doubt as to their strength being ade

quate to remove the atone· from the en~rance or tne tome. 

Beyond question they had no idea that a Roman guard had been 

placed by the tomb nor that a seal nad been put on the stone • 

Then they came within sight of the tomb, and to their 

consternation see that the s~one has already been removed and 

the door is exposed. They all lead to the same natural con

clusion that tne ~omb nas Deen rifled by the enemies of 

Jesus, the Jews. 

An angel had come from heaven (Matthew 28:2) and 

rolled away tne stone and tnen sat on it. ~hile the women 

were on their way, the dead body or Jesus Christ in the 

tomb had come to life and moved out of the closed sepul

chre through the rock. Because of its very nature thls act 

19 · R. M. Allen, 2.12• cit., pp 134-136 . 



• 56 

• 

• 

was wi t•1esse,1 by no one. The soldie.cs saw 1:1:1d neard nothin1~ 

of it. The to~b was then emrty. But lr1 tne next lilstance-

just as signs of nature had accompanied the death of Christ-

an earthquake shook tne ground, an angel flashed from the sky, 

oerhans touched the stone, makin~ it 11y rrom its place; the 
r 

soldiers lay like dead, recovered, and then fled. The stone 

lyin3 flat on the ground revealed that tne sepulchre was 

empty: the angel sat upon it, and before the women arrived 

he entered the tomb. There is no way the movements of the 

other angel can be traced. 

The women were convinced that the body of Jesus had 

been stolen by the Jews. ·Therefore Mary Magdalene turned and 

ran for help. She apuarently did not see the angels. A short 

while later she reachea Peter and John. She tells tnem, "Trley 

have taken away the Lord out of the sepulchre, and we know not 

where they have laid hi:n." (John 20:2) In meantime the other 

women have seen the angels and returned to tell tne ~essage 

of the a~0els to the disciples. 

Peter and John start to go to the tomb, and after prob-

3.bly meetillt; t11e returnin5 women on the nath, they run the 

rest of tne way, only to find the tomb e;nnty, with the linen 

bands still there, ncitner cut .:or st1·i'."l >eu ol'l' . .n strange 

sl~ht to behold~ Those flat wranpinss certainly confirmed 

the testLJOn'j of t:1e women: Jesus was indeed risen froui the 

dead~ 
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CHAPTZR V 

OLD TESTAMENT TYPOLOGY OF' TH2 DEATH OF CHRIST 

All the Scriptures speak of Christ. While talking 

to two of His disciples on the roa.d to Emmaus He reproved 

them for not knowing this fact: 

O fools, and slow of heart to believe all that the 
prophets have spoKen; Ought not Christ to have suffered 
these things, and to enter into his glory? And begin
ning at Moses and all tne prophets, he expounded unto 
them in all the ScriptU.L·es tne things concerning him
self. (Luke 24:25-27) 

The Ola Testament cleaQy teaches the death of ~hrist 

anu His resurrection, in types and symbols. (Luke 24:46) If 

this is true, then these Scriptures must certainly speak of 

the exact time at wnich the lamb of God shouid be slain. and 

be gloriously raised as Lord and God. So:ne of theee Old 

Testament passages will be briefly discussed to see how 

clearly and marvelously the sufferings of Ghrist were fore

told, confirming the thesis that He died on the fifth day of 

the week and was raised on the first day. 

I. CHRIST AND GENESIS 3: 15 

The first prophecy of Scripture relates to this com

bination of sufferin6 and triumph for the ~on of God. Chris~ 

the seed of the woman, was to bruise the heud of the serpent, 

Satan. But Satan would be permitted to bring affliction and 
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suffering to the Messiah, by bruising His heal. 

Many other references could be adduced which teach 

the suffering of Christ, such as Isaiah 53, Psalm 22, and 

Psalm 69. Taat Christ used the Old Testament types on 

various occasions for the teaching of deeper spiritual 

truths is evident. In His talk with Nicode~us He referred 

to the serpent lifted up in the wilderness as illustrating 

what He had to go through. His use of Jonah is another sign. 

Beyond dispute, the greatest type which Christ fulfilled la 

that or the Passover lamb. 

II. CHRIST AND EXODUS 12 

-~ meaning of the Passover. A brief summary will 

suffice to indicate what the keeping of the Passover involved. 

When· God announced to the children of Israel Hi.a plan of 

redemption by blood from the bondage of Egypt, He started 

their calendar with the month of N1san (Exodus 12:2). The 

Israelites were commanded to take a male lamb of the first 

year, without ble~1sh, and set lt aside on the tenth d~y of 

the month (12:3,5). Then they were to keep it until the 

eveni().g of the fourteenth day~ when it was to be killed. Its 

blood was to be caught in a baaln, then immediately applied 

to the lintel and side-posts of the door {12:7). The lamb 

was then taken into the house, roasted, and eaten later that 
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night, in the early hours of the 15th of Nisan. And no one 

could go outside until the norni:10 ( 12:22). 

Those dwelling within$ the blood-sprinkled 'doors 

would be passed over by the angel of death, therefore the 

entire occasion was designated "the Passover." This was to 

be from then on an annual memorial, to be observed forever 

(Exodus 12: 14). 

The institution of the tabernacle changed only 

slightly the Passover routine. It need only be mentioned 

that among other minor changes the Passover would be slain 

earlier in the eveni~ or late afternoon, between three and 

six o'clock, instead of at the exact time of the setting of 

the sun: "Thou shaltsacriflce the uassover at even, at the 

going down of the sun." (Deuteronomy 16:6). 

~ ceremonies of the Passover. The "Passover," in 

its real sense, is the slaying of the lamb. In close con

nections is the eating of it. These ceremonies, as noted, 

a-ccurred on separate days, the 14th and 15th of Nisan, 

respectizely, and necessitated certain terms to identify 

them. To these two ~eremoniea must be added a third obser

s.erv~nce. Thia la the elimination of all leaven from the 

Jewish meals for an entire week, fro~ the 14th to the 21st 

of the month of :usan. The 1.1+th was called 't.he preparation 

day" for the 11 feast of the Passover," or "feast day," a 
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term siven to the followi,1,:.:. day, alti10u.,;h only a few ho'..lrs 

intervened between the killing of the lctmb and tne eating 

t·ereof. The term "Feast of unleavened bread" applies to 

the entire week during which the use of leaven was forbid-

den. {Exodus 12:28). There is much difi'iculty connected 

with determining the exact Jewish custo;as of Christ's time, 

but as far as can be ascertained, especially in light of 

the Old Testament com:nandments, these are the right days 

for the Passover, as well as the proper terms for the days. 

III. THE LAST SUPPER O:b"' THE DISCIPLES 

1 

Commentators are at great varience with each other in 

setting the tLne for the last supper. There are those who 

hold that the last supper was eaten on the 13th, on the 14t~ 

or on the 15th--and many are the proposed reasons. The 1aaue 

at stake 1a not so much whether the crucifixion occurred on 

Wednesday, Thursday, or Friday, out rather it is a matter of 

reconciling the various accounts for the purpose of' syste

matically setting forth the events on tne days of the _passion 

week (chanter VI}. 

When was the last sun~Jer eaten'? Most people commonly 

identify it with the eatini:) or t.ne Passover la:rtb on the evening, 

1 
Hacket, _QQ. cit., III, pp. 2349-2351 . 
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that ls, the first part o:i:- t:1~ l5ta of :r1san. ;:jut tn1s 1s 

1:nposslble. Jonn tells us thut Christ was crucifieci on the 

preparation of the Passover, or, in other words, on the 14th 

of Nisan (John 19:14). Of course Johri knew what happened, 

because ne ·.vas one of the disciples sent to uake ~Jr0paratlons 

for the meal, The statement ls clear that the Jews had not 

yet eaten the Passover before Christ was crucified: 

Then led they Jesus from Caiaphas wito the hall of 
Juds~ent; and it was early; and they themselves went 
not into the Judgment hall, lest they should be defiled; 
but that they might eat the passover. (John 18:28) 

Of necessity the conclusion follows that Christ could 

not have died as the Pasaover Lamb and at the same time have 

eaten the Jewish Passover. The objection ~l~ht be raised 

that lndeecl Mark 14: 12 seems to indicate that the Passover 

was eaten by Christ and His disciples: 

And the first day of unleavened bread, when they 
killed the ;Jassover, i11a disciples said unto him, 
ifhere w11 t tho1.1 bha t we 30 and ~repare that thou 
:nayest eat the :Jassover'? (:iark 12: 14) 

In light of the above ex1lanatlon, however, it may 

be briefly l!1entioned that it was an universal practice arnon5 

the Jews to set aside the leaven a whole day before the legal 

first day of unleavened bread. And the clause "when they 

killed the Da.ssover'' se~·v,:: s ;nu rely as an 1dentif1ca tlon of' 

the feas~ of unleavend ~read, at the ti@e of the Passover. 2 
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The :ire:>f .. ratlon wnicil the ui~1t.:i;iles .ay t.ave thouo-11t 

to be for the next day was ;nade tt1e :)reparation for an imille

dlate meal which became the Paschal iJeal of that year. The 

events of the following morning rendered tne regular Passover 

impossible. The time, therSfore, at which the sup~&r took 

place, was shortly after sunset, in the early evening hours 

of Thursday, the 14th of N1san, which started;--as must be 

reme~bered, at 6 p.m. Christ's remarks will gain real 

meaning when these facts are kept in mind. 

''And he said unto them. with desire I have desired 

to eat this passover with you before I suffer," (Luke 22:15) 

for here He informs His disci;:iles that He would like to eat 

the Passover with them but is unable to do so. If this inter

pretation on the Last Supper see,cs strl::.nge or forced, 1 t 

should be remembered that while the memory of events was Btlil 

fresh, as it was at tne time wnen tne gospels were written, 

statements wn1cn seem. perplexin6 now may have oeen readily 

intelligible from a knowledge of the connecting facta.3 

The antityne of tne Passover. It was mentioned earlier 

that one of the benefits for this whole study would be the 

clearer understand in~ of Old Testc.rnent typology, wh1.ch or 

necessity accomoanies this investisation. Perhaps nowhere 

3 .,. t t t 1 t z 3 ,·, ,. . 0 ,1es co , on. _c_., on. ~· .;•-_;4 . 
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if::! there a clearer foreni1ow.in,.:, or the events of the passion 

week than in the Passover, Christ was a lamb without blemish 

and without spot, free from all sin. He was chosen on the 

10th day of Nisan, for lt was then that the triumphal entry 

into Jerusalem was made, ht this tiille He was set aside by 

the JRwish nation and rejected as their .Lessiah--marked for 

death, Not a bone of Him was broken (John 19:56 cf. ~xo-

dus 12:46, Psalm 34:20), and He was killed on the 14th of 

Nisan at the exact time of the slaying of tne lamb. Truly, 

the type is marvelously fulfilled in every detail and Paul 

well remarks that'"Christ our passover is sacrificed for us." 

(I. Corinthians 5:7) 

I II • CHRIST AND HOS2A 6: 1-2 

Again it is the Apostle Paul who wrote that Gnrist 

rose ae;ain the tn1ra aay, 11 accordlng to the Scriptures." 

(I. Corinthians 15:4) Tllererore it ls not surprislrie5 that 

both direct tyl'.>eB and prophecies rerer to tne tnree-day 

interval of Christ's death. 'r11e prophet, Hosea ;nakes an 

Come, and let us return unto the Lord: for he hath 
torn, and he will heal us; he hath smitten, ana he w111 
blnd us un, After two days Will he revive us: ln the 
third day he will ru1se us up, a~a we enalL Live ln n1s 
s 1 gh t . ( Hose a 6 : 1 - 2 ) 

Th1s prophe.;y has its prl:narJ a~,,llicatlon t,o Israel . 
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;Jevertheless, antityp1ca11y 1..1w lan6uase is so rra;ned as to 

refer in its full accuracy 01ly to tae Messiah, the ideal 

Israel (Isaiah 49:3), who was ra1sea. on tne tnird day~ 

Although Israel was smitten as a nation, tne Messiah was tne 

Olle that actually took the punishment for the nation which 

rejected Him (Isaiah 53),and it was said or rtlm tnat 11 he 

shall_ prolong his days and the pleasure or tne Lora. shall 
.S II 4 

proper in hie hand. (Isaiah 53:10) 

There is more meaning in Hosea's words than appears 

at first. Just as Goa. completed the work of creation on 

the sixtn day, having made man, and started His rest· on the 

seventh a.ay, even so tne Lord Jesus, finishinb His work of 

redemption near the ena or the fifth day, entered into His 

first rull evening-morning rest day on the sixth day. With 

Christ tne whole human race was dead and the Judsment pro

nounced upon Adam was carried out. The aeventn day, the 

interruption of the rest of God, was at the same time elimi

nated. All creation was restored to the condition preceding 

the fall--then it was in a judicial sense: soon it will be 

in actuality. For the second and last t1:::e God and man were 

able to keep the seventh day rest.5 

4Robert Jamieson, A. R. Fausset,and David Brown, 
Commentary£! the Old and New Testaments (Hartford, Conn.: 
S. S. Scranton and Company, 1871), p. 655. 

5 
R. Ji.. Allen, QQ• cit., np. 99-100 . 
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The third day l~dicated the beginning of a new crea

tion.- It 1s the true reet day and the Sabbath had only been 

a sign of this to Israel, Thia new day is prophesied by the 

Psalmist: 

The stone which the builders refused is become the 
head atone of the corner. T~is is the Lord's doing; 
it la marvelous in our eyes. This is the day which 
the Lord hath made; we will rejoice and be glad in it. 
(Psalm 118:22-24) 

Thie then, concisely, le "the Lord's Day," the day on 

which Christ should.be raised up and live in the sight of 

God (Hosea 6:2). The exact day of the week on which this 

should be established is indicated in type in Leviticus, 

the twenty-third chapter • 

IV. CHRIST AND LEVITICUS 23:10-11 

Jehovah commands Moses to 

Speak unto the children of Israel, and say unto them, 
When ye be come into the land which I give unto you, and 
shall reap the harvest thereof, then ye sliall bring a 
sheaf of the firstfruits of your harvest unto the priest: 
And he shall wave the sheaf before the ...,ord, to be accept
ed for you: on the morrow after the sabbath the oriest 
shall wave it. (Leviticus 23: 10-11) · -

Only as the New T~stament 18 consulted Will it become 

apparent that this ceremony speaks of the death and resurrec

tion of Christ. He Himself excH>.Lned, "Except a corn of 

wheat fall into the ground and die, it abideth alone; but if ~+rl~ 

. it bringeth for~~ ~uch fruit'' (John 12:24). There is another 
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verse whiGh comes as a nc.1.tural sequence, "But now is Christ 

risen from the dead, and become the flrstfruits of tliem that 

slept' (I. Corinthians 15:21). To be the ant1type for the 

ftrstfruits, Christ needed to be raised at the same time 

that the priest lifted up the sheaf of the f1rstfru1ts, 

namely on the "morrow after the sabbath," which is the first 

day of the week. 6 

V. CHRIST AND GENESIS 22:13 

Among outstanding types of the tnree-day period of 

death in the Old Test&ment is that of Abra.ham and his obedi

ence to God's command to offer up to his son Isaac • 

This familiar passage in Genesis need not be quoted, 

but it ls interesting to notice the New Test~ment commentary 

on the verses, given in Hebrews 11:17-l9: 

By faith Abraham, when he was tried, offered up 
Isaac: and he that had received the promises offered 
up his only begotten son. Of whom it Vias said, That in 
Isaac shall thy seea be called: Accounting that God 
was able to raise him up, even from the dead; from 
whence he also rece1 ved hi;n in a figure. 

From the time that Abraham decided to obey God in 

this matter, Isaac was as good as dead. This is the re~son 

why Isaac v,as received back from the dead II in a figure. 11 This 

was done, according to Genesis 22:4, on the third day. when 

6 Ibid., pp. 101-102 . 
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A.braha:n liftod '...l.p his eyes :_ind saw Lie nl::ice afar off. 

There is a poaslbll ty that tr1e mountain in i,:loriah, spoken 
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of in Genesis 22:2, where the offering was made, ls tne same 

place where Christ was offered up. Josephus indicates that 

"it was the mountain upon which king David ,,.fterward built 

the temple. 117 Although this cannot be shown beyond the 

shadow of a doubt, it nevertheless is a probability , ana it 

certainiy would be true to the type. 

VI. CHRIST AND THE REi3T OF THE OLD TESTAMENT 

There are many other types and direct prophecies of 

Christ's death and resurrection. The instance of Jonah in 

the belly of the fish, used by Jesus Christ Himself to 

expound this truth, is one or these. To this sufficient 

reference has been made. 

Another passa6e ~n which emphasis hus been placed 

on the three-day p1::riod is Exodus 8, where .:oses expresses 

his desire before Pharaoh to take the Israelits a three days' 

journey into the wilderness to sacrifice to the Lord. 

(Exodus 8:26-27) 

The sniritual meaning or the three days is easily 

discernible. 2gypt 1s a tyoe or the old life, the bondage 

or. the flesh. God wo 1..1ld never reveal His way to the Isratlites 

until they were separated a three-days' journey from the 

7Jospehus, Ant1qult1es, 1. XIII, 2. 
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flesh lire. The three-day separation oov1o~sly la the death 

of the believer to the oLd life, followed by resurrection 

Wl th Cnr J. St;, on the thu·a. day. 

Numerous other examples of Old ·restament types could 

be listed here. These, however, must suffice to show that 

the prophets clearly spoke of Christ in relation to the time 

of His death and r~surrection. The Old Testament clearly 

shows the three days of death as symbolizing the finished 

work of one of the members of the Godhead~ The seventh day 

is a commemoration of the work of redemption by the Son; 

and the first day the new. order of things through the ·fin

ished work of the Holy Spirit _by whom the resurrection and 

the new life became certainties . 
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CHA?TSR VI 

THE DAYS 01!, THE PASSION NEEK 

Thursday is the day of the crucifixion~ This has 

been shown to be so by a careful analysis of the Scripture 

passages used by the adherents of the Wednesday and ~'riday 

theories, which were claimed to prove their poe1t1on. In 
1n~-<-~ 

addition to thoo e verses, there is a great amount of c1roum-

etantial evidence, aa well as Old Testament typology, which 

favors Thursday. 

Only one more proof need to be adduced to demonstrate 

that Christ died on Thursday and rose on Sunday. If Thursday 

fits harmoniously into the detailed chronology of th1:s week 

which 1s g1v&1by the g9spel writers, there remains no more 

argument against Thursday and reason to still cling to the 

unscriptural, illogical Wednesday and Friday positions. 

