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of his own philosophy ; those who were educated in the times in
which he first came upon the stage, when his renown was in its
fullest bloom ; and those who are still to be made acquainted with
the speculative questions and problems which have been agita-
ted during the last fifty years, may find some enjoyment and sat-
isfaction in the new theories of Schelling. But the problems of
the present age cannot be solved, the interest of present times
cannot be permanently attracted, by the new shape in which his
system is to appear. Yet even for the present age his reippear-
ance upon the stage will not be fruitless ; for the history of the past
teaches us what the future demands, what the present ought
to accomplish. Our gaze must be directed to the guidance of
the unseen hand in history, if we would find the path and the
means of our future spiritual progress. The history of the last
fifty years—and Schelling's reippearance will again tum our
attention to them—contains the materials out of which the pres-
ent age is to construct its peculiar system of philosophy. Kant
lnid the corner-stone, his succeasors have brought together the
quarried blocks of marble. Hail to the men of German science
who shall rear the temple of Freedom !

ARTICLE 1V,

THE NATURE OF OUR LORD'S RESURRECTION-BODY.
By E. Robinsan, Prof. in Union Theol. Seminary, New York.

TrE inquiry respecting the nature of our Lord’s resurrection-
body has at the present day an interest, not only in itself consid-
ered, but also from its near relation to several other questions just
now before the public mind. The raising up of Jesus is every
where spoken of as the * first fruits” of the resurrection from the
dead,—as the eamest and pledge and pattern of the future resur-
rection of the saints.! If then we can ascertain the characterand
circumstances of this great fact in our Lord’s history, it may be
expected to afford us some aid in obtaining a more clear and defi-

?1 Cor. 15: 13—43. Col. 1: 18.—Rom. 6:5,8. 1 Cor.6: 14. 2 Cor. 4:14.
Phil. 3: 10, 11. 1 Pet. 1, 21.
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nite apprehension of the great Sonpture doctrine of the general
resurrection of the dead.

The inquiry before us as to the nature of the body in which
our Lord rose, is very closely connected with the history of his
resurrection itself. The answer to our inquiry must depend en-
tirely upon the interpretation we give to those passages of Scrip-
ture, which narrate the circumstances under which our Lord rose,
was seen for forty days, and then ascended to heaven. The wit-
nesses to these great facts in the history of Jesus, witnesses or-
dained of God, were his apostles and disciples. Their testimony
has been made sure unto us ; having been recorded by the pen
of inspiration in the sacred books of the New Testament; and
being confirmed to us also by the institution and continued exis-
tence of the Christian church, which is built upon these same

_“apostles and prophets, Jesns Christ himself being the chief cor-
ner-stone.”! It is, however, only to this recorded testimony, that
we can appeal for all our knowledge of the manner of our Lord's
resurrection and its attendant circumstances. It is only to this
testimony,—to the views and opinions and feelings of the apos-
tles and disciples, as made known 1o us in this record,—that we
can go for an answer to the question before us. Neither fanciful
speculation nor philosophical theory can here have any place.
The simple inquiry is, and can be only, What do the Scriptures
teach us as to the views and belief of the apostlea and disciples,
those witnesses chosen before of God, respecting our Lord's body,
a8 be showed himself to them during forty days after his resur-
rection ?

On this subject three different opinions have prevailed more or
less at various times in the church. Some have held that the
body of Christ was changed at the resurrection as to its substance ;
so0 that it was in its substance a different and spiritual body.
Others have regarded the Lord as having had after the resurrec-
tion the same body as before, but glorified ; or, as the earlier wri-
ters express it, changed as to its guakities and attributes. The third
and larger class have supposed, that the body with which Christ
rose from the dead, was the same natural body of flesh and blood,
which had been taken down from the cross and laid in the sepul-
chre.

L The first of these qpinions is near akin to the ancient heresy
of the Docetae or Phantasiasts ; who held that our Lord's whole
life and all his actions, before as well as after his reswrrection,

" Eph. 2: 18,




294 Nature of our Lord's Resurrvection-body. [May

were a mere doxgorg or phantasm, destitute of all reality. Some
of the fathers, who rejected this general view, and held fast to
the idea of our Lord’s human nature and human body before his
erucifixion, were disposed nevertheless to regard him at and after
the resurrection as clothed in a body of a subtile and etherial na-
tare, not having any relation to human flesh and blood or to his
former body. In aupport of this view names are found of no less
weight than Origen,! Clement of Alexandrie, and Chrysostom.®
In a similar manner Theodoret, and afterwards Ammonius in the
fifth century, and Anastasius of Sinai in the sixth, affirm, that
Christ ate before his disciples, not because he needed food, but
in order to persuade them of the reality and truth of his reswrree-
tion; and they appeal for proof to his passing through closed
doors, 10 the manner of his audden appearance and disappearmnee,
and the liked All this, however, may perhaps imply nothing
mare than the second view treated of below.—The same view is
understood to prevail in the Romish charch ; apparently in such
a form as to be akin to the doctrine of transubstantiation.—This
whole representation is and can be nothing more nor less than
fanciful speculation, an airy nothing. It has mot in itself the
weight of a feather; and stands in direct contradiction to our
Lord's declaration to his disciples, “ A spirit hath not flesh and
boues, as ye see me have.”

IL The second view requires more wnsuderatxon, as having
been held to a certain extent in all ages of the church, and with
some meodifications, even at the present day. It ascribes to Christ
the same body after the resurrection as before, but glorified, en-
dued with new qualities and attributes, and no longer subject to
the laws of human flesh and blood$ This is the swua vic d6Em
of some among the early Fathers, which they held to be the same
in its substance as before, but describe it in various places as
addrazor, aq:&aqm, adubpdogor, alovor, immortale, smpassibile,
sncorruptibtle. Bo, in the third century, Irenaeus, Tertullian, Cyp-

1 OriGr, e. Cels. [1. 62, fiv ustd vy dvdaracw alrot, sismepel v pedogiy
tovl T mayraros rov wpd rou mdfove ovparos xal vou yuuviy Tosoirov od-
pares galveodm wupidv.

