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ABSTRACT
“THE PEOPLE BELIEVE THAT HE HAS RISEN FROM THE DEAD
THE GOSPEL OF PETER AND EARLY
CHRISTIAN APOLOGETICS

Timothy P. Henderson, B.A., M.A.T.S.

Marquette University, 2010

No scholarly consensus has been reached on theaguesthe relationship between the
Gospel of Peter and the New Testament gospels. The same candalsaut determining the
particular factors that influenced the author @ ttoncanonical text when composing his own
work. This dissertation contends that the autlfidh@Gospel of Peter used all four canonical
gospels as sources and that the category of S8@mngdle Jewish literature known today as
“Rewritten Bible” provides the best analogue foderstanding the manner in which the New
Testament accounts have been reworked in the nonicah gospel. Apologetic and polemical
concerns are identified as significant influencegtos work, and this dissertation considers the
role of those outside the Christian movement infthmation of gospel traditions.

In Chapter Two it is determined that the mostigicgnt alteration to the Passion
Narrative in theGospel of Peter concerns the identity of those who crucify JedDBapter Three
examines the four signs at the crucifixion (i.@rktess, torn veil, earthquake, the destruction of
Jerusalem), noting how their role in the noncarariext differs from the New Testament
versions. The variations between the guard stori&atthew and th&ospel of Peter are
reviewed in Chapter Four, and it is claimed thaséhdifferences are due to apologetically
motivated redaction. Unlike the New Testament glssgheGospel of Peter includes an account
of Jesus emerging from the tomb, and reasons ifoath explored in Chapter Five. The final
chapter examines two features of the extra-canbtggt the women’s fear of the Jews during
their visit to the tomb, and the role of Petertasnarrator of this gospel.

In each of these final five chapters, after dertratiag the specific way(s) that the New
Testament accounts have been retold irGhapel of Peter, this study surveys similar examples
from other early Christian literature in order ttuate this gospel within a particular socio-
religious context. In the last section of eachptég an explanation is offered asaay the
noncanonical author has changed the story in thenerés) proposed.
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INTRODUCTION

Gospel studies witnessed the rise of several nethadological approaches during the
20th century. Karl Schmidt, Martin Dibelius, andd®If Bultmann pioneered the form-critical
study of these texts, giving attention to the pefiowhich stories about Jesus were transmitted
orally. They then classified these stories acewydio their form in an effort to ascertain the
particular context in which a given form would hdeen most valued in early Christian
communities. Research on this period of oral timalihas been enhanced by subsequent studies
of memory and orality, as reflected in the publmas of Werner Kelber, Birger Gerhardsson,
and others. Soon after form criticism enteredsitene redaction criticism arrived in the work of
Willi Marxsen, Gunther Bornkamm, and Hans Conzelmaifihis approach sought to understand
the ways in which the authors of the gospels edfitett sources. In doing so, these scholars
attempted to recover each evangelist’s unique tiggadnd setting.

These New Testament (NT) practitioners of form- eg@thction-criticism were preceded
by their Hebrew Bible counterparts in some regatdermann Gunkel had already been
employing form-critical methods in the study of @sis and Psalms. And the Documentary
Hypothesis—in the version proposed by Julius Weliea in the 19th century—had a strong
redaction-critical component. Wellhausen deteéded sources behind the pentateuchal books
and judged that each had been edited and creaintetyrated with one another by later editors.

The vast majority of form- and redaction-criticasearch on Christian gospels has been
devoted to those gospels that came to be includdwiNT. Over the past several decades,
however, there has been a growing interest in mordaal gospels. This resurgence began in
1945 with the discovery of theospel of Thomas and the eventual publication of this text at the
end of the 1950s. Most recently, a copy of the llmstGospel of Judas was found and

subsequently published in 2006 with much mediadianf



Although it has been over one hundred years sinancient copy of theospel of Peter
was discovered in an Egyptian cemetery, this gospatinues to intrigue those with an interest in
early Christian literature. On the one hand, #rbestriking similarities to the accounts of Jesus’
death, burial, and resurrection that are founthéNT gospels; but on the other hand, it deviates
significantly from those stories at points. Thashmade it difficult to understand the specific
relationship between this noncanonical gospel endainonical companions. Furthermore, while
scholars have offered various descriptions of étigin-social context in which this text was
composed, many have been unconvinced by what lessduggested thus far in this area.

The path | follow in this study is important besadt revisits old questions and offers
new answers. As previous gospel critics have shituesame methodological insights as their
Hebrew Bible counterparts in utilizing form and aetion criticism, | wish to do likewise in my
suggestion about the proper analogy for understgrttieGospel of Peter’s relationship to the
NT gospels.

Specifically, | will be appealing to a categorySdcond Temple Jewish literature that has
come to be identified as “Rewritten Bible.” Theegts, though differing in genre, authorship,
and date, are united in that they retell portidithe Hebrew Bible in order to address the new
situations of their authors and readers. It wallnoy contention that the relationship between
these “Rewritten Bible” texts and their biblicalt@cedents is precisely the type of relationship
between th&ospel of Peter and the NT gospels. As such, my work is largebaction-critical
in nature, and my focus is on the apologetic nabfitbe editorial work in this gospel.