I. THE CALENDAR BASIS 

Thus far it has seemed wise only to use the Word of 

God 1n the attempt to establish the day of cruc1f1x1on. The 

reason for this is plain. The Bible must always be the Chris

tian's first and final basis for doctrine and practice. But 

in establishing a teaching of Scripture, in addition to the 

internal evidence itself, outside arguments may be employed, 

especially if they appear to be founded on logic and truth. 
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Rejection and distortion Q.Y ~- Among those who 

hold the various theories of the time of Christ's death are 

those who deny that it ls at all possible to calculate the 

exacr year and day of the crucifixion. It should suffice 

to refer to the viewpoint of Just one of these men: 

Let it be reiterated, for the sake of clarity, that 
we poa1t1ve·1y cannot determine, on a primary basis of 
the calendar, or secular history, upon which day of the 
modern week the corresponding day of the Jewish month 
of Nisan, fell. Such 1s impossible until the exact 1 
year of the crucifixion can be stated with certainty. 

Allen holds 1t an impossibility that the year and day 

can be established. However, much credit should be given him 

for his ability to demonstrate from the Scriptures alone, 

beyond the shadow of a doubt, that the crucifixion took place 

on Thursday. 

There is another group of peop~e who resort to calen

dar calculation as one of the key arguments for their theory. 

They will go to any extreme to nrove their position thr0Ue5h vse 

of the histori~al calendar. Because of their zeal to expound 

their theory, whether scriptural or not, and because of the 

extreme variation ln their results, their calculations must 

be rejected. Self-styled scholars of this caliber can best 

be detected by their premise that Christ died in a certain 

year. They would not dare divul3e to others the secret of 

1 
i·L l':I. Al 1 en, Q12. c 1 t. , p. 1 48 . 
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wriere and hov1 they m1::)1t have derived at such a date. But 

00,ce they have established the year, without explanation, 

they proceed to determine laboriously the month and the day. 

An example of this follows: 

The writer has received two documents from our U. S. 
Naval Observatory at·Viashin3ton, D. C.,. confirming the 
clai~s of the Old Testament and.New Testament ·that Jesus 
Christ was crucified on Wednesday, the 14th of Niaan, by 
proving that the new~.m6on, between March 4th and April 
10th in A. D. 30, fell on March 22, at 6:00 P. M. Green
wich Civil time. According to Jerusalem time, this 
would oe about 9 P. M. and that would put the new moon 
in and about the end of the first watch of tne Jewish 
night, of the fifth day of the f'.irat week, of" the first 
month~ Nisan, which 1~ the first month or tne Hebrew 
year. 

One can search 1n vain throughout this cited work for 

the way in which the year A. D. 30 has been calculated. A 

failure to eatab.:ish this negates all other calculations. 

·Calculation~ reception £,Y others. There 1a another 

distinct group of those who hold to one of the three theories. 

In this sroup there is Drimarily one person whose calculation 

of the year and day of the triumphal entry of Christ has been 

acclai:ned and acceryted by 1:?ost of evangelical Christendom as 

beini; correct. Sir Robert Anderson's monumental work, The 

Coming Pr1rice, has stood for many decades tne test of ti:nc a.nd 

acr1.it1n~f of scholars. Wr11)n,:; or tha day on which Christ made 

2 Kruschwitz, 212• cit., p •. 3 • 
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And the date of 1t can be ascertaineu. In accordance 
with the Jewish custom, the Lord went up to Jerusalem 
UDon the 8th Nisan, "six days before the Passover." But 

. a~ the 14th, on which the Paschal Supper was eaten [ sic J 
fell that year u,on a Thursday, the 8th was the preceding 
Friday. He must have spent the Sabbath, therefore, at 
Bethany; and on t:ie evening or the 9th, after the Sabbath 
had ended, the Su!>per took place 1n Martha' a house. Upon 
the following day, the 10th Nisan, He entered Jerusalem 
as recorded in the Gospels. 

The Julian date of, the 10th Nisan was Sunday the-6th 
April, A. D. 32. What then was the length of the period 
intervening between th~ issuing of tne decr~e to .rebulld 
Jerusalem and the public advent of "Messiah the Prince,"-
between the 14th March, B. C. 445, and the 6th April, 
A. D. 32? THE INTERVAL CONTAINED EXACTLY AND TO THE ~ERY 
DAY 173,880 DAYS, OR SEVEN TIMES SIXTY-NINE PROPHETIC 
YEARS OF 360 DAYS, (capitals 1n the original) the first 
sixty-nine weeks of Gabriel's prophecy.) . 

It is hoped that this extensive quotation will indi

cate beyond doubt tnat the Thursday cruc1r1xion is correct. 

If the triumphal entry was on Sunday, the 10th, four ctays 

later, the time when the Passover would be slain, :nust, be-~ 

Thursday. Anderson's testimony increases in value when it 

is recognized that. ne ct:oes not hold t.o a Thursday crucifixion. 

(His error is that which 1s peculiar to most older theologians: 

a f'ailure to recognize tnat there were two Sabbaths in the 

passion week.) 

Men like De Haan see the correctness of this calculation 

3Anderson, ~, cit., pp. 127-128 . 
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in that tney 1)lace Thursday on the 14th of Nlsan, which ls 

pro9er. But, tney nevertheless have been so enamored with 

the exact seventy-two hour position, that they place the 

crucirixlo:1 on Wednesday, having been compelled to sn1rt t.ne 

triwnphal entry back to tne Sabbatn. 

There ls one important fact brought out by all those 

who have made an extensive study of the days or tne Passover 

week. There is universal admission that if Christ maae His 

public entrance into Jerusalem on Sunday, then He must have 

been crucified on Tnursday. Tnia is plainly st.ated by one 

author: 

•.• Whatever day or tne week He made His triumphal 
entrance that day was the tenth day of the month that 
year. If Sunday was the tenth, then the following 
Thursday was the fourteenth and Christ must have been 
cruc 1f1ed · on Thursday, and not on Fr.iday, , as we. paye .. 
been taught. This is evident from the fact that the 
day on which Christ was crucified "was the preparation 

. 11 
day of the Passover. Tae Passover was prepared the 
day before it was.eaten. 

This evidence for Thursday on the basis of a histori

cal calendar should be conclusive. Daniel's sixty-nine weeks 

were literally fulfilled. Anderson correctly calculated.that 

these weeks of years ended with Christ's rejection at Hie 

triumphal entry--on Sunday, the 10th of Nisan, A. D. 32. 

Christ, our Passover, was slain on tlle 14th of :Hsan, which 

4 
Fredrick, on. cit., ~p. 17-18 . 
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consequently must have been a Thursday. 
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Thus, tho three most 

importe.nt days of the passion week have been established. 

The triumphal entry, on Sunday, the 10th of Nlsan; the cru

cifixion on Thursday, the 14th of Niaan; and the resurrection, 

on Sunday, the 17th of Nisan. 

In conclusion there remains only the filling in of 

the scriptural details in relation to the other days of the 

week. 

II. THE SCRIPTURAL BASIS 

'In pres~nting the gospel story of these ·days in its 

simplest, most logical form, it will be on the basis of such 

information-as is provided by the scriptural narratives. A 

proper start.for the chronological account can be the final 

stage of Christ's trin to Jerusale~ for the Passover, as He 

arrived in Jericho. 

Friday, Nisan ~- Jesus and His disciples stopped at 

Jericho for some time, where they were guests of Zacchaeua, 

the publican, durin6 the nit;ht, uncl Zacchaeus was converted 

( Luke 1 9; 1 - 1 O) • 

In the morning they started from J'e:.:icho, with some 

women from Galilee, and perhaps othars. And that day they 

tr~.veled eighteen miles to Bethany. On their way two blind 

men were healed (~atthew to:29-34) and Jesus foretold His 
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Bethany toward even1n0 , six days be1\)Ct tiie Passover: 

Then Jesus six days before the pas.,over came to 
Bethany, where Lazarus w::;.s which had been dead, whom 
he raised from the dead. There they made him a sup
~er and I,Iartha served. (,John 12: 1-2a) 

This VfoS the day of pre;."Jaration. Only John tells 

of the intervening events, between the arrival at Bethany 

and the journey into Jerusalem. 

Saturday, Nisan 9. After sunset the supper was 
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eaten which Mary and Martha had prep;;tred for them. The key 

to the whole chronology is found here. This matter of the 

supper (John 1:2-11) not being eaten until after the new day 

had started a0pears to be universally overlooked. Friday 

exponents are forced to include two silent days in their 

chronology. Most Wednesday exponents insist that either 

the trin from Jericho to Bethany or the triumphal entry must 

have occurred on the Sabbath. 5 Jewish custom invariably 

placed the sup)er arter t11e new day had started, in the eve-

. nin5. Thus when John says, "On the next day'' ( John 12: 12), 

he means that this was the day after the suryper, and not the 

day on which Christ ca::ne to Bethany. 

At.· tnis supper Jesus was anointed iJy Uary w1 th pre

cious sp11rnnard (John 12:3). It wc>s also at this time that 
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Judas went out t~ the chief priests to.sell Jesus (Uatthew 

25: 14-16). 

The following daytime still part of the Sabbath 

day, . was a time of rest. No doubt many peopl.e were flocking 

into Bethany to see Lazarus who had been raised from the 

dead and the One who was able to raise him from the dead. 

Sunday, Niaan .!.Q.. This day s1gnifiect the end of the 

sixty-nine weeks of Daniel: 

On the next day ~uch people that were come to the 
feast, when they heard that Jesus was coming to Jeru
salem, Took branches of palm trees, and went for.th to 
meet him, and cried, Hosanna: Blessed is the King of 
Israel that cometh.in the name 01 the Loru. (John 12: 
12-13) 

The details of the t.clumphal entry are familiar to 

two disciples being.sent into the nearby village for 

the'colt; Jesug riding into the city in fulrlllment of 

Zechariah 9:9 and Daniel 9:25a; the Hosannas 01 the mult1-

tudes; and the of1·icial presentat.lon of Jesus as t.tieir King 

( Mark t 1 : 1 - t 1 ) • 

Jesus presented Himself as King probably in the 

morning, but -it is worthy of note that He remained in the 

temple all day, looking round about Him (Mark 11:11), giving 

the people and rulers a full op!)ortunlty foL' ev~n a belated 

acceptance or Him. And t.nls ls also the reason tor His long

suJ.·rerlng during this age of grace. Ghrist is patiently 



• waitini::; and offering lost sinners one last chance to trust 

Him as their only salvation (II. Peter 3:9). 
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Monday, Nisan 11. "And now the eventide was come, he 

went out .unto Bethany with the twelve" {Mark 11: 11). Jesus 

returned to Bethany for lodging in the early evening hours. 

In the morning Jesus and His disciples returned to 

Jerusalem, and on the way Jesus cursed the barren fig tree 

(Mark 11 : 12-14). Arriving at Jerusalem., Jesus cleansed the 

teJ1ple (11:15-18). After ,a day of teaching and meeting the 

assaults of His enemies, 'Jesus returned once more to'Bethany 

(11:19) .. 

• Tuesday, Nisan 12. Jesus and His disciples went 

• 

back to Jerusalem on Tuesday morning and found the fig tree 

tried up. This day was the Messiah's last day of public 

·ministry. During the course of the day His authority was 

questioned (Matthew 21:23; 22:46). After Jesus answered the 

Herodians, the Pharisees, and the Sadducees, He pronounced 

woe upon the Pharisees (MattheVI 23:13-36). 

The extreme passion which Christ had for Jerusalem 

is seen in His lamentations over Jerusalem (23:37-38). After 

He and Hi;:; disciples had departed from the temple to the Mount 

of Olives, He delivered the Olivet Discourse (Matthew 24-25). 

Wednesday. N1san _!1,. It is not certain where they 
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lodged this night, or where they s~ent ,the day, but beyond 

doubt the hours of the day were s~ent in solitude. It was 

the day on which the Jews put away all leaven from their 

homes, 1n anticipation of the Passover. Jesus tells Peter 

and John to 6 0 and engage the upper room for the Passover. 

C,ratthew 26: 17-19; Mark 14: 12-16; Luke 22:7-12) 
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Thursday, Nisan .!!±. In the early hours of Thursday, 

shortly after sunset, Christ and the disciples went to the 

place prepared and had there the "Last Supper." The inci

dents of this evening are too well knownto necessitate 

enumeration. Suffice it that three things be mentioned: 

the Upper Room Discourse, the agony in Gethsemane, and the 

betrayal by Judas. 

The arrest took place sometime between midnight and 

3 a.m. Jesus was led before the gathered assembly for exa

mination; after sun-up He had His three trials, followed by 

the Journey to Golgatha, where He was crucified around noon. 

At approximately the ninth hour Jesus gave up His spirit. 

From that ti:.ne on the propr1etic ti.1ree days and nights of 

Matthew 12:40 begin to be fulfilled. 

This day was also the day of preparation for the 

feast of the Passover. The Passover lamb was to be eaten 

that night. 

Friday, Nisan _!_5_. At ·S p.m. the Passover Sabbath 
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started. Joseph of Arlmathea went to see Pilate and then, 

toe;ether with the women, he burled Jesus. These faithful 

people worked most of the night, until dawn. All of th1a day, 

until 6 o'clock at night, the special Sabbath la being observed. 

Saturday, Niaan ..!.§.. After the Passover Sabbath was 

over the seventh-day Sabbath started, on which the people also 

rested. All shops were closed and no business was trana

acited. The women eagerly •waited 6 p.m. so that they might 

buy spices and prepare them for the puproee of finishing the 

I embalming of Christe body at early dawn. 

Sunda:y:, Hisan 17. The women prepare for the antler 

tipated visit to the tomb. While it is yet dark (John 20:1) 

the women leave for the sepulchre and arrive just atday

brea.k. They find th,J tomb empty. Jesus had probably risen 

even while they wer.e yet on their way. He is no longer· a 

dead Christ but a risen Lord. 

After Jesus had appeared to Mary Magdalene somet1~e 

in the morning, He revealed Hi :self to Peter (Luke 24:34). 

In the afternoon Jeaua appearoo.to two disciples as they are 

on their way to E:unaus (Mark 16: 12). Last of all, the same 

day at evening He appeared to the disciples in the closed 

room, Thomas alone bei11t; absent (John 20: 19-20; Luke 24:j6) • 
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III. COHCLUSION 

That Christ died on Thursciay la absolute certainty. 

There is no contradiction or forcing of texts when the 

incidents of t.ne various days ar& arranged in the aboye 

manner. The simplicity with which all recorded events har

monize when Thursday is recognized as the true crucifixion 

day should readily be apparent .fro;:n this Last. chapter and 

especially the appended chart. 

The time-honored, almost universal theory that 

Christ died on Friday must go. Credit should be given to 

Westcott for being the first theologian to detect a fly in 

the Friday ointment; namely that t.nere were two Sabbaths 111 

the passion week. 6 Once this has been acknowledgeJthe whole 

theory falls, for none of the other arguments are strong 

enou@l to supc-)ort the theory. 

The Wednesday theory, held by ~oat contemporary 

evangelicals, must also go. It is predicated upon the idea 

that ,Christ hnd to re:.nain ln t.ne tomb for· exactly seventy

two hours. But it has been demons ·Gr,. t.ed that there is no 

scrlntural supnort for this concept. Christ prophesied 

that He would be in the "heart of' the earth" for this time, 

~ot ln the Grave, where His dead body lay. And the futile 
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attempt ·by s0:10 to shift the crur~ifixion the1•efore to the 

early mor;1inG hours7 will not sti.l.nd up in light of the 

contrary evidence of Sorlpture. Neither will a false 

calculation of the historical calendar or a readjustment 

of the chronology of the passion week lead to the scalinD 

of the insurmountable problems which the Wednesday theory 

contains. 

o4 

In closing, it will not be denied that a Thursday 

crucifixion stlll nae its problems. For one thing, it is 

only natural for the Western mind to demand exactly seventy

two hours in the interpretation of "three days and three 

nights," as opposed to the Jewish system in which part or 

a day was counted as a whole day. So, in actuality, Christ 

was in the heart of the earth tliree aays and three nights 

by being there part of one day, two whole days, and three 

whole nignts. 

Another difficulty seems to lie in the fact that it 

is impossible to determine the exact hour of the resurrection. 

However, the exact t1~e (it probably was right at sunrise) is 

not of nearly such 0 rea~ sign111cance as is the day on which 

Christ became victor over death and the grave. And it 1s 

certaln that Christ rose on the rirst aay of tne week, after 

7Ke·nn· ard, o cit 229 _Q. --•, P• • 
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H·:: had rlied on T:i.ursday at j p.rn. anll was placed in the 

to:nb arounct 9 p. m. These are demonstrable facts~ 

D1ff1cult1ee 1n~cr1pturessnou1e1 by no means result 

in uncertainty on tlle part of the Christian, nor imply a 

neglect of tncir study. But it is a responsioi11ty of 

every believer to beware of being lik.e the unlearned and 

unstabie who wrest the Soriptures to their own destruction 

(II. Peter 3:16), merely to make them fit their precon

ceived ideas. 

Despite some minor difficulties, a Thuractay cru

c1f1x1on 1s beset by far less problems thun either a Friday 

or Wednesday crucifixion. And Just as tne trustwortn1ness 

of a witness ls established not only by the amount or trut.n 

his evidence contains, but also by the absence or contra

dictions and mistakes, so it must oe the peremptory con

cl~sion that Christ indeed laid down His life on Thursday 

and then rose again vic1.orlously on the third day--ac-:::ording 

the the SCRIPTURES. Soll Deo gloria! 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The Importance of the Study 

The resurrection of Jesus Christ is the cornerstone of Christian 

doctrine, the Gibraltar of Christian evidence, and the Waterloo of 

infidelity and rationalism. It is the cornerstone of Christian doctrine 

because it is the prominent and cardinal point of the apostolic testimony. 

It is mentioned more than 104 times in the New Testament. The paramount 

importance of this doctrine is readily seen: (1) It is evidential. 

It confirms the truthfulness of Christ (Matt. 12:38-hO; 16:21; 17:9-23; 

20:19; John 2:19-21, etc.) and guarantees the deity of Christ and the 

atoning character of his death (Rom. l:u). (2) It is evangelistic. 

The resurrection is one of the two fundamental truths of the gospel and 

assures divine redemption (I Cor. 15:1-4; Rom. 4:25). (3) It is 

experimental. The resurrection is regarded as the source and standard 

of the believer's holiness. Every aspect of Christian life and experience 

is associated with it (Rom. 6). (4) It is eschatological. It is the 

guarantee and model of the believer's resurrection, it furnishes him 

with an undying hope (I Cor. 15), and it assures final judgment (Acts 

17 :13 ). 