$ Carrsosr. ad Joh. 21: 10, Zpahito pdp dldy uopey, ;u‘q vy, &y oy1-
pazi, éxdorn mollda voic daroordoss xal ovx Lyvapdiero. .

2 See Doxpxs Dissertat. Theol. de Jesu in Vitam reditw, p. 137,

¢ Luke 24: 39.

* Theophylact. ad Joh. 20, aciua Epdugror xud Jeovddoraror xal pyxérs cap-
saxols »duois Urroxsiusvor,
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nan; the former of whom speaks of Christ's body as “ made in-
ocorruptible after the resumrection.”? So too Hilary of Poictiers in
the fourth centnry; Augustine® and Leo the Great in the fifth;
and Gregory the Great in the sixth® In like manner many of
the scholastic writers of the middle ages held to the like view;
as did also the earlier Lintheran divines, who, in mainteining the
ubiquity of Christ, describe the body of the risen Lord as ghrio-
sum, sdems numero et substamiia, sed novis quakitatibus vestitum, sc.

inqrdpalnluate snwinibriatate, et illocalitates  Similar at the presemt
day apparently is the view of Hahn,’ Olshausen,t Hengstenberg,?
and othem; except that they regard the process of transformation
in the Lord’s body from hnman flesh and blood into the glorified
siate, as haviag been gradual; commencing at the resurrection
and going on by degrees through the forty days, natil it was com-
pleted in the ascension. The language of some on this subject,
as of Hahn, is very indefinite ; while that of others, as Olshausen
and Hengstenberyg, is decided and emphatic.

! Haer. 5. 12. 13, uezd 3y dedotacsy dg Bupriodty.

® Augustine's language sometimes seems to favor the third view: e. g. de
Agone Christ. 24 or 26. Opp. T. VI. ed. Venet. p. 256, “ Nec rcos audiamus,
qui neguat tale corpus Domini resurrexisse, quale positum est in monumeato.
Bi enim tale nom fuiseet, non ipse dixiseet post resurrectionem discipwlis, Pal-
Pals of vidate, quoniam spiritus essa of carnem non Aabet, sicut wmc videtis hobers.
Bacrilegam est eaim credere Dominum nostrum, cum ipee sit Veritas, in aliquo
fuisse mentitum. Nec nos moveat quod clausis ostiis subito eum spparuime
discipulis scriptum est, ut propterea pegemus jllud fuisse corpus humanum,
quia contra nataram hojus corporis videmus esse per clausa ostia intrare, om-
nia enim possibilia sunt Deo.”” He then sdduces Christ's walking upon the
water and his Transfiguration as similar miracles during his lifetime.—Bat ip
many other passages, Augustine speaks of our Lord’'s risen body as exempt
from the nataral laws of the proper human body. Thus where he is describing
the bodies of the saints sfter the resurrection ; de Civitat. Dei XI1. 22, Opp.
T. V11. ed. Venet. p. 342, ¢ Certe fides Christiana de ipso Salvatore non dubi-
tat, qonod etiam post reswrreeti ,jom quidem in spiritwali carne, sed tamen
wers, cibum ac potum cum diecipulis sumsit. Non enim potestas, sed egestae
-pdendi ac bibendi talibus corparibus auferatur.” This last distinetion would
seem Lo have been a favourite one with Augustine, as it occurs several times in
his writings.

3 Grraor. M. Hom. 26 in Fvv. « Palpandam carnem Dominus praebuit,
quam clansis januie introduxit. Qua in re duo mira et juxta humanum ration-
em valde sibi contraria ostendit, dum post resurrcctionem sugm corpus savaa
et incorruptibile et tamen palpebile demonstrayit.”

4 8¢e Doedes 1. ¢. p. 138 oq. % Lehrb. der chr. Glaubens, p. 440.

¢ Commentar, Bd. I1. p. 648. 3te Ausg.

7 Evangel. Kircbheazeitung, 1841, No. 66, col. 514.
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This general view seems not to differ essentially from the pre-
.ceding one, except in the single point of identity. In both, our
Lord’s resurrection-body is regarded as possessing like qualities
and attributes ; but in the former these are connected with a dif-
ferent substance, while in this they are superinduced upon the
same substance. That is to say, in the second view onr Lord’s
resurrection-body has a relation to his former human body ; while
according to the first view it has no such relation. Thus far, un-
questionably, the second view is much more in accordance with
the testimony of Scripture. Bat, like the other, it would seem to
be founded upon inferences drawn from one class of events and
circumstances, without a due consideration of other circumstances
and declarations still more clear and express. For example; be-
cause Luke relates that, in the Saviour's interview with the dis-
ciples going to Emmaus, their eyes were holden so that they
should not know him, and he at last vanished out of their sight;
and because too Christ is said to have stood in the midst of the
disciples the same evening, the doors being shut; it is argued
that his body could no longer be identically the same as that in
which he was crucified ; since it was no longer subject to the
same natural laws. But here the fact is overlooked, that our
Lord himself directs his disciples to “handle” him and see for
themselves that he has still his own human * flesh and bones;”
and submits also to the still stronger and more convincing test
demanded by Thomas, in order to prove to him and them that
what they thus saw and felt was still the very body which had
been crucified and laid in the sepulchre. And further, if, in the
view of the disciples, the risen body of our Lord could truly of
its own nature thus pass through solid doors in spite of bolts and
bars, to what end were all the magnificent accessories of the
resurrection-hour? Why the earthquake, and the angel descend-
ing from heaven to roll away the stone? According to this view,
the stone could have presented no greater obstacle, than a closed
door; and it is difficult to perceive, why the one should have
been supernaturally removed more than the other. Inrespect to
the doors, we shall see further on, that the language of John does
not, in itself considered, necessarily imply any miraculous inter-
position.

It is also further argued, that we are forced of necessity to re-
gard the body of the risen Lord as already glorified, in order to
find in his resurrection that significancy and importance every-
where ascribed to it by the apostles. This argument, however,
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as it seems to me, is drawn from a partial apprehension of this
great subject. We must return to it in the sequel, and discnss it,
as well as some other arguments, more fully, in the form of ob-
jections to the temaining view respecting our Lord's resurrection-
body.

In respect to the idea of a gradua! process of glonﬂmhon going
on in our Lord’s risen body for forty days, it is enough perhaps
to say, that there exists not the slightest warrant fot it in any part
of the Scriptures,—ot the slightest hint, which, logically or phi-
lologicaily, can be wrested to sustain such a position. Itis an
airy hypothesis, without foundations, without necessity, without
utility ; end as unsound in its philosophy, as it is without analogy
in the providence and Word of God. It asserts of the body of’
our Lord, just what our Lord himself took pains to contradict
and what assuredly it never aflerwards entered into the hearts of
his disciples and apostles to conceive.!

IIL The third view, to which we now tum, regards the body
with which Christ rose as being the same natural body of flesh
and blood which had been taken down from the cross, and laid
in the sepulchre. So taught in the fourth century Ephraem Sy-
ras, Gregory of Nysea, and Epiphanivus;? fn the fifth, Cyril of
Alexandria,? Jerome, and others. Jerome is particularly full upon
this point; and returns to it in various places4 In modern times,
the same view has been strenuously maintrined by Calvin® end

' How Hengstenberg can affirm, as he does in his usual positive manner, that
the reply of our Lord to Mary Magdalene, John 20: 17, contains ‘ the certain
proof”’ (den sichern Beweis) of this view, is more than I can explain. Ev. K.
Z. 1841. No. 66. col. 523.

¢ Epiphanius taught that our Lovrd's resurrection comprebended dlor 78 oc-
pu abrob oy v} ivevOpwmies . +. 1. Haer. 2. :

3 Cyril of Alex. affirmed that Christ s risen was not yupm odpros, und de-
nied that his body was nverparindy, voor’ dors Aitrromspls va amd degoldes ned
Fropdy 1s nagd Ty odpxa, ad Job. 20.

¢ Hieson. Ep. XXXVIIl. ad Pammach. Opp. ed. Mertiamay, Tom. IV. ii.
308, ¢ Quo modo verss manus et verum ostendit latus; ita vere comedit cnm
discipulis ; vere ambulavit cum Cleopha ; vere lingua loquutus est cum hom-
inibus ; vero accubita discubuit in coeha; vetis manibus accepit panem, bene-
dixit ac fregit et porrigebat illis. Quod auterh ab ocalis tepente evanuit, vir-
tus Dei est, non umbrae et pbantasmatis.”” See aleo ib. col. 685 ; aleo Index
_ art. Christus, last paragraph.

3 Calvin, Comment. in Harmon. Evang. ed. Amst. p. 334, in Luec. 24: 39,
s Acsi diceret, Visus et tactus probabunt me esse veram hominem qui antehac
vobiscum versatus sum ; quia carne illa sum indutus quae crucifixa fuit, et ad--
huc notas gestat.”” Also Comm. in Joh. 20: 19, 20. p. 177.

Vor. IL No. 6. 26
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his followers ; and more recently has been adopted among the
Lutherans by Herder,! Neander® Liicke? Tholuck,s and many
others.

Olshaunsen, who adopts the second view treated of above, re-
marks with not a little naiveté, that the view now under consid-
eration “ would never have been able to maintain itself for a mo-
ment, did not the testimony respecting the appearances of the
risen Saviour seem to speak for its correctness.”s I cannot but
think that this remark concedes the whole matter in question ;
for, as we have already seen, it is the testimony of the sacred wri-
ters alone, which can afford us any light. It is not our own ex-
Perience, it is not science, that can make known to us the nature
of our Lord's resurrectien-body. It is only the testimony of those
who were appointed to be witnesses of his resurrection, to which
we can appeal and on which we can rely. What then was the
experience of these chosen witnesses ? what the impression made
upon their minds ? and what their testimony ?

As these are points on which the whole inquiry tarns, I shall
be pardoned for presenting the several heads of evidence some-
what in detail.

1. Our Lord, towards the close of his ministry, had at various
times foretold his sufferings and death to his disciples ; and had
declared to them, that he should rise again on the third day.®
The same rumour was bruited among the Jews; and led to the
setting of a watch at the sepulchre.” The disciples, indeed, un-

" derstood not this at the time ; nor fully, until after the resurrection.
But so far as they did or could understand their Lord's declara-
tion, at the time or afterwards, it could only be of the resurrection
of the same identical human body that was laid in the sepulchre ;
just as they had seen Jesus, by the word of his power, call forth
the young man at Nain from his bier, and Lazarus from his tomb.
These examples were their only standard of comparison. And
if on one occasion, as they first beheld Jesus after his resurrec-

14 Daher es wundersam und fast unbegreiflich ist, wie die spatere Zeit diese
korperliche leibhafte Person, die sich bandgreiflich als denselben Jesus von
Nazaret zeigte, zu einem geistigen Phant habe machen wollen and machen
dorfen.” Von der Auferstebung u.s. w. I1i. 8. VI. 10.

% Leben Jesu, p. 710. 3te Ausg.

? Commentar tber Jobannes, II. p. 683, 2ts Ausg.

4 Commentar aber Joh. 20: 19. * Commentar Il. p. 549. 3te Ausg.

O Matt. 16:%1. 17:23. 20:19. Mark 8:3). 10: 34. Luke 9: 2. 18: 33. 24:6,7.
7 Matt. 27: 63.
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tion they thought it was a “ spirit;” this arose, not from doubt as
to the nature of his risen body, but from doubt whether he, or at
least his body, was risen at all.

2. The whole history of the descent of the angel and the roll-
ing away of the stone from the door of the sepulchre, presupposes
the fact, that the body which thus issued forth was the very
same which three days before had been laid in the tomb. So
the women understood it, when, after inquiring who should re-
move the stone, they came and saw that it was taken away, (and
entering in found not the body of Jesus). So the angels under-
stood it, when they declared to the women: “ He is risen; he is
not here; behold the place where they laid him.”t So Peter
and John understood it, when they ran to the sepulchre, and found
the body gone and the linen clothes and the napkin lying order-
ly in their place. Then it was that John “ believed” He began.
to remember the declaration of Jesus, that he should rise agein
on the third day; and he believed that he was now thus risen in
the same body; which body had in this way disappeared from
the tomb, and not by theft or violence.