The resurrection is further the Gibraltar of Christian evidence 

because it is the best established fact in Bible r.istory. It was an

nounced in prophecy (Ps. 16:10-11; Acts 13:31-37); it was predicted by 
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Christ (Natt. 16:21; 17:9-23; Mark 8:31); it was reported by the women 

(Luke 24:11; John 20:13-15); it was evidenced to the disciples (John 21; 

Acts 10:40-41; Luke 24:34); and Christ appeared to Paul and hundreds of 

others (I Cor. 15:5-8). 

Finally, the resurrection is the Waterloo of infidelity and 

rationalism. This doctrine is cruci2l and determinative to any theo

logical system. It is the living center and object of Christian faith. 

On this account a theological systS!il stands or falls with its view of 

the resurrection. The believer, who is exhorted to "prove all things" 

(I Thess. 5:21) a..r1d to "try the spirits" (I John 4:1), can and should 

employ this doctrine as a measuring rod to probe the murkiness of today's 

theological pools of confusion • 

The Intention of the Study 

This theological surve:r attempts to scan the situation of con

temporary Gennan theology, to determine what basic views the various 

theological systems hold relative to the resurrection, and to investigate 

the presuppositions on which those views are based. This understanding, 

in turn, will be a key to the theological schools and aid in their eval

uation. The German situation is chosen because, without doubt, German 

theology determines the theology of the rest of the world. In this 

sense the ma;d.m is true, which is frequently heard, that America is 

twenty years behind Germany. This therefore being the case, it is only 

right to examine the theological climate of Gerr,1any today and thus to 

be informed as to the changes .md trends whici.1 .-rlll become evident 
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before.long in America as well. 

The Contemporary Situation 

The schools 

A survey of the theological situation in Germany must of necas

sity be limited to the faculties of theology at the universities. It 

is only here that theology gains its impetus and exerts its influence. 

German theology is integrally connected with the German academic tra

dition. The universities under consideration are Hamburg, Mllnster, 

G~ttingen, Marburg, Mainz, Heidelberg, TUbingen, Erlangen, Basel, and 

ZUrich. Although Basel and Zlirich are technically in Switzerland, the 

theological faculties have long been closely linked to Germany because 

of the common language and the constant exchange of scholars. Since 

the parGitioning of G~rwmy afi:,e.c the 3;.:;:::o:id 1lorld W3.~•, little is heard 

of from the still functioning theological faculties of East Germany at 

Restock, Leipzig, and Halle-Wittenberg. 

Early in this century and before, a theological viewpoint could 

be determined by a study of the faculty at a given school, so that the 

brands of theology came to be known, for example, as the conservative 

Erlangen School, which for many years fought against the rationalism 

0£ the liberal '.l"Ubinge:n School. But these designations are no lo."lga: 

true. Theologica: :.::;y::,tems are formed a.round the scholars instead of a 

particular university . 
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The scholars 

Actually, there are as many different types of theology in 

Germany as there are theologians. Decc:i.des ago men like Barth, Brunner, 

and Bultmann nearly ecliped all oth-':!r theological directions and made 

converts to their ideas. But their students, now professors themselves, 

have long since departed from their masters I methods. Like the medieval 

scholastic, each theologian has his 01-m system. Nevertheless, certain 

trends of thought are discernible rnd it has been a.dvisable, for the 

purpose of this paper, to gather 11ennan theology into four general 

schools: the Neo-orthodox school, the Mediating school, the Bultmann 

school, and the Post-Bultmannian school. The designation of these 

schools, as well as the grouping of the theologians in each, must. be 

somewhat arbi trarJ, but a wide representation of the various systems 

has been attempted. 

It has been impossible to read all the works of each of t,he 

two theologians who are chosen to represent the four schools. But this 

has not been necessar-,r, even as it is not necessary to drink a whole 

barrel dry to determine what vintage it contains. The theologians 1 

works have been studied as to their vieHs of the resurrection. In ea.ch 

instance, a sketch of the person himself and his general theologiccU. 

viewpoint wlll be given, for it is no more possible to separate the 

theology from the man that holds it than it is to divorce a man from 

his environment. But again, this had to be lird.ted, because of the 

nature of the paper and of the fact that m;my e.:~cellent works already 

exist which analyze the theologians, 
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CHAPTER II 

THE NED-OTIThODOX SCHOOL 

The Rationale ,f the School· 

The dilemma in which religio11s liberclis,.'TI found its elf in the 

early decades of this century, ~s a result of its obvious failure a.~d 

the crisis of Western culture, proved the opport:.uni ty for a theolog;icel 

renaissance, com.'Tlonly called nee-orthodoxy. The leader of this movement 

in its beginning Has the Sviss pastor and theologian, Karl B2rth. In 

his protest Barth Has seconded by kindred spirits, especiall:,r Friedrich 

Gogarten, Emil Brunr:.er, and F..du2_rd Tuneyse,1. ThB movement err,phasi zed 

God's tr,mscendence, man's sin and a return to the Word, over against 

the liberal cor:ception of Gc<l's i:r.r.,2r.ence ~md m;::,n's goodness. Rejecting 

the old liberciisr:-i, this r:;over:1ent also repudiRi:.ed fundamental orthoclo:7. 

Wide variat.ions of vieHpoint have 2ppeared in the move;nent and its in

fluence has been greaLly extended. Its lec1ders I viet-is of the resurrection 

are reprc.sental:,i ve of the vie.r which the move;,:cnt as a i:hole holds rela..: 

tive to thj_s central doct.r:ine. 

The RepresentPtive:::; of the.School 

The per:3on.--The P.efor;;:d tl~~olo;:i;:,..11 ,;~;-_,::; born in 1886 in Basel, 

Swi.tzerltm~. After hcldint_; <'l pa:;tor;,t~ in S2-fe~oryl from 1911 to l'.?21, 

he be~a!'lc profe:::;sor of Reformed theolo;;;,: in Gc~tin6 e,,. In 1925 he 



6 

started to lecture in Mllnster, was called to the University of Bonn in 

1930, but in 1935 he was exiled by the Nazis. From 1935 until his 

retirement he was professor in Basel. 

With his RBmerbrief (1919) Barth caused a deep-going revolution 

in Continental theology. He emphasized the sinfulness of man and the 

holiness of God, reminding men that God is 11 wholly other" and that all 

our statements concerning God are but stammering attempts to give ex

pression to the unspeakable. Barth had been much under the influence 

of neo-Kantianism and Kierkegaard, and after 1925 his corrective the

ology has been greatly influenced by Calvinism, becoming a highly elab

orate theological system. 

Theological divergencies led to breaks with Gogarten and Brunner. 

Being exiled to Swi. tzerland, Barth continued to exercise influence, al

though in recent years there has been a decline in his follornng. 

Presently, the octogenarian is still working on his massive Church 

Dogmatics. 

His posi tion.--In studying Barth I s vie-..r of the resurrection-

or, for that matter, any other of his positions--one encounters almost 

insuperable difficulties. The first one is that his theology- is a 

developing one. The time when he said something is as important as 

what he said. Then too, Barth's way of e..'q)ressing himself, his dia

lectic approach, makes him at times very difficult to understand. 

Seemingly contradictory statements are frequently put side by side to 

confront one m th the whole truth, as Barth sees it. Furthermore, 
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Barth I s acceptance of biblical criticism actually casts doubt on the 

authority of many passages, though he may appear to be taking them at 

face value. There is also the difficulty of terminology: the investing 

of old terms with a new meaning. But perhaps the greatest difficulty 

in understanding Barth, however, is his concept of the two kinds of 

history--Historie and Geschichte--and the conception of the nature of 

revelation. All these factors influence a study of Barth and render 

an understanding of his view as difficult as putting one's finger on 

a pellet of mercury. One thinks one has it, but actually it has 

escaped somevrhere else. 

Starting with one of Barth's earlier works, The Resurrection 

of the Dead, one finds ample illustrations of the above difficulties • 

Barth is basically relativizing the story of the resurrection with 

his exegesis of I Corinthians 15. Barth raises the question 

whether all that Paul meant here might not have the effect, not 
of disconnecting the historical position of the question as such, 
but of relativizing it •••• The verbal fonns "he died, was 
buried, rose again, was seen" ••• are by no means chronologically 
successive or in juxtaposition.l 

This event of the resurrection happened "in history, to be sure! But 

in hist,ory, the frontier of history. 11 2 Thus Barth launches out against 

every account of the resurrection as "a chronological recital of 

things. ,,3 There.fore he can say, "This tomb may prove to be a defi-

lKarl Barth, The Resurrection of the Dead, trans. H. J. 
Stenning (New York: Fleming H. Revell Go., 1933), pp. 131-2 • 



• 

• 

• 

8 

nitely closed or an open tomb; it is rec1lly a :c1.,tter of indiffercnce."l 

He aclJd .. ts, however, that accorciing to the record "the tomb is doubtless 

er.;pty, under every conceivable circwnsLance e;;;pty! 'He is not here. 111 2 

And yet, Barth relegates the whole r:;,cnt to the boundar:r of historJ, 

or, as he e.:::pressed it by dodging an ansuer to a recent question by 

one of his students, whether a picture could hcive been taken of the 

empty tomb: "The re~mrrection happernsd on the rim of history." 

In a. remarkable little boo!·: on the Apostle's Creed according to . 

Calvin I s Catechism, Th8 Faith of the Churct, comprised of six seminars 

of Barth, given from 1940 to 1943, some unusuc>Jly clear sta.tements are 

found concerning the resurrection: 

The New Testament describes Easter by h;o assertions: the 
women found the to.:,b e::pLy. Then they met the risen Christ acting 
in their midst in a hun;,,.r1ly-speaki.ng verJ strange and new, yet 
ve:r;1 real manner. The mentior, of the empty tomb in the Gospels 
irrefutably marts the bodily re:;urrection. By this we are in
structed concerning man and his life: he is body and spirit. 
When he is living, he lives as bcdy and sovl. Hence also man's 
resurrection is corporeal. 3 

A clearer statement of the bodily resurrection of Christ can 

scarcely b9 found elsewhere in Barth's writings. With great lucidity 

Barth procsr:-ds: 

The New Testar,,ent tells us quite sir,,ply: do you want to be
lieve in the living Christ? J\.nd it shoHs us that ue may believe in 
him only if we believe in his corpore2l resurrection. For life 
w:Lthout a bcdy is not human life. This is the content of the New 
Test;:iJrient. We are always free to reject it, but not tomodify it 

lTuid., p. 135. 2Ibid., p. 138. 

3Kc1rl B?rth, ThP. F"ith of the Church, tr.:ins. G2.brj el VahwLm· 
(Neu Yorl~: Heridl.,:m Bool:_:; Inc., 19~:."5), pp. l0G-7. 
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We 

Unaccustor.1ed as one is to such undeniably orthodox and unusually 

clear statements from Barth, the question arises immediately whether 

he really means this. Upon examination of the introduction to the 

book and the context of the passage, one's fears are soon confirmed: 

Barth primarily presents Calvin I s view. Concerning this the translator 

remarks: 

Actually more than once Barth will have to part company with 
Calvin , for example on the issue of predestination and the resur
rection of the flesh •.•• His understanding of the virgin birth 
and the empty tomb is both in strict conforrrj_ ty with orthodm .. ry 
and--we must admi t--wholly unorthodox. 2 

These unorthodox differences 1-Tit,h Calvin pertain primarily to 

• Barth's view of history. He appends his discussion of the resurrection 

with a "Remark on the 'Historicity' of the Resurrection": 

• 

Unquestionably, the resurrection narr2.tives are contradictory. 
A coherant history cannot be evolved from them. The appear,mces 
to the women and apostles, in Galilee and Jerusalem, which are 
reported by the Gospels and Paul, cannot be harmonized. It is a 
chaos. The evangelical theologians of the nineteenth century ••• 
were wrong in trying to arrange things so as to prove the histo
ricity of the resurrection •.•• The witnesses attended an event 
that went over their heads, and each told a bit of it. But these 
scraps are sufficient to bear witness to us of the event and its 
histor-lcity. Every one of the witnesses declares God's free grace 
which surpasses all humdn understanding.3 

All that Barth said about the resurrection in this context--i~ 

it did come from him--has been vitiated by the above paragraph. The 

resurrection is not based on a reliable historic2l record. But although 

lTuid., p. 107. 2Ibid., p. ll • 3Toid., p. 108. 
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the resurrection accounts be marked "by obscurity, by contra.diction, 

by spealdng of it in saga or legend, in unhistorical and pre-historical 

form, they clearly conveigh to us the fact that there the disciples had 

a confrontation. 111 Did the event happen? Barth answers, "Yes." Does 

this mean that it is a simple historical fact open to veFlfication? 

The answer is "No." Barth agrees with Bultmann that the forty days 

after the resurrection are not among the historical facts: 

We may well accept as histo~J that which good taste prevents 
us from calling "historical" fact, and which the modern historian 
calls 11 saga11 or "legend" on the ground that it is beyond the reach 
of his methods. 2 

Indeed the Easter story is such a "saga" and it has only a "tiny" 'histo

rical' margin." But it was objective and it happened, though it cannot 

• be verified. Barth does defend the tomb as an "indispensable sign. 113 

Barth obviously wrestles with the tension between revelation and history. 

The basic assumption is that there C8Jl be no revelation in history. The 

fact of the limitation of the post-resurrection appearances to the dis

ciples is proffered by Barth as evidence that the real resurrection did 

not take place in ordinary history but in Geschichte. Christ appeared 

only to the eye of faith. 

• 

According to Barth, the resurrection is actually no new event 

lcornelius Van ~il, Has Karl Barth Become Orthodox? (Philadelphia: 
The Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Co., 1954), p. 17J. 

2ICLaas Runia, "The Resurrection and History," The Reformed 
Theological Review, XXV (May/August 1966), L.6. 

3Ibid • 
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which has its own importance, but it is only the "revelation" of Christ's 

completed story on the cross. Pannenberg sees the change in Barth's 

position only in the fact 

that he now acknowledges the event of revelation, the unhistorical 
relationship of the whole life of Jesus to its origin in God, never
theless as a special event in the time sequence of the history of 

· Jesus.1 

The resurrection as such was not purely historical, since it 

was of a revelatory character, but inasmuch as it was an event in 

Christ's historical existence, it does have a relationship to history. 

Barth will go no farther than this. For all his commendable emphasis 

on the reality and fact of the resurrection over against Bultmann's 

demythologizing, he nevertheless departs from the orthodox view by 

• definitely excluding all historical ve1~fication of the resurrection. 

• 

It happened on the "rim" of history. It is nothing less than forced 

exegesis to explain away the eye-witness account in I Corinthians 15 

as being a listing of witnesses who are meant to witness, not to the 

fact of the resurrection, but to the genuineness of the Pauline gospel.2 

Emil Brunner 

The person.--Brunner may be considered as the clearest and most 

1Wol1'hart Pannenberg, GrundzUge der Christologie (GUtersloh: 
Gutersloher Verlagshaus, 1964), p. 109. Quotes from untranslated 
German works are translated by this writer. 

2Rudolf Bultm.ann, "Neues Testament und Mythologie, 11 Kery_gma 
u.nd M~hos, ed. Hans-Werner Bartsch (Hamburg-Bergsteadt: Evangelischer 
Verlag, 1960), p. L5. . 
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systematic thinker of the school of Dialectic theology. He was born 

in 1889 in Winterthur, Switzerland, and studied in Zlirich, Berlin, and 

at Union SeniinarJ, New York. Like Barth, he has been assistant pastor, 

pastor, and professor. Since 1924 he has held the chair of systematic 

theology in Zilrich. He is more moderate in his approach and, in dis

tinction to Barth, accepts natural theology in his system, but he "sim

plifies" orthodo;cy- by eliminating all topics that in his view have no 

bearing on spiritual life, such as the virgin birth and most of the 

New Testament miracles. With his dialectic theology of the Word he 

wishes to engage man in the existentiaJ. encounter of personal truth.1 

It may be questioned why Brunner is included in the contemporary 

theological situation since he passed away in the summer of 1966. The 

answer is that although he now knows better, his error and influence 

live on. 

His position.--The weakness of Brunner 1 s system, along with 

Barth's, centers in the dialectical presuppositions that relate reve

lation only tenuously with history and reason. Brunner observes that 

"in the Christian church no less than everything depends on the faith 

in the resurrection •• A Jesus who was not resurrected but remained 

in the tor,1b, cannot be the Christ. 112 To Brunner the resurrection was 

lotto A. Piper, "Emil Brunner, 11 Encyclopedia of Religion, ed. 
Vergilius Ferm (Paterson, Mew Jersey: Little_field, Adams, and Co., 
1964), p. 90. 

2Emi1 Brunner, Die Christliche Lehre von Schopfur.g und ErlBsung, 
Dogmatik II (Zlirich: Zwingli-Verlag, 1950), p. 434 • 
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. a fact, a life principle, which guided the early church. On what, then, 

is this fact based? On a credible record? No! In the same vein as 

Barth he writes: 

In strange contrast to this unquestionably basic fact and to 
the imperative clarity of the Neu Testament witnesses in relation 
to this foundational fact stands the other, which no less can be 
denied, that the accounts of the specific How, Where and When are 
greatly divergent from each other. The five accounts of the resur
rection of the four evangelists and the Apostle Paul can simply 
not be brought together to form a picture 1-ri th out contradictions, 
and the traditional method of harmonization stands in danger to 
let the more credible witnesses come too short at the expense of 
the less credible. • •• The more accur2.te Pauline account stands 
in considerable contra.diction to the stories of the evangelists • • • 
among whom • • • the process of the formation of the legends becomes 
visible.1 

The fact of the resurrection stands but the records are not reli.able. 

• It is therefore not surprising that Brunner concludes: 

• 

All of this the supposed contradictions brings close the 
conclusion that the original witness of the resurrection knew 
nothing of an err,pty tomb, but ha.ct as object alone the confrontation 
with the resurrected one. • . . The question of the How and Where, 
exclusively the question of the empty tomb and the bodily resur
rection, understood in that sense is therefore for us secondary.2 

With an empty tomb excluded and the bodily resurrection denied, 

what does Brunner mean by resurrection? He deplores the medieval con

cept of the resurrection of the flesh by asserting: 

Resurrection of the body, yes; Resurrection of the flesh, no. 
But resurrection of the body does not mean identity of the resur
rection body with the material (though transformed) flesh body; 
but the resurrection of the body means continuity between the in-. 
dividual creatureliness this side and on the other side of death.3 

llbid., pp. h3h-J5. 2Tuid., p. h37f . 
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Not on the basis of his own world view but on the basis of the 

New Testament records themselves, Brunner maintains that the resurrected 

body of Christ is the church, because it is always called his body. The 

New Testc1.Jllent, s2ys he, knows nothing of a physically ascended Christ. 