3. After the women were departed from the sepulchre to tell
the disciples, Jesus met them; and they came and held him by
the feet, (Exgdrnoay avrov tovs x3dag).? They could have no doubt
that the limbs, the body, which they thus touched and embraced,
were the very same in which three days before they had seem
and known the Lord.

4. When Mary Magdalene first recognized her risen Lord, she
passed at once from the extreme of doubt and despair, to that of
joy and triumphant faith; she beheld in him not merely her Sa-
viour risen from the tomb, but her already glorified Redeemer,
and as such hastened to do him homage and worship.3 This
worship and this mode of apprehension Jesus rejected and re-
proved, saying unto her, “ Touch me not, for I am not yet ascend-
ed to my Father.”* By thus rejecting the idea of being already
in a glorified state, he impliedly affirms the coutrary; that is to
say, that his body was still flesh and blood, as before.

6. The two disciples on theit way to Emmaus, had no other
impression as to the person who walked and talked with them,
than that it was a human being of flesh and bones like all man-
kind. Their eyes indeed were holden, that they should not know

! Mark 16: 6. ? Matt. 28: 9.
3 Bee the preceding number of this work, p. 176
4 John 20: 17. 8ce the remarks on this passage No. V. p. 175 seq.
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him ; and were afterwards opened, so that they knew him ; but
all this implies a change in their own minds and powers, not in
the body of Christ. And if we admit, as the language seems most
naturally to imply, that a miracalons agency was exerted in the
manner of his leaving them; still this no more evinces a pre-
vious change in the nature of his body, than does the analogous
wmiracle of his walking upon the watera of the lake of Galilee.

6. We come now to the first appearance of Jesus to his assem-
bled disciples on the evening after his resurrection ; “the doors
being shut,” as John relates. I have elsewhere assigned the rea-
sons, why, as it seems % me, we are not necessarily compelled
by this language to consider the Lord's entrance as involving any-
thing supernatural! That the doors were * shat,” does not itself
imply that they were fastened ; nor is the circumstance mention-
o4 at all by Luke or Mark. The word which expresses our Lord's
presence, is not énésay, the nsual one in the case of angels ; but
ia Luke it is éory “ he stood,” and in John still more definitely,
%A xai oty “ he eame and stood ;” indicating nothing more than
an ordinary mode of approach.—If, however, with Calvin and
ethers, we ohoose to regard his entrance as a mimcle; still poth-
ing more is required than in the similar instance of Peter's deliv-
erance out of prison, where “ the iron gate opened of his own ac-
cord."? There is pot in the language the slightest foundation for
the idea, that Jesus entered through the closed doors or solid
walls; or that his approach was like that ascmbed to angels, and
not like that of an ordinary human being?

On, the other hand, the disciples were surprised and astonished
by the uneapectedness of their Lord’s presence among them. They
had seen him crucified and laid him in the sepulchre ; they had
missed his body from the tomb, and had heard the reports of the
women that he was risen; but these they had looked upon as
“idle tales.” And now, when Jesus presented himself before
their own eyes, “ they were termrified and affrighted, and supposed
they had seen a spuit”4 They believed not that it was their
Lord thus risen from the dead; but theught it was a spirit, a
phantasm, to delude them. 'What course did Jesus take to reds-

! Bee above, No. V. p. 183, $ Acts 12: 10.

? The language of Calvin on this point is very strong: * 8Bic habendum est,
Christum non sine miraculo ingressum esse.—Interea tamen verum esee mini-
me concedo quod asserunt Papistae, Christi corpus penetrasse per januas olau-
sas.—Facessant pueriles, islas argutias, quae nihil prorsus habent solidi, et se-
cum trahunt multa delisia.” Cowm. in Joh. 20: 19. p. 177, ed. Amatel.

4 Luke 24:37.
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sure them? “ Behold,” he says, “my hands and my feet, that it
is I myself; handle me, and see; for a spirit hath not flesh and
bones, as ye see me have. And when he had thus spoken, he
showed them his hands and his feet”! Here are two things as-
serted by our Lord, which he obviously intended his disciples
should believe ; first, that what they then saw, was not a spirit or
phantasm ; but, secondly, that it was his own very self, the same
identical body of flesh and bones which they had before known.
On what evidence did he assert this? He appealed to the testi-
mony of their own senses: “ Handle me and see;” and showed
them his hands and his feet, which the nail-prints attested to be
the same that had hung upon the cross. The position, therefore,
which we here take, is impregnable, viz. that by this langnage
and this exhibition it was our Lord's deliberate purpose, to per-
snade his disciples that he himself was before them in the same
identical body which had been crucified and laid in the sepul-
chre.

Still they were not fully assured. « And while they yet be-
lieved not for joy,” he called for food; “and he-took, and did eat
before them.”$ Here was another act belonging to the nature of
the human body; but inconsistent with the idea of a spirit and of
a glorified body. Our Lord thus ate before the disciples, in orc!er
to remove the last remaining shadow of donbt, that it was he him-
self in the same human body.—The attempt is sometimes made,
to evade the force of this latter evidence, in two ways. Olshau-
sen remarks, that “eating and drinking is bere spoken of not asa
matter of necessity ; since the Saviour's only object was to con-
vince those present of the reality of his body.”® Iam unable to
see, why this is not first to beg the question, and then to admit
the validity of the opposing evidence. Again, it is said that the
angels who appeared to Abraham (Gen. ¢. 18) ate and drank;
and yet we can conceive of them only as without corporeal sub-
stance, a8 mere appearances presented to the eye.4 But the sa-
cred narrative fully implies, that they came to Abraham as way-
farers; that he ran to meet them and brought water to wash their
soiled feet; that he prepared a meal and stood by while they ate
according to the forms of oriental hospitality. The men rose up"
and went on their way on foot towards Sodom; and Abraham
went with them. Further, the angels who came to Lot at even-

' Luke 24: 39, 40. "% Luke 24: 41—43. o
? Comm. 1I. p. 550, 3te Ausg. Bee also above p. 296.
¢ Erscheinungsform; Olshausen, ibid.