The bodily resurrection is thus eliminated and the resurrection that 

Brunner speaks of is equated with the ascension. The complete subjec

tivism to which Brunner is driven c,m be seen from his frank admission: 

So we must be willing to admit that ther~ is no uniform answer 
to the question "What, then, did really take place?" and that 
probably i-~ is not intended that there should be such an ans~rer •••• 
Easter, as an event, stands in a category by itself; it is something 
which He ccn sum up tinder no heading, which cannot be fitted into 
any ideas and images of thought and experience.l 

All ue can actually say is that "he who died on the Cross has 

reve2led himself to the faithful as the living one. 11 2 But if we do not 

have a reliable record of the resurrection and have no right to ask ~hat 

happened at the resurrection, how is this kno;iledge obtained in the first 

place? Brunner's answer is clear. Negatively, he asserts: 

Our faith is not based upon the record of the apostles' expe
rience of the resurrection •••• We would believe in him as the 
risen Lord even if there i4ere no narratives of the resurrection 
at an.J 

Positively, "the recognition of the resurrected one should be and ha.d to 

be a recognition of faith. "4 Brunner stresses that Jesus appeared only 

lFlnil Brunner, The :Mediator, trcns. Olive Wyon (London: The 
Lutterworth Press, 19Jh), p. 578. 

2:Emil Brunner, The Christian Doctrine of the Church, Faith and 
the Corisu."l'.rnatio~; Dogmatik III, trans. David Cairns {Fhiladelphis: The 
Westm:Lnster Press, 1960), p. 410. 

)Brunner, Dogmatik II, p. 41.tl • 
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to those who had faith, so that there was nothing tangible in this 

world that produced their faith in the resurrection. Our faith is 

therefore not based on the records of the apostles, for this would make 

it dependent upon a "world fact. 11 And this could not be, for the reve

lation of Jesus Christ would have taken place in history. To us Jesus 

reveals himself through the total witness of the apostles, through the 

picture of his life, and through the apostles I interpretation of this 

picture. Every Christian believes in the Resurrected One not because 

his resurrection has been recorded but because we recognize him as the 

living and present Lord. 1 

The Resume of the Position 

Both Barth and Brunner, along with all ether neo- orthodox 

theologians, retain the fact of the resurrection though they say the 

biblical record cannot be believed. These theologians find themselves 

impaled on the horns of a monstrous dilemma, as Dr. Ryrie rightly observes: 

Barthians say that the accounts of the resurrection in the Bible 
are not the ground of our faith in the resurrection; nevertheless, 
they are an important element in the witness to revelation of the 
resurrection, and this revelation is the ground for our faith. Re
duced to simple double talk this means that theoretically we would 
not need the Bible accounts of the resurrection in order to believe 
it, but admittedly they help, and actually we could not believe 
without them.2 

Barth and Brunner further agree that revelation does not relate 

libid., p. 441. 

2charles C. Ryrie, Neo-Orthodox:y ( Chicago: Moody Press, 1956), 
pp. 58-59 • 
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to our Horld of t.ime and space but r:1t.her to Geschicht'.?• The f.<i.cts of 

the rc,mrrcc t.i.on, as recorded in ti i::~ Ne,r TestaJ,tent, are therefore Lnm-::i.-

teri:tl. to one's faith. By being confronted uith the living Christ one 

belie·,rcs in the resurrection, not.. ~cause the gospels testify of it. 

The resu1t. of these presuppositions is an inescapable subjectivism. 

And this is seen by the divergent. views as to the mermin~ of the evenL, 

that arc repr8scntcd ;ri thin the Ifoo-orU10do~~ 0chool. Bclrth, w·i th cus

to;122'y va6 u8n8ss, seci,ts Lo favor a bodily resurrection, nlthough the 

empty 1.1m,1b is not at all nccess-1.r_y to hls sys te,n. Brunner denies the 

exis Lenee of the ernp ty tomb as well as a corpo::__',c:;al resurr:;;d,ion. The 

resurrccti::m appearances ,-1ere nothing more tlwn 11 a.-ri encounter with the 

resur1~ecte:i one 2s a spiri tucll-person.i1 re-:ili t,y. ul One cannot help es

cape the ::mspici0n that a resurrection 1-:hich haL)pened on the 11 rimn of 

history and C;JJmot be historica .. lly verified (B2 .. rth) and which did not 

inciude the existence of the empty tor,ib nor a corpore8l continuation 

of the bo:iy (Brunner) is no resurrection at 2J_l. 

lBrunncr, Dogrr12tik II, p. 436 • 
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CHAPTER III 

THE l1EDIATIHG SCHOOL 

The Rationale of the School 

Although it is difficult to limit a theological system to any 

one university, Erlangen may be considered as representing the Mediating 

school. The fact that Erlangen is one of the few Protestant cities in 

the province of Bavaria has given it the title, a Protestant island in 

a Catholic sea. In geography, as well as in theology, it stands alone. 

In the last century the great conservative Theodor Zahn taught New 

Testament there. It is the home of the old Heilsgeschichte school and 

• even today is probably more conservative than any other German univer

sity. The NeH Testament department Hi th Ethelbert Stauffer and Gerhard 

Friedrich and the dogmatics department with PmQ Althaus and Walter 

Klinneth continue the conservative tradition. Stauffer, although called 

a radical liberal in conservative garb, has always maintained the veri

fiable historicity of most events in Chr~st's life. The other three 

scholars take a mediating position between crisis theology ar,d the 

• 

Bul tmannian school. These theologi;ms have manifested a constant cri

tique or dialectical as well as existential theology, and yet they have 

been somewhat influenced by crisis theology and higher criticism. 

The Representatives of the School 

Althaus and Klinneth continue the salvation-history tradition of 
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Erlangen. These two men wil1 serve as representatives of the school. 

Despltc the fact thr:i.t Althaus died in the sununer of 1966, his influence 

continues. 

Paul Althaus 

The pc1·son.---Paul Althcms W3.S born in 1888 and died in 1966. 

He studied widely under all the leadin6 scholar::; of his day and first 

taught in Rostocl:. Until the time of his death he taught in Erlangen. 

A leader of confessional Luthercmism, he was the leading theologian of: 

the group theologia m.ilitans, a group uhich shm1ed strong resistance 

to Nazi ideology. In contrast to Barth, /t.lth2.us upheld the traditional 

concept of ger:.eral revelation. He dis2.greed wl th Barth right from the 

beginning, vrhich is the fashionable thing to do 2~inong theologi&ns in 

Germany. Alth2.ns took the same position as that of his predecessor: 

what was valuable in Barth could be found in the Bible and what was 

false should not be co11u;1ended to theology students. As a media.ting 

theologian, Althaus follows in the footsteps of conservatives like 

Hofmann and Schlatter, but is greatly indebted to Barth and places 

much emphasis on the dialectical tension beh1een creation and sin, eter

nity and history. Among his great£st contributions to German theology 

are his works on eschatology. 

His posi tion.--Al thaus sees revelation 2.s coming both mediately 

through history 2.nd immediately through faith: Revelation reaches us 

in the word and in no other way. The word of preaching is not only a 

word that addresse3 us and 'llhich we belie·-re, but it is at the S<'>..Iile time 
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a report about a historical event which happened. The word and the 

reality of the revelation cannot be equated, hmrever. This word of 

proclamation in which God subjectively reveals himself is not based 

upon an objective, authoritative Word of God, the Bible. Thus Althaus 

writes: 

The aut,hori ty of the word of God is not indeed est::i.blished for 
us any longer by a metaphysical miraculous character possessed by 
the Bible, but it is in part established bi the historical element 
of the original tradition of authenticity. . · 

But fmo determines what is· the .authentic word of God? Althaus 

believes that historiaI1s have a well-de·;eloped "intuition" that enables 

them to know when they are face to face with a real, historical person

age and not just an imaginative creation.2 This subjective approach is 

forced upon Althaus by his rejection of the old liberalism while re

taining the cr-ltical view of Scripture. To him inspirat;ion is "nothing 

more than that God himself acts on us through the human word of the 

Scriptures. 11 3 The canon is still open and human errors and modifica

tions-- even in the life of Christ--abound: "Then too besides the gen

uine passages there are unhist.orical words and stories and legends; so 

especially in the birth and resurrection accounts. n4 In short, the 

lPaul Althaus, The So-Calle::! Ke ,i a and the Historical Jesus; 
trans. David Cairns (Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd, 19:.,9 , p. 2. 

?Ibid. 

3Paul ftJ.thaus, DiP. Christliche 1-Tahrllelt (G~tersloli: Gllterseloher 
Verlagshaus, 1959), p. To. 

• 4Ib.•d 118 -2:.._•' P• • 
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early church tampered w:i th the text. Inasmuch as the foundations of 

the life of Christ are so shaky, the results in the superstructure, 

with the resurrection as the croHning point, are nothing short, of dis

astrous. 

11ifuat happened at Easter?" .AJ.thaus asks. His reply is as may 

be expected: 

The ansuer cannot ccnsist simply in giving back the acc01mts 
of the go0pels . ... That Jesus ·was raised frorn the dead and ap
peared as the resurrected one to his 01-m becomes a certainty to us 
only in faith, and under the impression of the whole witness con
cerning Jesus, of his life and words ani de:1th as well as resur
rection.?-

What position does the resurrect.ion take in Althaus' theolo;;y? 

The death of Christ puts in queGtion the validity of the claims of 

• Christ. Therefore it may be said: "Faith lives because of Easter. 11 2 

Eastci~ is pivotal to the Christian faith. But in what sense does 

• 

Althaus vieu the resurrection a" the basis for faith? The resurrection 

is by no mea.'1s a proof of anything: "The faith must be risked. There

fore it is not up to the dog;natic Christolog;y to prove the p!"esence of 

Gcd in Jesus Ch..'i.st. n3 The resurrection is not evidential, because it 

is "not a provable historical fact": 

Historicci.lly recognizable are the experiences of the disciples, 
the "appcar::inccs!1 of Je::;us after his death and even the fact of the 
empty tomb. But how these facts are to be understood, what actually 
happened at Easter, thrtt, history as such, ca..'1Ilot say. That is a 
"Tlatter of religious judgment, of fa.itl-1, whj_ch arises out of the 

2Toid., p. 432 • 
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total witness about Jesus. 1 

The resurrection is interpretive rather than evidential. It 

interprets the cross and faith interprets and substantiates the resur

rection. But although we cannot say anyLhine about the mea11ing of the 

resurrection, 11}iat can be said about the circuri1st:mces of it? Althaus 

realizes that the early church w-ltnessed that Jesus was raised on the 

third day. Biblical trcidi tion emphnsizes a twofold aspE.ct of the resur

rection: Christ I s appear,'.v-:1ces and the empty tor.1b. 

The~~~~:~~~ are to Althaus not subjective visions but "an 

objective trans-subjective, bodily coming of the resurrected one to 

his disciples. n 2 Although layers of tradl tion have fonned arow1d the 

orlginnl accounts, the appearances were never described as visions • 

"To mtl:e the origin of the visions historically-psychologically com

prehensible is pure fabrication, without and against all witnesses in 

the sources. 11 3 Faith understands the appearai1ces thus: "Jesus returns 

from death in an encounter with his own and so gives them the certainty 

that he is alive and has been exalted as God. n4 Althaus follows here 

the conservative Lutheran and Erlangen tradition by vehemently denounc

ing the visionary hypothesis. 

He is equally clear and persuasive on the matter of the empt.z 

tomb: 

No contemporary- could understand the message, that the dead 
Jesus was alive, in any other way than that he, that is to say, 

2Toid., p. !.iB6 • 
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his bo:ly which was placed in the tomb, returned from the grave; 
likewlse the disciples who saw the Lord had to think this. They 
could never have appeared in Jerus3lem such a short time after 
the death of Jesus wl th the message: the one who was laid in the 
grave has been resurrected by God and is alive, if the tomb had 
not been e..11pty, l 

Hmrnver, faith in the resurrection came not because of the empty 

tomb but because of the appearances. But what of the appearances? 

What was the resurr.::cted bodylike? Here Althaus outdoes even Barth 

in double talk: 

We know well: the resurrection from the dead to new coq)Oreal 
aliveness does not mean that the corpse which was placed in the tor.1b 
comes to life--although, of course, at the smne time in a changed 
form. In this matter we have been led beyond earlier naturalist,ic 
concepts. • •• There is no continuity beti-:een our present life and 
the new corporeality, but correspondence and personal identity. 2 

The resurrection of Christ docs therefore not demand an empty 

tomb as an "ontological necessity." But rather, the empty tomb is a 

sign, a pointer, which has been given to our faith, to confinn the ob

jectivity of the appearances. The resurrection does not necessitate 

the empty tomb, but it is illuminated by it. "The appearances are 

therefore neither to be understood spiritually, nor naturalistically

realis'Gically, but eschatologically-retlistically. 11 3 

The ascension is for Althaus a later legend which expresses the 

certainty of the disciples that the resurrected Christ has becor.1e the 

exaJ.ted God. The resurrection and ascension te3tify to the exaltation 

of Christ christologically, in that the man Christ Jesus reenters the 

lToid • 2Ibid., p. 488. 
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eternal life of God, and, soterlologically, that Jesus is a living re

conciler and mediator. The "hidden and closed eternity" into which 

Jesus entered is the future hope of the Chrlstian.1 

Walter Klinneth 

The person.--Since the death of Althaus, Klinneth is the leading 

light; in Erlangen, where he is professor of systematic theology since 

1953. Previously he served as a parish pastor in Bavaria and in 1944 

he became dean of the Evangelical Lutheran District of Erlangen. He is 

perhaps the most, outstanding conservative scholar in Germany. He be

longs to that group in the Lu~heran Church which calls itself the 

Konf essionskirche and adheres closely to the confessional creeds of the 

Church. His cr--1.ticism of Bultmann and his students is forthright and 

devastating. Of the Bultmann--students he says that they have no right 

to become pastors because they are not believers. 

At the recent World Congress on Evangelism in Berlin, Kllnneth 

was featured as one of the "distinguished evangelical spokesmen" with 

his position paper on "Hindrances to Eva.11.gelism in the Church. 112 This 

is ironic, for men like Klinneth, for all their continental conservatism, 

are ar,1ong the main hindrances to evangelism. Kll.nneth' s critic al view 

1Ibid., p. 491. 

211 The Good, Glad News, 11 and "Hindrances to Evangelism in the 
Church, 11 Christianity Tochi.y, October 28, 1966, pp. 3, 14-18 • 
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of the Scriptures, his denial of the virgin birth, and his Ar-lan tend

encies in Christology greatly vitiate his conservative claims. Arid 

yet, despite these views Kthmeth may still be .regarded as staunchly 

conservative, when compared with the other theologians on the continent. 

His position.--To Klinneth the resurrection becomes the fulcrum 

of theology and the starting point of Christology. His teachings are 

set forth in his translated work, Theology_ of the Resurrection, first 

published in 1933, and in one untranslated voJ.um0, Glauben an Jesus?, 

published in 1962, which questions the basis of e..-tlstential Christ,ology. 

II To understand any theological syste.rn, and so, to understand Kunneth, is 

to determine the source of authority. Is thg Bible in and of itself 

• authoritative or is man to determine w:1ich p-3.rts of Scripture can be 

accept.ed. and which are non-essential or doubtful a11d thus makes himself 

the authority? Klir.neth follows the critics. He rejects biblicists 

because they derive teachings from individual promises instead of the 

whole kerygma. 1 To him the biblical sources are of primary and second

ary j_mportance and since the gospel records are merely witnesses to the 

resurrection, not historical accounts, the crit,erion of judging thera 

• 

lies in "measuring the approprlateness of the content of the confession. 11 2 

Man judges what can be believed. Kl,neth obse.rv-es of the resurrection 

_ 1i-1a1 ter Kllnneth, The 
Jamas W. Leitch (St. Louis: 
pp. 131-32. 

2Ibid., p. lOh . 

Theology of the Resurrection, trans. 
Concordia Publishlng House, 1965'), 
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narratives: 

The fact of considerable discrcpnncy in det,ail is indisputable 
and can hardly be reraoved by attcr;1pts at h2rrnoni.zing. The possi
bility of subjective interference at indivldual points must be ad
mitted •••• Believi~ knowle<i.g~ is the over-riding factor deter
mining the value of all the Gospel traditions. • •• As soon as 
the traditions are to be evaluated as confession3, differences 
between them, even to the extent of possible contradictions, re
quire no apology.l 

Tho decisive thing to Klinneth is the complete unanimity in the 

universal believing knowledge of the resurrection of Jesus itself. This 

"believing knowledge11 is the way by which the fact of the resurrection 

is known. It is not based on the historical facts. A new hisl:,orical 

approach is required, one which does not go behind the resurrection 

confession to find a historic core, but whose aim is to understand th,:; 

• 11 substance11 which is conta.ined in the believing statement. 2 Al though 

paying lip-ser-vice to the historicity of the resurrection, K~nneth 

over-stresses the transcendent, character of the resurrection. He insists 

• 

that the resurrection "is a primal miracle and as such lies as it were 

behind and beyond the spatio-ter.iporal plane, though of course not With

out having important repercussions on it. 11 3 Were the resurraction his

torical, its uniqueness would be destroyed, therafcre it could not be 

a point on the historical plane to which we could conceivably have an 

objective relation. "Accordingly, historical research is not at all a 

competent authorl ty" when it comes to the question of knowledge of the 

i'J j 

1 Toid., p. 106. 2Ibid., p. 107. Jlbid., p. 80 . 
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resurrection.1 This knowledge comes through faith in the confession 

of the witnesses but it is pr.i.rnarily through the e::-d.stentialistic fel

louship of believers with the ever-present Lorcl--especially in the 

Eucharist--that 0Y1e can beco;:ne certain of the reality of the resur-

rection: 

Because Jesus as the resurrected Lord proves himself active 
in faith and faith is sure that Jesus the Lord is living, therefore 
faith Imm-rs consecutively about the historical existence of Jesus 
of Nazareth. 2 

The reality of the resurrection does therefore not depend on 

what happened in history. For this reason Klinneth can sa.y that it is 

irrunateria.1 what happened at the resurrection, "how mcl.l1Y appearances 

took place, where, i·rhen and to whorn, and what differences there may 

• have been bet,,ecn them. n3 The imporL-:1.nce of the ap~rances lies in 

the fact that in it the reality of the resurrection of Jesus reveals 

itself and that it forms a basis for the founding of the apostolate. 