26%
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ing, appear to have been two of the same; they ate and drank
‘and lodged with him ; and when Lot was pressed hy the crowd
without, they put forth their hands and pulled him into the house
to them, and shut the door. All these circumstances show con-
clusively, that in this case the sagels manifested themselves in real
human forms of flesh and blood ; and therefore eating and drink-
ing were natural functions, just as in the ecase of our Lord. In
both cases the exercise of this function proves the mature of the
body; nor can we by any good logic first assume the superhuman
nature of the body, and then xegson as to the fallacy of the func-
tion,

7. The other disciples were conviuced of the reality of the
Lord’s resurrection-body at their first interview with him. But
Thomas was not present. He disbelieved their testimony, and
demanded for himself a test, without which he refused to be con-
vinced : “ Except I shall sce in his hands the print of the nails,
and put my finger into the print of the nails, and thrust my hand
into his side, I will not believe.”! This was obviously meant to
be the strongest possible test as to the reality and identity of
the Saviour's human body. It was intended to decide the ques-
tion, whether be was actually risen from the dead, and in the
same body of flesh and blood which had been crucified Ous
Lord accords to Thomas this his own test, and in the moment of
strong conviction and devoted faith, the abashed disciple ex-
claims: “ My Lord and my God !”

8. On the shores of the lake of Galilee, where the Lord again
showed himself to his disciples, he took bread and gave to them,

" and himself obviously partook with them$ Here was further
convincing proof of the reality of his human body.

9. The apostle Peter, while discoursing in the house of Corne-
lius, aflirms that God raised up Jesus of Nazareth the third day,
“ and sbowed him openly, not to all the people, but unto witnesses
chosen before of God, even to us, who did eat and drink with him
after he rose from the dead.”® Here the “ eating and drinking” are
presented a8 evidence of the reality of the resurrection of our
Lord’s human body; and they afford indeed the same evidence
as in the parallel case of Lazarus, John 12: 2.

10. The disciples, like many other Jews, had expeoted that
the Messiah would appear as a tempoxal Prince and Deliverer;
and especially they had hoped that he wouid set the nation free

V John 20: 25 eq. * John 21: 1%, 13, 15. 3 Acts 10: 41.
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from the yoke of Roman bondage. Thus the two on their way to
Emmaus declare: “ We trusted that it had been he which should
bave redeemed Ismel”! And again, just before the ascension,
the assembled disciples inquire, * Lord, wilt thou at this time re-
store aguin the kingdom to Isael?? Must we not consider this
language as implying, that they regarded their Lord as possess-
ing after his resurrection the same character and the same body,
a8 before ?

11. An argument to the same effect may perhaps be derived
from the following considerations. Our Lord was transfigured in
the mount before Peter and James and John ; they were “ eye
witnesses of his majesty ;” and Moses and Elias in glorified forms
appeared talking with him. Jesus charged them to tell no man
of this vision, until after he should be nisen from the dead.3 Now
it is natural to suppose, if our Lord’s resurrection-body bore any
resemblance to that of his transfizuration, that either Peter or John
when speaking of the former would have made some allusion to
this remarkable event which took place before their own eyes.
To a certain extent their silence in itself might be regarded as
implying that no such resemblance could have existed Here,
however, taken thus in connection with all the other evidence,
this implication is very greaty strengthened, and adds weight to
the other comsiderations.

Such are the main points of evidence presented in the Scrip-
tares respecting the nature of our Lord’s resurrection-body.
They seem to me to establish convineingly, and beyond gainsay-
ing, two conclusions ; first, that the disciples believed the body of
their Lotd after his resurrection to be the same identical body of
human flesh and bones, which they had seen crucified and laid in
the sepulchre; and secondly, that our Lord himself took special
pains to impress this very belief upon their minds. Indeed, few
facts or doctrines of the Gospel would seem to lie spread ont
more clearly upon pages of Holy Writ; or to be sustained by
» greater amount of direct and positive testimony.

We may even go further and affirm, that we have here just as
much and as strong evidence of the reality of our Lord's human
body during these forty days after his resurrection, a8 we have
during any other forty days of his whole life. Yea, more and
stronger testimony; because our Lord himself here took special
pains to bring forward and enforce this evidence ; of which there is
elsewhere no like example. And if, even supposing a miracle in

! Luke 24: 21, $Acts 1: 6. ¥ Matt. 17: 2 sq. etc. 2 Peter 1: 16.
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both his departure at Emmaus and his entrance among his disciples
at Jerusalem, it be averred that this goes to disprove the reality
of his human body after his resurrection ; then, much more do his
walking upon the waters and his transfiguration on the mount, go
to disprove the reality of his incarnation at any and every previ-
ous period of his life on earth.

To this general view it has sometimes been objected, that the
same is inconsistent with the idea of' our Lord's ascension ; in-
asmuch as it is contrary to the laws of nature to suppose that a
human body could thus be taken up into heaven! Hence it
is inferred, that since he can have ascended only in a glorified
body, he therefore must have risen from the tomb in the same
glorified body. But we have the strongest evidence, as above
presented, that our Lord, so long as he was on earth, was in his
human body; and the evidence is equally strong that he now
dwells in heaven in a glorified body® When did the change
take place ? The Scriptures indeed contain no express declaration
upon this point; but they afford some analogies by which the in-
quiry may be satisfactorily answered. Elijah while on earth was
in a mere human body; he was translated to heaven, and there
exists, as is supposed, in a glorified body3 Christians here on
earth are subject to all the evils of their earthly tabernacle ; yet
those alive at our Lord's coming shall not die, but their vile body
shall be changed, that it may be fashioned like unto Christ's glo-
rous body4 When are we to regard these changes as taking
place? Paul answers this question in respect to Christians:
“ We shall not all sleep, but we shall all be changed, in a mo-
ment, in the twinkling of an eye, at the last trump; for the
trumpet shall souund, and the dead shall be raised incorruptible ;
and we shall be changed ;" and this is to take place when the
dead being raised, we “ shall be caught up together with them in
the clouds, to meet the Lord in the air; and so shall we ever be
with the Lord.”s _ Here then the change takes place in the bodies
of those Christians at the moment of their ascension ; and such
was doubtless the case in respect to Elijah. With these facts
theu, we may return to the case of our Lord; and on the ground
of these strong analogies infer, not only the possibility, but also
the more than probability, that his body assumed its glorified form
in the act of his ascension.

! See Beiler's Programm in Velthusen Commentt. Theol. VI. p. 513.
! Phil. 3: 21. Col. 3: 4. 34 Kings 1: 11. Matt. 17: 2sq.
4 Phil 3: 21. 1 Cor. 15: 54 sq. comp. 1 Thess. 4: 16—17.
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Another more imposing objection to the view now under con-
sideration has already been touched wpom, and referred to this
place.! It is said, that we are compelled to regard the body of
the risen Lord as already glorified, in order to find im his resur-
rection that significancy and importance everywhere ascribed to
itin the New Testament. If Jesus rose agsin in his mere hu-
man body, it is asked, how did his resurvection differ fiom that
of Lazarus? and how oould it be everywhere represented as his
final trinmaph over death and the grave, and as the founda-
tion of our faith and hope? Rather it is said, should then the as-
cension be regarded as this tiumph and the foundation ef our fhith ;
and yet the apostles never speak of this except as a consequence
of the resurrection, which is to them the one great and momen-
tous fact?

In replying to this objection, it might be sufficient to remark,
that, so far ws it presents any difficulty, it bears the character of &
speculative conclusion set over against the clear and express tes-
timony of those who were appointed to be eye-witnesses of the
facts. The true method in such cases is, first to make ourselves
scquainted with the facts; aad then, if diffiovlties arise in our
minds, to find such explanations of the facts as may, if possible,
obviate these difficulties. Speculation must yield before facts.
Bat in the way the present objection is brought forward, a con-
trary course is pursned ; speoulation is exalted above facts; and
these are lefl to be frittered away before the “ oppositions of sci-
ence falsely so called.”?

The objection assumes, that the resurrection, and that enly, is
everywhere spoken of by the sacred writers as the great and mo-
mentons fact, on which alone reet the faith and hopes of believers
inrespect to their own future reward and glory. Buatis this trulyso?
Itis no doubt true, that in many instances the sacred writers do
thus specify only the resurrection of our Lord. But does it fol-
low that by this term 80 used they mean to imply nething more
than the naked fact of his rising from the tomb? Or do they also
mean to include the glorious concomitants and oconsequences of
that great fact, his ascension to heaven and his exaltation at the
nght hand of God, thus to be “ Head over all things to the
church 7 The latter I must believe to be the case in most of the
instances, if notinall. Thusin Acts $: 15, 16 and 4: 10, the lame
" Bee above p. 297.

* Olshaasen Corum. 11. p. 548 sq. 3te Ausg. Compare Neander Leben Jesu,

p. 727 3te Ausg.
3 1 Tim. 6: 20.
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man is said to have been healed by faith in the name of Christ,
“whom God raised from the dead ;” butit is immediately added in
the latter passage, that this is the stone set at nought by the build-
ers “ which is become the head of the comer;"” obviously implying
the exaltation of the Saviour. In Acts 10: 40, 42 and 17: 31, in
like manner, the mention of Christ's resurrection is coupled with
the fact, that he is “ordained of God to be the Judge of quick and
dead.,” So'tooin Acts 13: 30, 33, his resurrection is illustrated by
a reference to the declaration of the second Psalm, “ Thou art my
Son, this day have I begotten thee.” Paul also speaks of him, in
Bom. i: 4, as “ declared to be the Son of God with power, by the
resurrection from the dead ;” which according to all analogy must
include also the idea of his exaltation; since it was only in this
state that his power was manifested. In the striking passage by
the same apostle in 1 Cor. c. 15, where he dwells upon Christ’s
resurrection as the pledge and eamnest of .that of the saints, he
goes on in vs. 23—25 to speak of him as reigning “ till he hath
put all things under his feet;” thus clearly showing that he meant
more than the naked fact of the Lord’s resuscitation to life, and
nothing less than his exaltation at the right hand of God. I might
go on to multiply citations of a like kind ; but it is sufficient to re-
fer to them in the margin.!

If in this way it appears from the very passages in which the
reswrection alone is mentioned, that the term is thus often used
by synecdoche to express also the exaltation and glory which fol-
lowed our Lord’s resurrection ; still more clearly is this shown by
another class of passages, in which sometimes both the resurrec-
tion and exaltation are specified, and sometimes only the latter.
Thus Petgr, in his discourse after the outpouring of the Spirit on
the day of Pentecost (Acts 2: 32—36), speaks of Jesus, “whom
God hath mised up,” as being “ by the right hand of God exalted,”
and so “ made both Lord and Christ;” and it was the same Lord
thus exalted, who had shed forth those sacred influences and
gifts which the disciples had just received. The same connection
of the two ideas occurs also, directly or indirectly, in Acts 5: 30,
31. Eph. 1: 20. 1 Thesa. 1: 10. 1 Pet. 1: 3,4. 21: 3, 21, 22. Again,
where the exaltation alone is specified, the idea of the resurrec-
tion i8 nevertheless included or implied ; as Phil 2: 8, 9, “ He be-
came obedient unto death, even the death of the cross; where-
fore God also hath highly exalted him, and given him a name

! Aots 3: 26. 4: 33. Rom. 4: 24,25. 8: 11. 1 Cor. 6: 14. 2 Cor. 4: 14 coll. 10
seq. Phil. 3: 10. Col. 1: 18 coll. 16: 2, 12. 2 Tim. £: 8 coll. 11 weq.
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which is above every mame.”! This mode of statement is par-
ticularly prominent in the Epistle to the Hebrews; as Heb. 2: 9,
10, “ We see Jesus—for the suffering of death, crowned with glo-
ry and honour.” Also Heb. 4: 14. 7: 26, 26. 8: 1. The assump-
tion of the objector, therefore, that our Lord’s resurrection only is
everywhere spoken of as the foundation of the believer's hope,
turns ont to be unfounded ; the ascension and exaltation of Christ
being, if less frequently, yet not less prominently, everywhere
brought into view. ‘