The 2ppcarances are real but "the glorified body of Christ who appeared. 

is not to be identified with any resuscitation of a corpse. 11h The 

wounds on the resurrection body, the fact that he ate, dranl:, vralked, 

are expressions of "downright four-square realism11 and show merely the 

• 

lToid., pp. 31-32. 

2i-Ialter Klinneth, Gl2.uben an Jesus? (H2.i.,burg: Friedrich Hi ttig 
Verlag, 1962), p. 286, 

3Kunneth, The Theology of the Resurred~-~, pp. 79-80. 

4Ibid., p. 88 • 
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interest. in the bodily realness which is "of an inconceivable co1po

reality. 111 

The account of the ~p__ty _!,omb was definitely a part of the 
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apostolic tradition. But "in itself there is no identity between the 

empty tomb and the prima.l miracle of the resurrection of Jesus. The 

idea creatio ex nihilo is valid in principle here too. 112 Al though 

there secrns to be no real relationship betueen the body laid in the 

tor,1b and the resurrected body, the empty tornb is a sign of the concrete, 

bodily resurrection and it guards against eve17 tendency to spiritualize 

the central declv.rations of the recurre:ction. It is no proof but merely 

a sign. 

Like .itlthaus, KUnncth does not give separate consider2.tion to 

the _ascensi_9E_, but equates it with the resurrection c1ppe;:irance::,.3 Of 

supro'1e importance to Klinneth--and here he differs from .Althaus and 

orthcdo:;c Christic1Jli ty-- is the fact that "in the resurrection Jesus 

receives sonething from God which he did not untj_l then possess, namely 

his 'lordship.' nl1 This installation of J e:::;us as Lord 11 means the con

ferring of divine majesty •••. It is first through his being installed 

as Lord in the resurrection that Christ takes the pl-8.ce of God. rr5 This 

is the disastrous conclusion of Germany's most conservative scholar. 

The historical Jesus is merely in a position betl-1een God and man. The 

1Ibid., pp. 88-89. 

4Ibid., p. 1J2. 

2Ibid., p. 97. 

5n>id., pp. 133-34 • 

3Ibid., p. 90. 
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resurrection elevates him to deity. 

The Resume of tbe Position 

.Althaus and Klinneth, as the representatives of the Erlangen 

school, agree in their general approach to the resurrection, especially 

in areas in which they depart from historic Christianity. First, the 

Scriptures themselves are unreliable and therefore a literal interpre

tation of the resurrection accounts is impossible. One must look at 

the subst2J1ce of the accounts. Secondly, the historical dimension of 

the resurrection is reduced and practically excluded. This distinction 

between .facts and their meaning is urmarrnnted and rests on the philos

ophy of Kant. If the historian declaxes it to be impossible to say 

• what h2cppsncd at Easter, faith could certainly mclke no sure pronounce

ments either, because that upon which faith is built is historical an.d 

accessible to historians. Thirdly, knouledge of the resurrection is 

gained through a personal confrontation vri th the Lord rather than. the 

credible accounts, which are said to be mere confessions of the dis

~iples' faith. Fourthly, despite an insistence on the appearance of 

the resurrected Christ and the empty tomb, the resurrection body is in 

no way related to the corpse that was placed in the tomb. And lastly, 

both men eliininate the ascension, e2_ch one giving his own unbiblical 

meaning of the resurrection • 

• 
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CHAPTim. IV 

THE BUL'l'Mf.J!N SCHOOL 

The Rationale of the School 

The Bultmann school is based on e~d.steni:,ialism and is firITL1y 

rooted in liberalism. E..--dstential philosophy moves man into the center, 

not the ,wrld or met2vhysics. Han is to realize to the fullest his 

being, his eJs.."istence. For the e;.-istentialist understanding of the Ue,·r 

Testament revelation it is first of all essenti2l to distinguish be

tween the 11 historical f,3ct 11 and "histo.:dc encounter, 11 between the his

torical Jesus of Nazareth who,lived in the years A. D. 1-30 and the 

"Christ of the l:erygma. 11 Turning their back on a11 historical circum

stance, e..nstenti::ilist.s apply themselves solely to the one all-importe.nt 

encounter ·with the Christ procla.imed in the "kerygma, 11 to the message 

of the Risen One. 

This philosophical starting point leads to that concept of 

revelation which is not a simple imparting of in.formation but an event 

which places one in the new state of selfhood and through this man at

tains his salvation, his authenticity. Revelat:i.on is therefore not a 

thing that once happened, but the decisive point is how I have to in

terpret the revelation event for myself today. Bultmann, in his work, 

Der Begr:i.ff der Offenbarung im 1-Teuen Test:ment, puts the matter suc

cinctly: 

What, then, has been revealed? Notl:ing at all, if the question 
is one • • • about doctrines . • • which no one could ever have 
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discovered, secrets which once imparted, are known once for all. 
But ever,rthing, if we mean openiny of man's.eyes to himself in hj_s 
being able to understand himself. 

Bultmann, along wl th his folJ.011ers, boo.sts that the existen

tialist interpretation of the resurrection is 2.bJ.e to give the decisive 

answer to the anthropological problem posed by contemporary existential 

philosophy and by historical criticism. 2 Whether the answer of the 

Bultmann school is valid in the light of the New Testament accounts and 

whether it proves to be theologically tenable in principle remains to 

be seen. 

If the old liberalism in Germany is dead, it seems to be a 

rather lively corpse. In the strict existenti2J_ school of Bultmann ue 

• ha.ve a neir blossom and fruit of the nold liberalism." True, their 

e:dstential interpretation of the ker;y-gma differs from the reductions 

of New Testar,1ent truth by the liberals, but basically the approach is 

the same: (1) Nan's reason is the yard-stick which is applied to the 

biblical sources; (2) epistemologically, every report is doubted which 

asserts things of supernatural character, and (3) the negative result 

of the 1ihistory of life-of-Jesus research11 is acceptEd, although with 

an indifference to historic facts) 

1Walter Kiinneth, The Theology of the Resurrection, trans. 
James W. Leitch (St. Louis: Concordia Publi:::hine House, 1965), p. 42. 

2Ibid., p. 43. 3 Ibid. , p. J.lr 7 • 

• 
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The Representatives of the School 

The Bultmann camp is split wj_de open. Several distinct groups 

compete against each other, which makes it extremely difficult to eval

uate the Bultmann School as a whole, There are the conservative schol

ars, including Glinther BornkD1im1 of Heidelberg, Otto Michel of Tlibingen, 

and Joachim Jeremias of G3ttingen. The Heilsgeschichte scholars, a 

mediating group, consists of rnen like Oscar Cullrnann of Basel and Eduard 

Sclnreizer of Zlirich. There is also the radical school of Herbert Braun 

and Manfred Hezger of Main, who are designated by Bultrna1m as his "gen

uine" disciples, and should therefore be discussed. However, they are 

practical atheists, defining God as a mere "inter-personal relation-

• ship, 11 and, as has been remarked, the only thing they retain in the 

Apostolic Creed is Pontius Pilate. Fin.:1lly, there is a post-Bultmannian 

• 

school, which will be discussed in a sepci.rate clrnpter and there 1:1.re the 

independents whose viewpoint defi.es group identification and classifi

cation. Actually, each theologian within the various groups and schools 

has his or,m elaborately worked-out system. Grouping theologians into 

schools merely indicates some similarity in vieiipo::i.nt and enables iden

tification. It is admittedly a subjective approach. 

For this present study, Bultmann and Fuchs ;.i.11 serve as repre

sente.tives: Bultmann because he is the unrepentant .founder of. the 

school, Fuchs because he is the deviating disciple of Bultmann. 

Rudolf Bultmann 

The person.--What Picasso is to modern p2inting, Bultmann is 



• 
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to modern theology. He is probably the most influential man in the 

world or New Testament scholarship. Born in 188h as the eldest son 
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of an Evangelical Lutheran minister, his education was in the finest 

tradition of European scholarship. As a student of the historical

critical and religious-historical theology, he was greatly influenced 

by men such as Johannes Weiss, Gunkel, Wilhelm Herrmann, but above 

all, by the existential philosopher Martin Heidegger (born 1889). 

This combination of theology and philosophy in Bultmann has led to 

dire consequences in the field of biblical scholarship. He received 

a teaching position in Marburg in 1912, taught in Breslau and Giessen 

and in 1921 became professor of New Testament in Marburg. The retired 

theologian still lives in this picturesque university town. 

Among Bultmann's influential works are the History of the 

Syno:e_ti9 Tradition and his tedious Theology of the New Testament. 

Bultma1m belongs to the circle of theologians who, like Barth, Brunner, 

Niebuhr, Tillich, arid Gogarten, are the spiritual heirs of the reaction 

to liberalism, the ground-work for which was laid by Soren Kierkegaard's 

existentialism. Barth and the more radical Bultmann parted company 

between 1927 and 1929 and while Barth openly repudiated existential 

. philosophy in 1932, Bultmann was more consistent in his application 

of the dialectical principle and has since led the field of New Testa

ment scholarship with his distinctive approach or "form criticism" 
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and his progr;:un of d e;r,ythol ogl zing. 1 

His position,--/\ gl;:mce in~,..) Bultmann's theologic.<il workshop 

sho,-rs inclisput::i>ly that lte is d.:,pendent upon liber::ilisrn' s critical 

histodcal principles. Bultm;:Jnn ,· ,r,rves: 
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To be sure, I arn of the opL:-1:i.on th'"1.t w:; c-'l.n now know ne:-:t to 
nothing of the life ;incl persornli ty of Jesus, sinr::e the Chri:,tb.n 
sourceG were not interested in that :md are moreover very frag
mentary and overgroun by legen.i 2nd since other sources do not. 
e.T.lst •••• I am personally of the opL:iion that Jesus did not 
consider himself to be the Nessieh ••• the sources give us the 
proclm:iation of the Church •••• Critical study shows that the 
vrhoJ.e tradition of Jesus ••• breaks into a serie:., of layers •• 
That the Gos_i.Jel of John is a source •••• is out of question al
toget,her •••• Within 1-1hat rer,1::!ins ••• ::;ccondary materi::11 must 
again be rcj8::;tect •••• B~, me:::,.:13 of crlt.:..cal arwlysi.s He c::in 
reach an olde,;t lc1ycr, ev,en thougl1 1-:e c;:in defin~ it only w-ith 
relative cerl.:linty. MaLuraJ_ly there is even less certainty that 
the uords :i.n this olJe;;;t, ln:,rer -:rere really spo1:en by Jesu3 ••• 
for this layer is also the result of a CO'.".ip2-icated historical 
process •••• To be sur8, there is no gro-cind for doubti:-ig 
whether Je::;11s really ecistP.cl •• ·• but suc}1 douhts are of no 
essential sleuific2:1ce •••• Ar1yon8 ,rho irlshes to ssL th:i_s 
11 Jesus 11 in quotation marks • • • .'md reg:.:i,rd it as a valid dGs
ignation of a historlc pheno:ne:1on • • • is uelcome. to do so. 2 

Bultmann is never one to let biblic2..l t.i:·uth stqnd in the wa:,r 

of his philoso2ilical notions. And ::;o w:U,h ble.ta.nt dogm,qtisn that Je3us 

s~l.d nothing 02~ h:1.s death and resurrecc.ion, no2: o.f th":ir soteriologicc1l 

meaninrr: nrt is true that a few words of such content were put into 

his :mout.h, but they do not C0f.1'2 fror,1 tlle l'ai th of the early chur::;h • 

lRob1=rt D, Knudsen, "Rudolf BuJ.tm;=inn,rr Cre~tivl:' Hinds in 
Con t.e.1porc1.r;/ Theolog;z, ed. Philip F.d.6cw;1be Hugh~s ( Grqnd R:,pids: 
i=lin". B. EercLian:::.;, 1?6,)), pp. lJl-33. 

2Rudolf Dul tmarin, Jesus ( Ttl.bingsn: J. C. B. Hoh_;_•, 1926), 
pp. 12f.f • 
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but frou hellcnisi:,ic Christia11i i:,y. 111 

Thus it beco,,ies c1ear th,1.t ,7. poster~~:I: every al:,te;:1pl:, to say 

souething of the resurreci..ion of Christ must ut,terly fail. Since the 

presuppositions of this appro;:i_ch a~c untenable, the end result would 

also necessarily appear throughly erroneous. 

Bultr:1.cmn, in his undue stre;:.;s or the 11 kerygma," asserts that 

the resurrection is an indispensable part of it. In his famous essay 

on "lfo~; Testament, and Mythology" he urites that "indeed: the cross 

and r0surrec~ion form a single, indivisible 1 cos,:uic 1 event. 11 2 He a1so 

fra11l~ly admits that "the death and resurrection of Chris I:, are therefore 

cosnti.c events, not once-for-all h2ppenings, which lie in the past. 11 3 

What then does he me.:m by the word event,? Is it equivc'.lent. to a his

toricc>J. fact? Did the ni.9.il Jesus :-,ho died on tlw cross rca1ly and lit-

in I Codnthian3 15 11 ,1ants to establish the rc0LU'raction as a historical 

event by the enwneration of witness," but he calls this a "fatal argu

ment3.tion. 11 4 He ad1:,:. ts that the Heir Te:1 t.:F1wnt. frequ0:tl:,ly ,·ri shes to es-

lToid., p. 176. 

2Rudolf Bultmann, "Neues Tesi:,,q;-119nt und !:iythologie,H Ker,;;6;aa 
un-i :-IvLhos, ed. H.-ms-1't!ern0r Bartsch (Hm1'ourg-Bergsteadt: Es:;rangelischer 
Verl:i.g, 19.S0), p. l.i.4. 

3Rudolf Bul'trvmn, Th8oloci e des Ihu?:: Test,:,.:1,,?:-1t.e::; (Tilbingen: 
J. C. B. Hohr, 1961), p. 299. 

4nultma..11n, Keryg,;1q und IlyLho::;, pp. l.i4-h5 • 
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tablish the resurrection as a histo1-lcal event, but, he himself wants 

nothing of it. 

What becom'3s of the resurrection appearo.,_'1ces and the emµt,y 

tomb? Boi:,h are later crnbellishrnents of the prlmlti ve tradition. 

The story of the empty tomb is II an apologetic legend. Paul 
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knows nothing of an empt.y tomb. 111 The appear?!~ of the risen Lord 

are nu11believable because no matter how many wl tnesses there were, 

the reGu.rrect,i.on cannot be ascer!.,ained as an objective fact. 112 Scorn

fully he rejects every sugges!.,ion that the resurrection was the resus

citation of a corpse. 

Is ther2 anything historlc-81 2.bout t.he resurl'cction? Bultmai.rn 

ui t.h a resounding Nein! "As a historictl event only the Easter-

faith of the .firsl.. disciples is asceri:..::i.lnable. Christian Ea2ter-.faith 

is not intet·esGcd in the historical question. 11 3 This Easter-faith is 

nothing more than faith in the cress as a soterlologic;il event. And 

the cross, incident8.lly, is "the tra.glc end o.f a noble man. 11 4 We meet:. 

Christ the cruci.fied and resurrected One in the uord of proclar.w.tion, 

nowhere else, and faith in this uor::i is in truth resll.rl'ection faith. 

Faith in the resurrection and the faith t,hat Clu~ist speaks to us in 

the proclaimed --;,ord are idenLical. And since Christ is present in the 

1Rudolf Bul trnann, Die Geschi.chte der Synoeti..schen Tradition 
(Berlin: Eva.'1gelische Verl2g::;3..,.--is t,".l·i:,J 1961), p. 314. 

2Bultmc1.r111, Kerygraa und Hythos, p. 45 • 

3Ibid., p. 47. 
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kerygrna now, so thr: cross and resurn)et.ion h::i_1:pcn in the eschr.>.t.olog5-cal 

Now. 

It is quite evident that. Bultrno.rm does not arrive at his con

clusio:is by epply-ing the historical meLho,J to the New Tesl.ament. He 

writes that "the re.0;urrecti0n, of courcc, si;.1ply canno~ be a visible 

fact in the rcalr11 o.f huntsl!l hist.ory. nl This is not that. ntaV!m~nt of 

a hisi:.ori~n but of a theologimi! On the basis of Bultir:arm' s ,!ri tin6s 

it, bscorne:., read:i.ly apparent uhy 11 of cour:::e11 the resurrect.ion c-1.nnot be 

a fact of histnry. Klaas Runia, in his incisive article c,n "The Re3ur

rccf.;5_on and His Lory," d~J.incates tiro roa::;ons: 2 

First., BuJtmo.nn accepts th':' rnod.Prn world vie11 of closed causa1-

inn<!t' un:i.t, which does n0t st:ind operi to the ii:-rL0r.v·enl.;ion of super

natm:2.l poHer::;. n3 'l'h:is, logically, ru~ e,1 ou-t; the re;;urrf?C Lion. The 

second reason is more impo,·t.ant.. Eultm,mn is i;:1prisoned in the di.lenr.na 

of Gotthold Lessing, who m;:,1.int.gj nsd thal., accidental proofs of hist.ory 

could never become tho proof of nece:.isary truths of reason. For Bultmcmn 

this means that his existenti~l trut.h is not c?.p-3.ble of demcnstr?.tion. 

He does bcllev8 that rcder:ipt.io.:1 tool: plac•~ in history: "'I'he agent of 

God's presence .,md activity, the m~diator of his reconciliation of the 

2Klaas Runia, "The R'.:!:Jurrn.ct,ion :=md History," The Refor;:i2d 
Theo~<?_{;ictl Rcvie:1, X'J..."V (Eay/Aug11st 19(,6), pp. hJ.-52. 

3BultN:1..nn:, Ker·y!:Sn"' urir. 1·Iyth~~, p. 19 • 
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world. tmt.o himself, is n reAl figarc or history. 111 But, if this knou-

ledge were deMonstrable, then our f.,lich would clepcnd on th~ o'bjc.ctivc 

world c.nd we 1,m1.,Ild fal:i brick int,o mytholoey. "It is p.reci.scly its im

munity from proof which seen.res the Chr:i.st.ian pr,:>cJ.:~_1,1atio11 against the 

clrnrge of being myt,holoGic::i.l. 11 2 The resu.c:i:·cct.ion h::i" to be a maLtP.r of 

pure f<'\it.h, which is always a risk, and for th:l.s reason II Lhe rc3u:r·rcc

t:i.on, of com.•s,3, simply ca11:1ot be a visible faet in the realm of hum:'-in 

hisl:.ory." The onJ.y p0sslliiJ.:i.ty left. is to e~zpla:i.1t it, as "the rise o.f 

faith in the risen Lord 11 on the pat•t of the d.iscJ.ple::;, or, in c~ncur

rcncc with Bultmann's cri t:.:i.cs he H 1-11u.d assert that "Chris~ rose in the 

keryGma. 11 The hisLorical Christ is "of no co.icern \·Jhatsocver to mo, 1t 

says Blll tmann, J and ns an outward dc,:noti.stJ.·ation of bis disbelief in a 

h:Lstod.ca1 resurrect,ion, th0 Ifa.rburge.t' theologian has for many yc::trs 

now avo"lded church en E2.ster Sunda;r 2,nd has gono for an cxtenterJ walk. 