Again, the objection assumes, that, if the resurrection of our
Lord was merely the resuscitation of his former hnman body,
there was nothing to distinguish it in character or importance from
that of Lazarus; and that thus all force is taken away from the
language of Paul in Rom. 6: 9: “ Knowing that Christ, being
raised from the dead, dieth no more ; death hath no more domin-
ion over him.” 'Was there then no difference in the two cases?
Lazarus was raised to be a witness of the divine power of Christ
on earth; Christ himself was rised that he might thus vanquish
death and be exalted at the right hand of God. In the former
case the whole object of the miracle was accomplished in the act
itself, and Lazarns afterwards lived and died like any other mor-
tal In the latter, the resurrection of Jesus was but the begin-
ning of an immortal state of power and majesty; and his abode
of forty days on earth was, so to speak, simply a momentary trans-
ition-state between the grave and glory. In judging of Paul's
language above cited, it must also be borne in mind, that the
Apostle wrote at least five and twenty years after the resurrec-
tion and ascension of our Lord; and would therefore naturally
have before his mind, not Jesus still on earth, bnt the Lord of
glory and immortality in heaven, over whom death of course could
have no more dominion. Or, even admitting that the Apostle did
also include in his own mind the forty days on earth ; is it neces-
sary, when he thus declares that death had lost his power over
Jesus, to suppose that this was caused by some change of corpo-
real organization? Might it not have been simply dependent on
the will of God? When our Lord said of John: « If I will that
he tarry till 1 come, what is that to thee, the saying went abroad
among the brethren that John should not die.”® But did any of
them'suppose, that for this end any change had taken ptace, or
would take place, in his physical organization ? Did they not re-
fer it directly and solely to the will of their Lord and Master?

' Comp. Phil. 3: 29, 21. * John 21: R, 23.
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‘What difference is there then in the two cases? And why may

‘we not assume, on the strength of this analogy, that Paul, in thus

affirming as to Christ the further impotence of death, intended

nothing more than to refer it solely to the divine will and par-
?

pose?
In regard to the genenal tenor of the preceding objection to the

view under consideration, that it essentinlly detracts from the sig-
nificancy and importance of the great fact of our Lord's resurrec-
tion, it seems to me that it belongs not to us to sit in judgment
upon the wisdom of the divine counsels; and then, becauss of
the darkness of our own minds, to call in question what we ¢an-
not comprehend. It is emough for us to know the facts,—those
facts which forced conviction upon the minds of the unwilling
disciples; and which they have recorded with all the simplicity
of their own belief, under the guidance of the Spirit of truth.
Those simple facts we have endeavored to bring out and place in
a clear light In a calm review of them, may we not, to some
extent at least, mark and comprehend the wisdom of God in the
adaptation of the means to the end? What was the object of
our Lord's sojourn of forty days on earth? He indeed held con-
verse with his disciples; he gave them their commission to
preach the gospel; but they were pot endned with power from
on high until after his ascension. His abode on earth was not
neceasary simply for that purpoee in respect to them ; any more
than in the case of Paul. What then was the object? May we
not find a satisfactory answer in considerntions like the following.
May we not regard it as in accordance with the divine plan and
wisdom, that full and complete evidence of the great fact of
Christ's resurrection and exaltation, his trinmph over death and
the grave,—evidence adapted to the constitution and feeble ca-
pacities of the hwmen mind and to hnman experience,~—~should
exist and be presented, first to his disciples, and through them to
the world? Was not such evidence necessary, in order that
men might believe on him as Lord and Christ; and so become
assured of his power to save all who come unto him, and to be-
stow upon them a like reward of bliss and glory? What then
- was this appropriate evidence ? The eleven apostles, who were
appointed to be withesses, were slow to believe. They had dis-
believed the testimony of the women, and of the disciples retum-
ing from Emmaus. Buppose no further evidence of Chriat's res-
urrection had ever been given; would the apostles have believed
that he was risen? Would the world now have any valid ground
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of belief? Bat the Lord afforded further proof. He presented
himself to the eyes of his amazed disciples; and they thought it
was a spirit.  Suppose the Lord had left them in this belief;
should we now have any good evidence of his resurrection? He
did not thus leave them ; but appealed to the evidence of their
own senses,—to the visible, tangible, palpable evidence before
them,—that it was he himself in his own body of flesh and bones.
Here was evidence which they could not gainsay nor resist ; and
yet they doubted until he ate before them. The same evidence
in & more striking and convincing form, was repeated to them in
the presence of Thomas. They believed, that it was their Lord
indeed, who was thus risen in his own body from the dead; and
they beheld him afterwards ascend to his heavenly glory. Not a
donbt remained upon their minds; and they, the appointed wit-
nesses, have so recopded their own convictions, that no one who
reads can doubt the trnth and conscientionsness of their testimo-
ny. Would they, or counld they, according to the constitution of
the human mind, have received the same nnwavering convictions,
and borne the same convincing testimony, had our Lord not pre-
sented himself to them in his own human body ? In other words,
wonld the chain of evidence, in any other way, have been as full
and complete *—If these remarks are well founded, we see at
once & momentous and sufficient object and motive, why the Sa-
viour should have remained on earth for forty days in his human
body. And this being shown, the objection raised against the
significancy of this mode of our Lord’s resurrection, falls to the
ground. ) :

It may be said, and it sometimes is said, that Panl brings for
ward his own vision of the glorified Saviour as evidence of the
Lord's resurrection ;' and that therefore we must regard this spe-
cies of proof as being in itself just as valid and convincing-as any
other. This statement seems to me to overlook the facts of the
case. The other apostles testify to their having seen and, at the
behest of their Lord, handled his real and veritable body of flesh
and bones, as raised again from the dead, afterthey had seen him
crcified and laid in the tomb. Paul testifies that several years
afterwards he saw the glorified Redeemer, who guve him an ex-
Press commission to be an apostle to the Gentiles. This vision
was to him a confirmation of the testimony of the witnesses to
the Lord's resurrection; and he presents it to others in the

11 Cor. 15: 8.
Vor. IL No. 6. 27
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same light. Paul was not and does not claim to have been,
a witness of our Lord's resurrection; Matthias had long before
been selected for that office. Indeed, had we only the isola-
ted evidence afforded by Paul's vision, what valid ground should
we have for believing that Christ rose at all from the tomb?
Paul did not see the body laid in the sepulchre; he did not
see nor know the Lord during his forty days on earth; he
saw him only in glory. Did his testimmony stand alene, an isola-
ted vision unsupported by the array of other and stronger evi-
dence, 1 see not wherein it would much differ in kind from the
alleged evidence of the Korin.