Ernst Fuchs 

The _,P.erson,--.Ernst Fuchs was bor·n in 1903 in H8ilbronn (W\lrl:.t.em

berg). He was educated at the universlties o.f' Tlibineen and Marbu.rg and 

was greatly influenced by Adolf Schlal,ter and Rudolf Bul tmarm. Until 

1949 he se.r:,,·ecl in the mlnistr.r in WlirUei:1berg 2nd subsequently b.-~came 

a lecturer and later e:<ternal professor in Tl\binean. In 1955 he became 

-------------------·---------
2Ib:i..d. 

3Gerhard BergI'lann, Alarm um d-:Le Bibe]. ( Gladbec!~: Schriften
missionc-Verlag, 1963), p, W.--
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professor for lJcH Testament in the Church Acadc;:iy of Berlin, and in 1961 

professor for Ne-:, Te::,tament at :1-hrrmrg. In 1963 he was appointr:0 d di

rector of the nc,;ly fon1112d lnsti tute of Herrne,ieutics. 1 

Pro.Cessor Fuchs air,1s to foJ lou in the foot.steps of Bul trriann, 

although he is ev-en more r.:J.dJcal than his teacher. In his wri.tings be 

concentrates on V-1e problem of hen,12neutics and on the qu8st,ion of the 

historical Jesus. His untranslated uork on the quest of th8 hisLodcaJ. 

Jesus places him in a po::;i Li.on very close to tl-nt of the ninctec:ith-

cent.ury liberals. 

do nothing wl1atsoe·.rer 1-ij_t,h a "historical event" b·c1t. is the meaningful 

expression for th0 f.J.ct tlv1.t, the cro::;s iR n0L t.o be tel(en as an ordinary 

de2th but as "J.iberaLing acL of GoJ. 11 2 Jesr.1s bie;eone:3 present in the 

kerygma, which is an esch.:itological event. in itself. Since this is the 

case, "all specu..lations concerning the essence of the resurrected One, 

all narr<1ti ves cf the empty tomb and all Easter legends • • • become 

indif.ferent. 11 3 

Fuchs is even more conseq11ential and radical in his views. 

Faith is w:L thout any relationship to the resurrection cmd must be under-

1 Ernst Fuchs, Studies of the Histo:c'i.ctl Jesus, trans. Karl E. 
Bra2.te.a (Naperville, Ill.: Alec R . .A.lleso~, Inc.-;-T964), cover. 

21.falter E:linnet.h, Glauben an Jesus~ (H.--1mburg: Friedrich Wittig 
Verlag, 1962), p. 158. 

3Ibid., p. 159 . 
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stood as a strictly formal phenow:m:i. Since fc1_ith is not like Lhoneht., 

where content matters, but ra.the1' the freedom foe faith 11 matters, 11 Fuchs 

declares over aghinst his o~m tencher: 

Bultmann too still speaks of 11 Ec:1ster-fa:i..th. 11 This conc-2pt lies 
heavily on the discussion. • •• In truth, it must be maintained 
that Jesus' e:;~ecution as well as the coILfession of his exaltation, 
L e. resurrection, hc1s nothing at all to do ui th fai th. 1 

The fact of the resurrection i :~ completely irrelevant to faith, 

maintains Fuci1s. He singles out an c1_sped, of J esm, 1 b8havior in the 

gospGls as being hist.orlc,ql and relevant for :f2ith. This was that Jc,sus 

ate a11d felloushipped with sinners. The church was not likely to ch;:mge 

what Christ did, although it most cert:iinJ.y changed what he said.2 The 

essence of Fuchs' truncated theolog_y th8refore is this: nothing Hlwt 

Jesus dj_d in his d8ath and re.surrr::ctj_on nor 2nything he said is relevant 

for us., but, Jesus' emphasis on man's relationship tc God, the gracious

ness tOi-T'll'(ls sinners, is pertinent to fa.ith. Fo1~ Bultmann there was a 

continuity bct;,ieen J esu3' message and the kerygma. For Fuchs the be

havl.or of J csus is the real content of the proclar.1ation. "This conduct 

is neither that cf a prophet nor that of e. 1-rlsdor:1 teacher, but the con

duct, of a man who dares to act in God's place. 11 3 In line with his e.xis-

-----------------------·------------------
lJbid. 

2Ernst Fuchs, Zur Fr:ig0 nc1c::i ct2.,.:, h:i..stor'ischen Jesus (TU.bingen: 
J. C. B. Mohr, 1960), p. 15b, 
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tential presupposition::;, Fuchs secs in Christ's bch,1vj_or Chrlst's under

standing of hims8lf. And this undr;r-stariding is (;;cpress,::d in the Ncir 

Testa;;1ent by the believing church: "Fa:ith in Jesus theN!fore m0ans 

essentiaJ:ly to repeat J ecus I decision. • • • ,Jesus no:-1 bccllme the con

tent of faith •••• To believe in Je3us me::ms to belie·re like Jcsus. 111 

Th:i.s co1,1pletely excludes a personal relationship to Christ. 

And Fuchs admits this unequivocally: 

The go~,pcls record only that Jesus loved his m·m ••• and 
tlrn:1:. this love was not to be retur.ned hut to be repeated. • •• 
If He wc1nto:i to un'.lerstanr:l Jesus ns a historical indivlduality, 
we wouJ.d have to love him in return, of cou.r,rn, but this we can
not do and. this we should not do. 2 

We are only to repc'lt the decision of Jesus, that is, to live 

for God. How does thif, relate to a belief in the resurrection, which 

Fuchs mentions rath8r frequently? To hii,t there is no such thing as a 

salvation fact, which he: critich;es ~-s a "ta.l:ioon and "foolish concept. 11 

"It is foreign to living faith. Faith doc:] not re:iflect. concerning facts, 

but it creates them as well."3 How does faith relate to the resurrec

tion? "Faith relates in this sense to the resurr!:oction of the c.ruci-

fie:l, ber.!ause it con:fess·:?s openly Je:-;us as Lord. 11 Fuchs e:{plains this 

by adding that "Christ is resurrected if this con.fes.sion i~ a statement 

lFuchs, Zur Frar;e _ nae~, dem historisch0n Jesus, p. 16L.. 

3otto Roocnberg, Um die Wahrl1eit dm· HeU.igen Schrift (Wuppertal: 
R. Brockhaus Verlc>g, 19621, p. h6. ·--- _,.___ 
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of J.o-,e. nl 

As to the narratives of Christ's de1.U1 ond rcnurrection them-

selves, Fuchs elimina'i:.es their trustuoTthinc::;s 1-rith one clean sHecp: 

They 11 ster,1 stylistical1y from the keryg1,ta of thr:: conununity. 112 

The remU'l'ection _:Ppeara:1ces_ did inder::'d take place but faith 

is not founded on them. In fact, Fuchs comes to the startling conclu

sion tha_t the witnesses believed the r:-1ecsage of Jesus "not because of, 

but clespi te their having seen him. 11 3 nThe E,istc:c experiences had only 

person.,,J_ signific3nce for those concerned. The,~, were an aid fro1n Gc.d. 

and hence a working of th~ Holy Spi6t. uh Ft1_;::I1s himself 3.s}:.s the j m-

port2nt que3i:.Lon 1;haL thes8 encounters Hith the resu1-rocted Christ, ·Hc-re • 

They uere or an eschc1 to1ogical nature,. And .3-n II eschatological encounl;el~ 

is according to the p1·21.chlng of J esns, basic-illy the en~ountor of !11.;:;n 

with himself, although in tho togetherness cf T~1oa and I. 11 5 The dis

ciples encountered Jesus because they suddenly saw him for what he wa3: 

the bearer of the wi 11 of God. And i.n faith they foll owed the example 

f J Tl• • • 6 o es,1s. ms is co:1.versio,1. 

lTu::..d. 

2Fuchs, Sl,udies of the Histo~~lcal J e~u~, p. 27. 

3Holfhar::. PannGnberg( Grund:d1;:;e der Chr:Lst.ologie (Glit:.ersloh: 
GUt.ersloher Ve:cL}gshc1,11s, 196ci), p. Ho. 

!r2uch3, Stuctie~, in th<? I!istcr.Lcc;l Jesus, p. 28. 

5Fuchs, Zur Frav,2_ nach d8m historischcn J e~;1-<S, p. Jl. 

6,,, . d 
.LO~r:__ • , p. 32 • 
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11 Easte1' ki.s nothing to do witlt a single open 

tor,tb • • • but with the faith in the h2ppcn:i11c of rcveL1tion, 111 There 

can be no resurrection appearances of 2 bodily resurrected Je::;us. He 

was merely a man. The resurrection r,1c:tely brings to light what already 

e.;.--isted, n21nely tho faith of the disciples. It is nothin 6 more th;i.n c1n 

existenti2l loudspcc1ker, the proclai;-,o_tion of the disciples' fed th, 0· u.J_nce 

this f2i th does not depend on a historical fact but on its elf, j t ever 

rer.iains a venture (Wagnis) in ,1hich one dares to live as Jesus did. 

The ResuJilc of the Position 

Bu1trnann and his follouers 2.grec thci.t toJ:ing the resun·cction 

a.s 2. f2.cL of hi.sLo:·y is mo1'e of' an offen:::;e to faith than a support, of 

• it. The Apo3i..le Paul wc1s so certain tlrnt the rcs1Jrrecticm took pl2.ce 

on the stc1gc of 1:orld history that he conLi.denl:.ly adduced proots of its 

historid. ty ( I Cor. 15 :3-11). Any in,pJ.rti-:1.l e~~a11ination ,rHl bring 

about a conviction that it acl:,ually occu1·rec1. However, Bultrn,mn feels 

that Paul I s argwnent here is fatal. He is 2J.2rmed at tht.? pro spec I:, of 

• 

seeing the resurrecf:,ion rendered unce:ctain by a critical investig;:i_tion 

of the accounts. Therefore, in the interest of faith, he attempts to 

remo-ve the resur.r·ection as a legi timnte ob,j ect for consideration for 

the secu12.r historian. He does so by dis;issocia.ting the event fror,1 the 

space-time line of wcrld history, and b.r relocating it on the sh-:1dm7 

libid., p. 42 . 
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level of "theological history." One need not give himself over to opt,j_-

misl,:i.c illusions: the existentia1 interpretation of the Easter me~rn~ge 

has u.ltim2tely dissolved the fac t,ici ty of. the resurrection of Christ 

into a bundle of e;dstcntial-thcolor;ical meanings, j nto anthropomorphic 

subjectivlsm. By b:mj_shing the recurrect,ion from re2l history, the 

existentic::lists have robbf-.:d it of its savinr; pouer. For its value to 

faith 2.nd thus to s2.1.vntion consists precisely· in this, tho.t it occurred 

in genuine histo1·y. 

The detriment.,,_l com.:riqu.onccs of such a position have become 

obvious: (l) The historical facts of Jesus Chri:..,t are confusecl uj_th 

a present encounter. (2) Jesus Christ is not 2. liY.ing person with 

• who1~i a personal relationship i . .s possJ_ble. (3) The deci:=;ive fa.ct.or is 

not the He1·i Tesln;;1ent m8~;sagf=', nor even the ccntcnt of the kerygma, but 

• 

the formal happening of the procl2ri1::ition; not the HHA'I' but the THA'l'. 

(h) Chd.stology has becor,10 completely dissolved. Han no longer be

lieves on Jesus but as Je::nw. (5) A theological confusion of concepts 

is co1rp1ete. Words merely become theological concepts for philosophical 

ref lee tion • 
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CHAPTE.H V 

THE POST-BULTitiMlllIAN SCHOOL 

The R.0ttionale of th8 School -----------·-·---------- ----
In c1.ctl1ali t.r, the title of 11 post-BuJ.tmannian11 might. be applied 

to helf of nlJ. German scholars, since they 2t one time or another were 

close follouers of Bul t1,1ann. But the inevitable divi ~ion iu the ranl:s 

of the Bultm:-:mn followers hcis introd1-1.ccd such a lrldP variety of theo-

logical opinion, tha.t the use of the title of this school becomes Hell-

nigh nean:i_ngless. IIouover, in the conte.;:t of this p-c1per i 'G desigrn1 t,03 

those ,;ho a.t one time foJ.lo.,ed BuJ.trn:=nm, but uhose theological impetus 

has c2.rried the1,1 far beyoncl B1ll trn.1.i,rd.211 vier;points. It is they \·:ho 

have seized tlJe intellcctuJl ini U at:i.ve and ::110 conpro1,ri . .::e this ne,1 

oligr,rchy of thc0Jo13i;in whose cne cor,:11on clw1c>.cterisl.ic is its pointed 

criti.cism of Bul tw21:m and it[:, sharp disagrecr,,ent.s within i. ts own ranl~s. 

The signific2.nce of the historical J e:::ms for Christian faj_ th seems to 

be the nwin factor which divides thec,c schoJa.rs. They range f1·om the 

11 conse1~v-2.tivcn Bornkmrnrt, who sees the neccss;:i_r;;,r connc:;ction between the 

historical Jesl.'.S and the content of t11c Christ.im1 message, to Pannenberg, 

who stresses the reality of objective divine revelation in history, and 

to Braun, to lihom divine revelation and 11 Gud 1: ccrisist only in int.erper

sorw.l re1aticnshjps • 
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The Renre::;ent;:Jti.~,re1; of the .School ----=-~---·~-------~-·-- ·~- ·- ---- ·---· 

Gllnther Bornkc1-,,J.T;1 

The pc:rson.-•-GHnther Eornk~1.mri (born 1905') is profe,::;sor of Nei:r 

'1'est2.ment exc(;C3is at, the anci cnt University of Heidelberg, whose fac

uJ.ty is one of the mo.st liber;:il ones in G8rm<:n;'.{. Gr_;rhanJ von R2.d, for 

example, the profe::;sor for Old Test21ner,t, i:c; to th0 Old Test8rnent .-1hai:, 

Bul tn:2nn is to New Testament interpret2.tion. Bornbrn;:;a bec<'\.1Tl8 lrno,m e.s 

a conservative post-Bul tmannian on t}10 b2.sis o.C' his book, ,I ~::;~or: 

~.rcth (Stuttgart, 1956). Hore recent is a book written in collab

oration with two of hi:s students, Trci.cl.i.ti.on and_ Interpretation in 

Hattheu (Hestrriinster, 1963). Bornkawm's brol-her Heinrich is lecturing 

,9.t, the sc.iT,e school ar,d is 2. spcciali::/c, in Rcfc,1·;,,~➔.Lion bist.ory. 

His P!:?..0.:..ti0E_,-••Bornh1Ji1m is a l!la.jor pr;::,ponent of the rn)H que:3t, 

of tho hisLoric2.l Jesus. For Bultmann the sec:i.rch of the histod.cal 

Jesu:. is theologically forbidden; for Bo1,nk2111r,1 it is not only pcrmi tted 

but enjo:i:r.ed. Bultm3.nn Hritcs in his book i_~s_1£: 11 1 arn of the opinion 

th.J.t lTe c211 knm; p·2c U.c2_lly notld.ng of U1e life and p8rson2lity of 

Jesus, 111 but Bornkartfl1 .rri -r,es: 

'l'he nature of the sources does not pcrr,d.t us to paint a bio-
g.raphical picture of the life of -J2suc cl[;,?inst. the backgronml of 
the hist.017 of his people :md his age. NcverLheless, ;;hat these 
sources do ;yield as regards the lTistorical. facts concer,1ing the 

lRudoJi' BuJ.tm,:mn, .Je:;q::; (Tlibjnge;--i: J. C. B. Hohr, 1926), p. 12 • 
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personn1i ty and ca.reer of J esu::i is· not negligible, and demands 
c;,_rcful attcnticn. 1 

L.6 

Bornkwnrn. made thu3 the historical Jesus relevant for faith-

something ·which Bultmann could noL bring himself to do. But wha.t is 

the "nature of the sources 11 to which he mal~es reference? The scholar 

tnust "desist from rash combinatiom; of the biogrc1phical data ar.d n:u::,t 

use the greatest criticcil caution, 112 for the birth narrativGJ are too 

much overgrmm by legends to be historically reliable and 

shouJ.d we reduce the tradition critic ally to tho.t which ca11not 
be doubted on historical grounds, we shm~ld be left ultimately 
with a mere torso which bears no resemblance to t,he story set 
forth in the Gospels.3 

To taJ:e the narratives a.s they stand is for Bornkm•:IlJ a 11 senseless and 

• forced" solution. The gospels, though contain:i.ng a historical kernel, 

are the mera expression of the conJ'ession of the chm·ch. .And so 

BorrJ~DliUll c;m ~-;rite: 

• 

We possess no single word of Jesus c!Ild no single story o.f 
Jesus, no matter how incontestably gennine the~; may be, which 
do not contmn at the same time the confession of the belf eving 
congregation or at least are embedded in that con.fessio:1. I 

It is the Easter faith of the church that pervades en::.r-y part 

of the gospels. The virgin birth, the nature-r,,ira.cle:::, :md the use 

of }Icssienic titles are projected b2.ck into the life of Jesus by the 

believing church. Their .faith wa.s brought about by the appe:ar;:mces of' 

lcllnther Bornkar.1.11, ,Jesus of ff'.:'.~~reth, trmw. Irene and Fraser. 
HcLusl:ey (He~-! York: Harper and Brothers, 1959), p. 53. 

2Jbid • 
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the risen Christ and the word of his 'l-T.i.tnesscs. This r;_,ise.s a h10fold 

que::ition: Hhat Has the resurrection :rnd Hhat Here the appearance::;? 

This nust be asked despite th0 fr1ct th.ci.t Bo1·Ill:u;,u,1 asserts that "the 

insistent question ',;hat actually ha.ppened' in no Hise brj ngs us to 

the point. n1 To every thoughtful person it seer.rn very much to the 

point., but tbon, Bornkamm and his Gcri1:c1.11 colle2.gnos are not mE-n who 

are easily side-tracked by basic facLs when thcJ sot out to twist the 

meaning of the Scriptures to their preconceived presuppod tions. To 

them the 11 tl1atY of the event j_ s more important th:=m the ",-,hen" or the 

11 hoH." 

Bornkanun removes f.roi,1 historical. schoJ.;:,rship the resurrection 

which led to this E,rnter f2i th: "History carrnot ascert;iin and est2.blish 

conclusively the fact..s 11 2 about the re:-;urrcc t,-;_on c1.s it, <.;an be done ,ri th 

other events of the pa3l,. Bornkamm denies Lh::-ti., the resurrection was 

merely the overwhelining impression which Jesus I personcli ty had made 

on his disciples or that it has simp1;r an analogy in the eternal dying 

and rebirth of nature. The rekindled .faith of the disciples c;i_nnot be 

eA--pl;:1.incd sa.tisfactorily in such terr.1s. But Bornkar:im gives no substi

tute v:i.eu. He a.ffin,1s that it happened but he rE:fuses to saJ what 

happened: "The last historical fact available ••• is th-3 Easter faith 

of the first disciples."3 The Easter storj_es are evidence of faith 

and not records and chronicles. Th8 resurrection ~De'?,_~R.r.ces? They 

21h12., p. 180 • 3 Thiel. 
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are only descriptions of a reality by using "massive means of legends. 11 1 

1'he accounts st,:md in hopeless contradiction to each other and this is 

a sure sign that "the Easter message is at any rri.te earlier than the 

Easter sl:,ories. 11 2 The stories were later f;ibrications. 

And the empty tomb? All accounts of it are obviously legends. 

Is its existence import.ant? Not at all, says Bornkamm: "The resurrecl:.ion 

message and resurrection faith in the early church do not depend on uni

form versions of the manner of the Easter event, or the physical nature 

of the risen Christ. 11 3 These versions are said to be not unifo.tm because 

they supposedly fail to make a distinction betWGcn the resurrection oi' 

Christ and his 2_scension to the right, hand of the Father. 

So it is the appearances of the risen Christ ( whatever they-

might have been) and the word of the witnesses which gave rise to the 

resurrection faith of the church. This mess::ige of the Easter faith 

resulted in the Easter stories as we find thern in the gospels. History, 

therefore, has for Bornkamm some relevance for an already existent Easter 

faith. But he stops short of saying that the historical fact of the 

resurrec Lion engenders this faith. Hhat bec.:u11e clear and grew to be a 

cert;:iinty as a result of the word of the 1:1itnesses was 

lGtinther Bornka;n:n, 11 Glaube und Ge3chichte in den Evangelien, 11 

Der historlsche Jesus und der ker: i..r:~ntische Christus (Berlin: Evan
gelische Verlagsanst.alt, 19ol , p. 2o • 

2Bornkarnm, Jesus of Nazareth, pp. 182-SJ. 

3Ibid., p. 183 • 
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th;,,_t GDd hl1:1sclf h.?d intervened ,rl. Lh his ::il,1li.ghty lwrn.l in the 
w.i..cked 2.nd rcbeJ.J.ious life of the ,rorld, at:d had ,1rest:,ccl U1i,3 
Jesus o.f Nri.z;--,reth fron1 the po',rer of sin 2nd. dc,1 th which had 
risen agc1insl:, him, and set him up as Lord of the '\,,odd .1 

Wolfh2x i:; Pc1nnc:abeq0~ 

49 

The r.er::;_o~.--Panncnberg H-'.ls born in 192D in Stettin. H~ studied 

theolow in Berlin, GSLtingcn, B2sel, encl_ Heidelberg, receiving his doc-

tore.tc in 1953. Fron 1955 to 1958 ho s;/s-

te,,12tic theology in Heidelberg and thrm, u.nt.:Ll 1961, prc;fe~sor 2.t the 

KirchJ.iche Hochschule of Wuppertal. S:ir1cc 1961 he i:;, professor for 

systc-.r:1~tic theoloGy in i-l;:,.inz. 

In the eci.rly .1950 1 s foul' students at HeidoJ.bc,:,:-g-- Ulrich \~ilckens, 

Dicti~j ch Roessler, Kl-1us J(och, .1.nc1 Rolf Rencl.to,·ff--- bqr,an rncetin1,; o:-1ce a, 

f 2i th and history. Soon they a.skscl Pnnnenbe1:'6 to join them ~md in 1961 

they published Offcnbar-unc a1s Geschicht~, the thesis of which is that 

revelation is mediated only throu&h historic2.l events. As the system2tic 

theolor;i~m of the group, Pannenberg bec2r,,e the chief spol-:ec.'lnan for the 

new moven:ent, and ill his nctmeroc.s pt:bJica_tj_orrn set-::, forth the the:::is that 

God's revelation does not coil;e to m2n i1:1ncrliatcly but, 21,mys me::liat.ely 

via the events of history. This mcve,;-:ent is a decided ren.cticn against 

Barth, t-rho insi::,ts that revelation be controlled by 11hat coir.es inmedi-

-----------·---



• 

• 

• 

50 

ately from Jesus Christ, and against Bultmann, whom they formerly fol

lowed, to whom revelation takes place in the kerygma. 1 

The movement, under Pannenberg' s able leadership, is gaining 

great momentum and merits close attention. A discussion of Pannenberg's 

views on the resurrection is warranted for the following reasons: 

(1) Host Germru1 theologians and the evangelicals hopefully look to him 

for leadership and a conservative break-through. In his bold insistence 

on objective historical revelation, Pannenberg represents the farthest 

contemporary break from Barth and Bultmann and the dialectical theology. 

(2) He has written very extensively on the resurrection and an examin

ation of his views will aid the evaluation of his entire system • 

(3) His works, especially his recent Grundzlige der Christologie, will 

appear in English before long and, judging from the practice of certain 

evangelical scholars in this country, Pannenberg will be highly acclaimed 

as an evangelical. Using Pannenberg' s view of the resurrection as a 

measu1~ng rod, what can we say of his theology? 

His position.--Pannenberg realizes that dialectical theology 

undermines both historical revelation and the universal validity of 

Christian truth. He insists that if one really takes history in earnest, 

he will find that God has revealed himself in history. Maintaining the 

necessity of knowing something about the historical facts on which Chris-

l~obert L. Wilken, "Who is Wolfhart Pannenberg?" Dialog, 
IV (Spring 1965), p. 140 • 

l 
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tianity depends, he strikes at the dialectical theology's disjunction 

of revelation and reason, and at its consequent refusal to relate Chris

tianity to the realm of objective knowledge. For Pannenberg the history 

thr0>tgh which revelation is mediated is not a special redemptive histor-.1 

known only through faith, but is regular universal histor-.f. Histor-f 

find'"i its unity in God who works toward a goal by constantly doing new 

things in history. History thus becomes apocalyptic, and clearly the 

resurrection of Christ is such an apocalyptic event which challenges 

the historian, because here God performs something new with a specific 

goal in mind.1 

Pannenberg is draim toward the resurrection because its histor-

• ical question is an imposing task for his theological method. Moreover, 

since for him the ground for faith and preaching does not rest on Christ's 

claims but only on their confirmation, and since this confirmation is 

•• 

found in the resurrection, it-is to receive close attention. 

As a historian, Pannenberg does not regard,~ priori, the report 

of Jesus' resurrection as impossible, nor does he accept it uncritically: 

It is the close examination of the reports of the resurrection 
that determine its historicity, and not the prior judgment that 
all events must be more or less the sarne.2 

What does Pannenberg say concerning the resurrection? He in-

1Daniel P. Fuller, Easter Faith and. History (Grand Rapids: 
Wm. B. Eerd.mans Publishing Company, 1965), pp. 170-79. · 

2Toid., p. 181. 



• 
sists that the resurrection happened at a specific time and a specific 

place. He believes the reports of the empty tomb and of the objective 

appearance::, of Christ.. Furthermore, the transformed body of Christ ap

peare<i to the disciples and because of Christ' 3 resurrection, the be

lievers shall be raised in like manner. As biblical and as orthodox 

as this view appears, it will be seen that it is unfortunately subject 

to many modifications. 

What grounds does Pannenberg have for declaring the resurrection 

to be a historical event in the full sense of the term? He holds that 

there are two independent strands of tradition connected with the resur

rection: the appearances of the resurrected Lord and the finding of 

• the empty tomb. 

• 

The only account of the appearances which is suitable for his

torical evidence is I Corinthians 15:11, which Pannenberg connects with 

Paul I s early contact with Jerusalem 'Where he received a first-hand 

knowledge of the events which the gospels did not have. The appearances 

reported in the gospels are rejected because they stand in contradiction 

to Paul and 

have in their whole 1i terary form such strongly legendary charac ~er 
that it is hardly possible to find any particular historical root 
in them. • • • They have been shaped by strong legendary influ.,. 
ences, mainly by a tendency to underline the bodily appearances of 
Jesus.l 

lWolf'hart Pannenberg, "Did J e:rns Really Rise from the Dead?" 
Dialo&, IV (Spring 1965), p. 1)1 • 
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Pannenberg assumes that Paul presupposes in I Corinthians 15 

that the appearances he had were of the same character as the appear

ances the other apostles had experienced. He then lists five points 

which 1-1ere probably true of the appearances: (1) The appearances 

were o:f the Lord Jesus Christ, (2) They were of.a spiritual, not 

physical body. (3) The appearances were not an encounter on earth 

but crune from heaven. (4) The appearance near Damascus may have been 

a phenomenon like a bright light. (5) This appearance entailed a 

communication.l 

Speaking of the mode of the appearances, Pannenberg claims that 

"evident.ly they were not events which could be seen and understood by 

everybody. 112 Pannenberg understands the experiences as "objective 

visions, 11 far more comparable to recent discoveries in parapsychological 

phenomena (e.g., extrasensory perception) than to the "subject,ive" vl

sions of pathological psychology. Too, Pannenberg rejects the idea that 

the appearances were caused by the enthusiastic imagination of the dis

ciples.3 But that this appearance of the resurrected Lord was hardly 

the person with flesh and bones who ate and talked with the disciples 

in the Upper Room needs hardly.to be pointed out. Pannenberg seems even 

to we:tl<:en his 01•m view of an "objective vision)' by writing in a little 

libid., p. 1J2. 2Ibid., p. 133. 

3wol.fhart Pannenberg, G~1ndzBge der Christologie (Glltersloh: 
G-fi'tersloher Verlagshaus, 1964), pp. 92-9J • 
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volwne on anthropology, hitherto unnoticed by reviewers of Pannenberg's 

theology,_ that the resurrection 

is therefore that reality of Jesus, which was encountered by his 
disciples after the catastrophe of his crucifixion and which so 
overpowered then1 that they could not find in their language a 
f'itting word except the intimating, par.:i.bolic term: resurrection 
of the deact. 1 

The statement se~ns to refer to a subjective vision, rather than an 

objective one. 

As far as ~ empty tomb is concerned, it is an inevitable 

supposition on the basis of general historical consideration. The 

Christian community in Jerusalem would never have survived without 

having the reliable testimony of the empty tomb. Because of the inde

pendence of the two traditions, however--the finding of the empty tomb 

and the appearances of the resurrected Lord--Pannenberg thinks it prob

able that the disciples returned to Galilee before the resurrection, 

perhaps already before the execution of Jesus.2 The gospels are clear 

that the disciples were present in Jerusalem on the day of the resur

rection. Pannenberg rejects this. The women saw the empty tomb in 

Jerusalei11, says he. The disciples saw the resurrected Lord in Galilee. 

Based upon this completely unscriptural interpretation, that these two 

traditions arose independently of each other, he establishes the prob

ability of the facticity and historicity of the raising of Jesus--"and 

lWolf'hart Pannenberg, Was ist der Mensch? (G3ttingen: Vanden
hoeck and Ruprecht, 1962), p. 39. 

2Pannenberg, Dialog, p. 134. 
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in historical investigation, that always means it is to be presupposed 

pending further developments. 111 

Daring to go farther than most theologians, Pannenberg discusses 

the nature of~ resurrection body. Here he follows Paul in I Corin

thians 15 very closely. The believers will have a body like Christ's 

body. It is the present physical body which will undergo complete 

transfonnation. 11 A historical continuity relates the old to the new." 2 

Man seeks his final destiny beyond death and this can only be in the 

unity of body and soul. This is the content of the hope for a resur

rection from the dead. But where did this hope originate? We are star

tled to hear that "the expectation of a future resurrection of the decld 

was taken over by the Je11s from the Persians &"1d was bequeathed later 

to Christianity as well as Islam. 11 3 Is this not then a false hope, 

because Christianity took over that which originated in a Pagan culture? 

No, says Pannenberg. "Before Judaism and Christianity the resurrection 

was a picture of human longing and phantasy, but now it has become the 

goal of confident hope. 114 This hope, however, is not based upon God's 

pro1tlse and revelation in the Scriptures but upon the historical fact 

of the resurrection. For Pannenberg, revelation is objective only in 

lPannenberg, Grundzllge der Christologie, p. 10). 

2Pannenberg, Dialog, p. 130. 

3Pannenberg, Was ist der Hensch?, p. 37. 

4Ibid., p. 39 • 
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the form of historical events but not in concepts and words, neither 

does he preserve the distinction between general and special revelation. 

It is therefore not surprising that he does not consider as genuine the 

predictions of Christ concerning his own death and resurrection and he 

· goes so far as to claim that 

the expectation of the earthly Jesu9 was not focused ••• in 
aJJ. probability on a so-to-speak private resurrection of the 
dead, but on a near general resurrection of the dead.l 

Once Christ's resurrection had come, however, it could only 

mean one inter-related complex of things: (1) the end of the world 

had begun; (2) God had confinned the earthly activity of Jesus; (3) the 

church had received the insight that this was indeed the Son of ~fan; 

(4) God is finally revealed in Christ; and (5) a motive is provided for 

the mission to the nations.2 

The Resume of the Position 

In distinction to Bultmann, Bornkamm in his book Jesus von 

Nazareth regards the unmatched authority of Jesus as both historically 

relevant for Christian faith and proclamation. Like Fuchs, he sets out 

in his quest for the historical Jesus, whose authority manifests itself 

to Fuchs in his behavior but to Bornkamm, who goes beyond Fuchs, it is 

equally recognizable in his words and deeds. However, history itsel.f 

lPannenberg, Grundzilge der Christologie, pp. 60-61. 

2Toid., pp. 60-69. 
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cannot engender that faith. The resurrection faith is founded on a 

historical event but that it happened is more important than what 

happened. 

Pannenberg, in opposition to all other men discussed, bases 

the fact and meaning of the resurrection squarely on a revelatory 

historical event. History is revelation of God. Lessing' s "ugly 

ditch," that historical events can provide no basis for faith, is a 

false approach. History carries with itself its own explanation. 

Pannenberg affirms that the resurrection took place at a datable time 

and at a definite place. He believes the tomb was empty, the dead body 

was transformed, and the appearances were real. But is it right to 

emphasize these positive aspects of Pannenberg exclusively? Have not 

evangelical Christians believed these things all along? Is it not 

legitimate to stress the false presuppositions upon which this and the 

other systems are built? To what av-'3.il is a beautifully-constructed 

building if the foundation upon which it rests is faulty? A needed 

shift in emphasis can be illustrated by a quote from Fuller's book, 

Easter Faith and History, concerning Pannenberg, who delivered a lecture 

at Fuller Th_eological Seminary entitled, "Did Jesus Really Rise from 

the Dead ?11 Fuller reports: 

During the course of this lecture Pannenberg affirmed that while 
there is much in the resurrection reports that is mythical, yet 
it is impossible to explain the.'Tl wholly as the work of the apos
tles' imagination.l 

lFuller, pp. 181-82. 
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Why not invert the statement and make it read thus: 

During the course of this lecture Pannenberg affirmed that while 
it is impossible to explain the resurrection reports wholly as 
the work of the apostles I imagination, yet there is much in the 
resurrection reports that is mythical. 

.58 

It is only fair to list the negative aspects· of a system as 

well. (1) Pannenberg traces the concept of the resurrection to the 

pagan Persian religion. ( 2) The gospels are legendary and undepend

able. (3) The incarnate Christ did not foresee nor predict his death 

and resurrection. (4) Revelation in concepts and words is rejected. 

(5) Pannenberg accepts the higher critical views of the New Testament, 

as expounded by Grass, von Campenhausen, and Bornkanrrn. (6) Christ 

did not appear bodily on earth to his disciples. The contribution 

which Pannenberg makes to the underst2nding of revelation and the 

resurrection is immediately vitiated by these factors. His conserva

tive approach differs only slightly in degree, but not in kind, from 

the other theologians. 
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CHAPI'ER VI 

CONCLUSIOU 

The purpose of this study has been to examine representatives 

of various theological directions in Gennany, particularly in their 

view of the resurrect.ion. The resurrection is the foundation and the 

criterion of the Christian faith. It is thus decisive for any theo

logical system. 

The Failure of German Theolo~ 

None of the men and movements studied subscribe completely to 

the orthodox biblical view of the resurrection. It is only logical to 

assu.rne that if a system errs in the central fact of Christianity, it 

errs in other areas as well. Christian doctrines are not isolated 

from each other but interrelated with each other. 

A False Methodology 

As divergent as the theological views r.rl.ght be, they have two 

factors in common: 

An errant Bible.--None of these men accepts the Bible as ob

jective, divine revelation. This results in arbitrariness in choosing 

the genuine portions--reason exalts itself above revelation, and ends 

in alterations of the text as the higher critic al views of the Scrip

tures are accepted. 

An erroneous world view.--Basic to their understanding of the 
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Bible lies a false world view based on mcxie~n science, rationalist and 

existential philosophies, and Kantian dualimn. It is for this reason 

that Barth arid Bultmann dispense with history. Barth asks us to be

lieve the resurrection but then goes on to relegate it to Urgeschichte 

and insists we can only talk of resurraction in the language of faith. 

Bultmann, rejecting the resurrection on historical and natural scien

tific grounds, nevertheless affinns that "Jesus arose in the kerygma. 11 

No matter what positive views some of these theologians may 

hold, they will not, and on their m-m admission, cannot, return to the 

biblical vieu of revelation and inspiration, rtnich alone gives content, 

certainty, and correctness to the Christian :faith. These men disclaim 

• biblical inerrcu~cy, and disparage and disregard those that hold it. 

•• 

Whatever fits into their preconceived system is accepted, whatever 

does not fit is eliminated as "mythological, 11 "legendary," or as the 

product of the 11post-Easter church theology. 11 To ask what actually 

happened is to shou couplete ignorance of what history is all about. 

One is reminded of the Greek legend o:f Procrustes who tried to fit all 

guests on his single bed. If they were too long, he chopped them off; 

if they were too short, he stretched ·{:,hem out. Thus deal these theo

logians ,tl. th the truths of the Bible. They are laid on the bed o:f their 

system c>nd chopped or stretched where necessary. 