The resurrection of our Lord is often brought forward by the
sacred writers as the pledge and pattern of the futnre resurrection
of the saints toglory.! On this ground an objection is sometimes
taken to that view, which we have been considering. The saints,
it is said, are everywhere represented as being raised at once in
their glorified bodies ; and if this be so, then our Lord, their pattemn,
must also have been so raised from the dead. If this objection
have any force, it applies abviously and directly to the fact of the
Lord's forty days’ manifestation upon earth; and only indirectly
or net at all to the nature of his resurrection-body. The Saviour,
when he rose, had a mission to fulfil on earth ; he rose in his ha-
man bedy, fulfilled this mission, and assumed a glorified body in
his ascension to heaven. The saints have no such future mission
upon earth; the moment of their resurrection and ascension is
one and the same ; and in this moment their bodies also are to
be glorifidd. The promise and their hope is, not that they shall
rise in the same manner in all respects as the Lord rose; but that
as he was mised up and entered into his glory, so they too shall
rise and enter into the same glory.

‘With the main subject of this discussion is closely connected
another inquiry, which has of late been agnin brought into notice,
viz. Whether our Lord ascended more than once into heaven?
Such an opinion was maintained in the beginning of the last cen-
tury by W. Whiston, the Socinian ;# was repeated doubtfully by
Kaiser of Erlangen five and twenty years ago ;3 and has recently
been advanced, as if wholly new, by Kinkel, a private teacher at

1 See espec. 1 Cor. c. 15.

 Sermons and Essays, Lond. 1709, p. 156 sq. Replned to by J. Scamn,
Diss. Theol. Whistono, multiplicam Christi in coelog ascensionem propugnanti,
opposita. Lips. 1713.

? Monogrammata theol. Christ. dogmat. Erlang. 1819, p. 147.
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the University of Bonn, in an article in the Theolagische Studien
und Kritiken,! translated and published in the Bblotheca Sacra
and Theological Review for Feb. 18443 This whole hypothesis
of repeated ascensions, as stated by Kinkel, rests on two proposi-
tions ; first, “ that the notices which the New Testament furnish-
es on the ascension of Christ; in respect to the time, place, and
circamstances are wholly inconsistent with each other;” and se-
condly, “thut Christ’s glarification, and conseqaently the ascension,
must have taken place immediately after the resurrection.”? If
the discussions of the present Article, and of that in the last Num-
ber of this work, upon the resurrection and ascension of Christ,
are worth anything, both these propositions are shown to be with-
out foundation ; and of course the hypothesis of several ascen-
sions built upon them, falls of itself. And further, the very lan-
guage of Peterin Acts 1: 22, necessarily implies that there was
but a single ascension : “ Beginning from the baptism of John,
UNto THAT SAME DAY THAT HE WAS TAKEN UP FROM US, Must one
be ordained to be a witness with us of his resurrection.” That
same day is but a single day; or, if not, what day is meant ™—It
is also somewhat remarkable that Kinkel, if he wrote in sober
eamest, should bave omitted all notice of our Lord's appearance
to the women, who embrace his feet; and also of his appearance
to the nssembled disciples, both in the absence and presence of
Thomas, when Jesus gives them convincing proofs of the reality
of bis human body. Itis easy to maintain any and every opinion
or theory, if we may thus leave out of view all opposing evi-
dence.

My task is ended. But there is one inference from this whole
discussion, so solemn and momentous, that 1 cannot forbear to
present it, and to press it upon the attention of the reader. I
would not charge this inference upon those pnre and holy men
in every age, who may have held a different view ; for they did
not carry out in their own minds the consequences of their spec-
ulations. I have already stated the two conclusions which fol-
low irresistibly from the facts recorded by the chosen witnesses
of our Lord's resurrection ; first, that the disciples believed the
body of their Lord after his resurrection to be the same identical

! Theol. 8tud. u. Krit. 1841. Heft 3.

% The only reply 1 bave seen to the article of Kinkel is by the Pastor Koer-
mor in the Biblischen Studien von Geistlicken des Konigr. Sacheens, 1stz. Jahrg.
1842, p. 161 oq.

7 Biblioth. Bacra and Theol. Review, Feb. 1844, p. 155, 162.
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body of flesh and bones, which they had seen crucified and laid
in the sepulchre ; and secondly, that our Lord himself took special
pains to impress this very belief upon their minds.! No candid
inquirer can call in question the completeness of the evidence on
these two points. If then our Lord was not thus in his human
body, it follows that he took special pains to deceive his disciples,
and that they were actually deceived. This then is the tremen-
dous result ;—I shudder while 1 write;—our holy and blessed
Redeemer was a deceiver; the holy apostles were false witness-
es of God; and our hely religion, the sacred fabric of Christian-
ity, with all its blessed and wide-spread influences, is the most
stupendous delusion the world ever saw. From such a consum-
mation may God deliver us'

ARTICLE V.
SOUTH'S SBERMONS.

Sermons preached upon several occasions. By Robert Sowth, D. D.
Prebendary of Westminster, and Canon of Christ Church, Oz-
Jord. A New Edition, in Fowr Vohumes—Philadelphia: 1844.

By Leonsrd Withington, Newbury, Mass.

Tuere cannot be a greater proof of the triumph of genius over
all its obstacles than the republication of these Sermons, in this
country, one century and more than three quarters of another af-
ter their delivery; this bitter, this sarcastic, this snarly church--
man, who never spared his foes and was dreaded even by his
friends, here appears in this land of the Puritans, with all his
abominations on his head. We, Dissenters, have every reason to
bhate him; and the heart sometimes influences the taste; and
msakes us slow to admire the abilities which we find itimpossible
to love. But Dryden has remarked, that, “if a poem have gen-
ius it will force its own reception in the world. For there's a
sweetness in good verse which tickles while it hurts; and ne man
can be heartily angry with him, who pleases him against his

! See p. 304 above.