That great differences between these theologians exist, no one 

will deny. But because their approach to the Scriptures is identical, 

these differences are bound to be more acader.dc than actual. Barth's 
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return to a theology of the Word was not a return to the Word, neither 

is Pannenberg's return to historical revelation a return to historical 

revelation. 

In dealing with the gospel records, particularly those of the 

resurrection of Christ, all the theologians discussed are certainly 

seen t,o be something less than honest, by pend. tting their erroneous 

world view to answer negatively these obvious qu_estions: (1) Is the 

record to be intended to be historical? (2) Were the w.i. tnesses in a 

position to knou the facts? (3) Were the uitnesses properly motivated 

in cor,wmnicating the facts? (4) Were the witnesses accurate in their 

report? 

A False Hessage 

These German scholars do not even claim to be conservative and 

orthodoJ:, as Americans understand those terms. They do not claim that 

they have returne::i to the position of the Reformers, nor do they think 

that a theology based on the literal interpretation of the New Testament 

is any longer possible. Theology is fluid, developing, ever changing. 

There is nothing static, there are no absolutes. 

Hand in hand with a false theological methodology goes a false 

Christian message. 

A f~ise Christ.--Their Christ is not the sinless Christ of the 

Bible who offered himself as Messiah. At best he was the erring Son 

of Man without being Lord until his resurrection (Kllnneth). At worst 

he was merely a man and prophet (Bultmann, Fuchs) and as such e:;cperienced 
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no resurrection. 

A false Christim-iity.--A Christianity rrlthout a historical 

resurrection is no longer Christianity. As close as some of these men 

may cone to the biblical view, it is based on their m-m approach. 

There is much talk of faith, but it is not the saving faith of 

Christ. Man believes in Christ, not because an authoritative Word 

speaks of him, but because man has an encounter with him (Althaus, 

Kllnneth, Barth, Brunner). For Bultmann and his followers, faith is 
\ 

not faith in Christ but faith like Christ. Love for Christ and prayer 

to Christ have becor;ie impossible. Looidng to Gennan theology for a 

simple statement of the gospel and assurance of salvation is like head

ing South when in search of the North Pole. Faith always remains a 

venture; Brunner calls it "confident despair. 11 

!he Future of German Theolo€7-

The results of such theology in German churches are all too 

apparent. As one professor admitted privately: a typical Lutheran 

church in Germany has three thousand members; three hundred menbers 

attend church; thirty come to the midweek serv-:i.ce; and there are three 

persons -with whom the pastor can pray. 

At the risk of sounding trite: Are not genuine theological 

teachers a gift of the Holy Spirit for the building up of the church? 

After all, theology and biblical scholarship are no sand-box maneuvers. 

Both have to prove themselves in practice. In the seventeenth century 

when people "naively" believed the Bible, churches were filled to ca-
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pacity; now they are empty. What has gone wrong? The elimination of 

the facts of salvation and obfuscation of the gospel are but symptoms 

of the siclmess into which theology has fallen. The real problem, 

simply put, is sin in modern theology. It is a twofold sin, as God I s 

Word poin-l;s out: 

For my people have committed t.wo evils; they have forsaken 
me the fountain of living waters, and hewed them out cisterns, 
broken cisterns, that can hold no water. Jer. 2 :13 · 

The living well of the Word has been forsaken. With rationalistic 

methods new wells are he~m. The de-historizing and demythologizing 

are treason on the Scriptures. The springs have dried up and so the 

streams have vanished. 

The future looks bleak. University theology has universally 

bowed to the rationalistic approach to the Scriptures. Even the tra

ditional confessionalistic and Pietistic movero1ents are strongly influ

enced by historical criticism. There is no vigorous evangelical theo

logical thrust in Germany today. Barring a God-send revival and a 

return to the Sc~iptures, the eroding influence of the theologians wlll 

becor,1e even more accuce. These men are dispensers of doubt when they 

should be champions of conviction. One is compelled to cry out with 

Goethe the imploring words which he directed to a friend: "Give me 

the benefit of your convictions, if you have any; but keep your doubts 

to yourself, for I have enough of my m·m!" And in the words of Zin

zendorf one must say with unflinching devotion to the inspired Word: 
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Herr, dein Wort, die edle Gabe, 
diesen Schatz erhalte mir; 
denn ich zieh es aller Habe 
und dem gr3ssten ReichtUJ~ flir. 
Wenn dein Wort nicht mehr soll 
worauf soll der Gla.ube ruhn? 

gel ten, 

Mir ist I s nicht U111 taus end 1-Tel ten, 
aber um dein Wort zu tun • 

64 
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1A. 

THE RESURRECTION APPEARANCES OF CHRIST 

THE RECORD OF THE APPEARANCES: 

This is found in Matthew, Mark, Luke, John, Acts and 1 Corinthians, in the following passages: 

Mt. 28:1,9,10,11-15, 16-20; Mk. 16:9-11, 12, 13-14, 15-18, 19, 20; Lk. 24:13-32, 33-35, 36-43, 44-49, 
50-53; Jn. 20:11-18, 19-25, 26-31; 21:1-25; Acts 1:3-8, 9-12; 1 Cor.15:5,6,7. 

This shows: (1) the records are distributed. 
(2) no evangelist gives a full account. 
(3) the records are not made with regard to chronological sequence. 

2A. THE NUMBER OF THE APPEARANCES: 

TIME SEEN BY SCRIPTURE PLACE 
Easter morning 1 Mary Magdalene Mk. 16:9-11; Jn. 20:11-18 Jerusalem 
Easter morning 2 Other women Mt. 28:9-10 Jerusalem 
Afternoon 3 Peter Lk. 24:33-34; 1 Cor. 15:3 Jerusalem 
Evening 4-6 PM 4 Two disciples Lk. 24: 13-33 Emmaus 
8 PM 5 Ten apostles and others Mk. 16:14; Lk. 24:36-43; Jerusalem 

(Thomas absent) Jn. 20:15-25 
Sunday past 6 Eleven apostles Jn. 20:26-31; 1 Cor. 15:5 Jerusalem 
Easter (Thomas present) 
Unknown 7 Seven disciples Jn. 21:1-24 Sea of Galilee 
Unknown 8 Eleven apostles and Mk. 16:15-18; Mt. 28:!6-20; A mountain in 

over 500 brethren 1 Cor. 15:6 Galilee 
Unknown 9 James 1 Cor. 15:7 Jerusalem 
Ascension Day 10 Eleven apostles Acts 1:3-12; Mk. 16:19-20 Bethany 
A.D. 35 11 Stephen Acts 7:55 Jerusalem 
A.D. 37 12 Paul Acts 9:3-6; 1 Cor. 15:8 Damascus Road 
Unknown 13 Paul Acts 22:17-21; 23:11 Temple 
c. A.D. 95 14 John Rev. 1:10-19 Patmos 
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1b. Varied as to the type of individuals or groups: 
one, group, two, ten, eleven, seven, eleven, over 500, one, eleven, one, one, one, one. 

2b. Varied as to time: 
1c. the date 
2c. Time of day: morning, noon, afternoon, evening. 

3b. Varied as to distances: 
1c. Jerusalem, Emmaus, Galilee, Bethany 
2c. Covering the distance to Emmaus. 

4b. Varied as to empirical evidence: sight, hearing, touch, eating . 

3A. THE MANNER OF THE APPEARANCES: 

1 b. The Problem: 

1 c. More is concealed than revealed. 

2c. Our present ignorance of the properties of the resurrection body. 

3c. Christ's earthly body was already supernatural: 
"Even before the Cross He had a certain power which is strange to us. He could 
pass through the midst of His enemies, and go on His way; he could convey Himself 
away; He could hide Himself, and leave the Temple (Lk. 4:30; Jn. 5:13; 8:59)." 
(Scroggie, A. Guide to the Gospels, p. 613). 

2b. The Passage: 

1c . Christ's appearance to Mary: John 20: 14-17 
(1) Christ was visible, (2) He wore a human guise, (3) Mary did not recognize Him, (4) 
He was commonly dressed, (5) He spoke to her in her language, (6) she did not know 
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2c. 

3c. 

3 

His voice, (7) when He mentioned her name, something in His tone or smile revealed 
Him, (8) He could be touched, but declined to be, (9) as He was, He could ascend to 
heaven. 

Christ's appearance to the women: Matthew 28:9-10 
(1) He is visible, (2) He walks along the road, (3) He speaks to them, (4) He is at 
once recognized by them, (5) they clasp His feet. 

Christ's appearance to the Emmaus disciples: Luke 24: 13-16, Mk. 16: 12-13 (ff.32) 
(1) He was manifested in another form to them, (2) Jesus was visible and human, (3) 
He walked some miles with the disciples, (4) He entered their house and reclined at 
the table, (5) He took the bread, broke it, and distributed it, (6) as He did so, their 
eyes were opened, (7) He vanished out of their sight, (8) the marks of the nail could 
not have been visible to them either on the road or at the table, (9) "their eyes were 
holden." For genuineness of Mark 16:9-20, see Bibliotheca Sacra, December 1966, 
pp. 306-307 . 

JESUS .MEETS THE DISCIPLES GOING TO EMMAUS. 

4c. Easter night: Mark 16:14; Lk. 24:36-43; Jn. 20:19-20 

1d. The natural elements: 

2d. 

(1) visible, physical body, (2) with marks of the nails in His hands and feet; 
(3) His reference to His "flesh and bones;" and (4) His eating honey and fish. 

The supernatural elements: 
( 1) Entering the room without opening the door; (2) His mistaken appearance 
as a spirit. 
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3b . The Peculiarity of the Appearances: 

1 c. Mysterious power of withdrawing Himself from recognition: Jn. 20:14; Lk. 24:16; Mk. 
16:12. 

2c. Supernatural quality of withdrawing Himself from sensible perception: Lk. 24:31, 36; 
Jn. 20:19, 26. 

3c. Strange ability of withdrawing Himself from conditions of time and space, 
transcending physical limitations: Lk. 24:36; Jn. 20:16, 26; Lk. 24:5; Acts 1:9. 

1d. Closed doors 

2d. Ascension; into a new dimension 

3d. Distance 

4A. THE PROOFS FOR THE APPEARANCES 

1 b. Common elements in the accounts: 

1 c. No stilted expressions by the Evangelists. 

2c. No grotesque exaggeration of the account. 

3c. No abnormal experience for Christ. 

2b. Unintentional evidence for the appearances: 

1 c. He was not recognized at first: Lk. 24: 16; Jn. 21 :4 

2c. He did not appear to His enemies. 

3c. He told Mary not to touch Him but no reason is given: Jn. 20:17 

4c. He emphasized Peter, "tell the disciples and Peter." Mk. 16:7 

5c. He made Himself known simply by calling Mary's name: Jn. 20:18 

6c. He greeted his disciples in Galilee with, "Have you anything to eat?" Jn. 21 :5 

3b. Pauline evidence for the appearances: 

1 Cor. 15:5-6: "And that he was seen by Cephas, then by the twelve, After that he was seen 
by over five hundred brethren at once, of whom the greater part remain to the present, but 
some have fallen asleep." 

1 c. The nature of the passage: 

1d. It is apologetic in nature. 

2d . 

3d. 

It is chronological in nature: (Greek words) 

It is official in nature. 

4 
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2c. The names in the passage: 

1d. They are only men. 

1 e Paul omits certain women whom he had not met and whom the 
Corinthians would not know. 

2e. Evidence of women was inadmissible in a Jewish court. (Josephus, 
Antiquities, IV, viii, 15). 

2d. They are only believers. 

1 e. He appeared to establish their faith. 

2e. He said that to His enemies He would only appear in judgment. 

3e. Appearance to unbelievers would have contradicted His use of 
miraculous power. 

4e. The most qualified witnesses are friends, not strangers. 

5e. Revelation does not supersede but imply faith. 

3d. The nature of Paul's vision: 

1 e. His vision was as objective as that of the disciples. 

5 

1 f. He uses the identical word "appeared" for them and himself. 

2f. He witnessed an objective external fact. 

2e. His vision was an encounter, theirs was a recognition. 

3e. His vision concluded the objective post-resurrection appearances, 
"last of all he was seen of me also, as of one born out of due time" 
(1 Cor. 15:8). 

5A. THE PURPOSE OF THE APPEARANCES: 

1 b. The purpose individually: to reclaim Peter, dispel Thomas' doubts, dry Mary's tears, teach 
the eleven. 

2b. The purpose collectively: 

1 c. To instill faith. 

2c. To instruct. 

1e. To show the purpose of His work from the OT predictions. 

2e . 

3e. 

To teach them concerning Himself: Mt. 28:18 

To instruct them concerning their ministry: Act 1 :8 
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4e. To teach them by miracle that their needs would be supplied: Jn. 21 :6 

5e. To confer on them authority: Mt. 26:16ff. 

6e. To assure them of a future kingdom: Acts 1 :6ff. 

(Merrill F. Unger, Unger's Bible Handbook, p. 569) 

3b. The purpose locally: 
1 c. They were commanded to go to their homes in Galilee. 

2c. His appearances in Jerusalem were perhaps because of their apathetic state. He 
upbraided them for their unbelief: Mk. 16:14 

3c. Had they departed for Galilee immediately, as commanded, there would have been 
few, if any, Jerusalem appearances. 

6A. THE THEORIES CONCERNING THE APPEARANCES: 

1 b. The Swoon Theory: 

1 c. The Rationale: Jesus was never really dead; He merely swooned from the pain and 
torture. 

2c. The Representatives: Paulus, Schleiermacher 

3c. The Refutation: 
1 d. The testimony of the Apostles. 

2d. John records that Christ's side was pierced: Jn. 20:27 

3d. The disciples were not convinced of the resurrection. 

6 

"Such a resuscitation could only have weakened the impression which He 
had made upon them inlife and' in death; at the most, could only have given it 
an elegiac voice, but could by no possibility have changed their sorrow into 
enthusiasm, or have elevated their reverence into worship" 
(A.B. Bruce, p. 367a). 

4d. The customs of the day demanded that the criminal be guarded until death. 

2b. The Theft Theory: 

1c. The Rationale: Friends stole the body. 

2c. The Representatives: Pharisees, Joseph Klausner (Jesus of Nazareth). Luke gave 
Christ a drug and revived Him. 

3c. The Refutation: 
1 d. All the Roman soldiers couldn't possibly have been asleep. 

2d. The change and ministry of the disciples cannot be explained . 

3d. Christ would be a liar. 
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3b. The Hallucination Theory: 

1 c. The Rationale: The appearances of Jesus are the creation of excited nerves and 
ardent expectations. 

7 

"Death is a thing so absurd when it strikes the man of genius or of a great heart, that 
people cannot believe in the possibility of such an error of nature. Heroes do not die . 
. . That adored Master had filled the circle of which He was the centre with joy and 
hope-could they be content to let him rot in the tomb?" (Renan in A. 8. Bruce, p. 
387). 

2c. The Representatives: Renan, Strauss 

3c. The Refutation: 
1d. Time was needed for the development of such a state of mind. 

2d. This was not the disciples' frame of mind. Mk. 16:11-12, Jn. 20:25, 
disappointment and disbelief. Lk. 24:21-27, Emmaus disciples. Mt. 28:17, 
"some doubted." Mk. 16:11, "believed not." Lk. 24:11, "idle tales." Mk. 
16:10, "mourned and wept." 

3d. 

4d. 

5d . 

6d. 

?d. 

Appearances to large groups. 

Appearances extended over a long period of time. 

The simple, unembellished account of the appearances. 

Hallucinations would not have suddenly and simultaneously ceased with the 
ascension, within six weeks. 

If Christ willingly permitted them to make this error, He is the author of error 
and forfeits our moral respect. 

4b. The Telegraph Theory 

5b. 

1 c. The Rationale: Jesus continued to live in His spirit and produced the manifestations 
which the disciples took for bona fide bodily appearances, to assure them of His 
immortality. "A sign of life from Jesus, a telegram from heaven was necessary, after 
the crushing overthrow of the Crucifixion, especially in the childhood of humanity." 
(Keim, in A.B. Bruce, p. 392). 

2c. The Representatives: Keim and Canon Streeter. 

3c. The Refutation: 

1d. The tomb was empty. 

2d. The telegrams were inaccurate because the disciples understood a bodily 
resurrection. 

3d. It takes a miracle to get rid of a miracle. A supernatural vision is just as great 
a miracle in the natural realm, which critics say can't happen . 

The Myth or Legend Theory: 



• 1c. The Rationale: The emphatic teaching of the disciples gave rise to a 
misunderstanding in the Church, embodied in the tradition of the Gospels. 
Resurrection is an existential loudspeaker, brings to light faith. 

2c. The Representatives: Weizsacker, Brunner, Bultmann 

3c. The Refutation: 

1d. The faith of the disciples was in the resurrection. They had seen Him. 

2d. The theory gives no true account of the appearances to the disciples. 

3d. The theory gives no probable explanation of the rise of the materialistic 
legends or the resurrection. 

4d. Paul defends his apostolic authority and adduces witnesses. 
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6b. The Objective Encounter Theory: 

• 

• CONCLUSION: 

1 c. The Rationale: Jesus returns from the dead in "an objective trans-subjective 
encounter." 

1 d. The resurrection is no resuscitation of a corpse but "correspondence and 
personal identity." Creation ex nihilo (a creation out of nothing). 

2d . The empty tomb is no "ontological necessity" but a sign, pointer, not 
imperative but illuminative. 

3d. The resurrection is equated with the ascension, thus no appearances. 

2c. The Representatives: (See my Master's thesis, "The Resurrection of Christ in 
Contemporary German Theology,"Dallas Theological Seminary.) C.H. Robinson, 
Althaus, KOnneth, Bornkamm, Pannenberg 

3c. The Refutation: 

1d. The tomb was empty. Disposal of body demands a new miracle. 

2d. The appearances are meant to be both personal and corporeal. "The body 
was the same though different, different though the same" (/SBE, p. 2567). 

3d. What is the difference between an objective vision and an objective 
appearance? 

4d. The world-view is wrong. These questions are answered negatively: (1) is 
the record intended to be historical? (2) Were the witnesses in a position to 
know the facts? (3) Were the witnesses properly motivated in communicating 
the facts? (4) Were the witnesses accurate in their report? 

5d. There is no such thing as the resurrection of a spirit! 
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Is the Christian faith based on facts ·or on a fraud, on a dream, deception, or delusion? Unbelief must deny 
the accuracy of the Gospel accounts, completely destroy the witness of Acts, set aside the evidential value of 
Paul, controvert the testimony of Hebrews, and reject all the testimony of the Fathers, commencing with 
Clement's Corinthians, A.O. 95. 
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