While previous scholarly literature has often redd in passing to the apologetic interests
of theGospel of Peter, the issue has rarely been documented and analyzeslystematic
fashion. What has not been addressed specifisalhe influence that criticism from those
outside the Christian movement may have had odelelopment of the traditions in this gospel.
Various sources of the first few centur@s. preserve some of the thoughts of those who were

critical of emerging Christianity. Included amotgse are critiques of details found in the NT



gospels. Justin Martyr purports to give many eksthin hidialogue with Trypho, and the
remnants of Celsus’ similar objections, writtergorally in hisTrue Doctrine, have been left
behind in Origen’s reply to him. These and otherks provide evidence of the types of
criticisms that were made against some of the adsdn the NT gospels. To date, though, no
significant work has been done to explore how ttmefgght shed light on the situation in which
the material in th&ospel of Peter developed and how this background may provide an
explanation for the heightened apologetic tendanai¢his text. My study seeks to fill this gap
that currently exists in scholarship.

Many have continued to explore the factors thii@mced the transition of the early
Christian movement from what was originally a sndallvish sect to what became an almost
entirely Gentile religion that in most outward resfs was distinct from Judaism. This “parting
of the ways” has been studied extensively by Jdné&s. Dunn, Judith Lieu, and others.
Because of its strong anti-Jewish polemic,®ogpel of Peter potentially sheds some light on the
guestion of the relationship between ChristiansJawis in the communities where the text
originated. At this point | will go beyond the tis of my textual analysis in an attempt at social
reconstruction and it is here that my thesis isensgreculative and thus its results less certain.
But if this reconstruction over-interprets the teximy search for the original setting of this
gospel, it is still the case that | have presemede accurately than previous studies the relation
between th&ospel of Peter and the canonical gospels.

As for technical matters, unless otherwise ndtede thenrsv for all English Bible
translations. All English translations of moderer@an and French scholarship are my own.
Except where noted, | follow the English translatai theGospel of Peter in the critical edition
edited by Tobias Nicklas and Thomas Kraus, and &m dependent on this source for the
Greek text. When providing block quotations ofianttexts, | include the title and citation
followed by the English translation used and itggoaumber(s) (e.gl, Apol. 48; Falls 85). In

these instances see the “Primary Sources” sectitire dibliography to locate a specific author.



CHAPTER ONE
THE HISTORY OF THE GOSPEL OF PETER AND

ITS STATUS AS “REWRITTEN GOSPEL”

The purpose of this first chapter is to review lilstory of theGospel of Petethereafter,
GP) itself and of the research on it, and to setrguown claims and procedure for this study.
After reviewing the patristic references to GP,ill summarize the details surrounding the
discovery of a fragment from it near the end of1Béh century. | will then outline the history of
scholarship, noting in particular the ways in whitshrelationship to the NT gospels has been
understood and referring to some proposals tha bagn made concerning the social and
religious background to it. Following this, | wpkesent my own thesis and procedure for this

study.

THE EARLY HISTORY OF GP

As is true of many works written in antiquity, teands of history once swallowed GP,
leaving behind not a single manuscript containimg @f its words. For centuries this gospel was
known only from the testimonies of patristic wrgerThere are, in fact, seven such authors or
texts to be discussed—Serapion (preserved in HusebiCaesarea), Eusebius himself, Origen,
Didymus the Blind, Jerome, Theodoret, andDeeretum Gelasianumin addition, | will review
a statement from Justin Martyr that has been cldilbbyesome to be an allusion to GP. As | will
point out, however, this should not be understaod eeference to our gospel.

The earliest writer to refer to GP is Serapioshbp of Syrian Antioch near the end of
the second century. He composed a short tradteehtConcerning the So-Callgglospel of

Petef (mepl Tou Aeyouevou kata TTETpov evaryyeAiou). While this work has been lost, some



of its contents have been preserved by EusebiGaesarea, who apparently possessed a copy of
it." The entire passage from Eusebigstlesiastical Historys worth quoting:

Now it is likely, indeed, that other memoirs aldwe fruit of Serapion’s literary studies,
are preserved by other persons, but there have dome to us only those addressed To
Domnus, one who had fallen away from the faith bfi§}, at the time of the persecution,
to Jewish will-worshiptnv " loudaiknv eBeAoBpnokeiav); and those To Pontius and
Caricus, churchmen, and other letters to otherogpstsand another book has been
composed by hinConcerning what is known as the Gospel of Pethich he has written
refuting the false statements in it, because daoem the community of Rhossus, who
on the ground of the said writing turned aside hmtterodox teachings. It will not be
unreasonable to quote a short passage from thig wowhich he puts forward the view
he held about the book, writing as follows:

“For our part, brethren, we receive both Peterthedther apostles as Christ, but the
writings which falsely bear their names we rejastmen of experience, knowing that
such were not handed down to us. For | myselfnaleme among you, imagined that
all of you clung to the true faith; and, withoutiigg through the Gospel put forward by
them in the name of Peter, | said: If this is théydhing that seemingly causes captious
feelings among you, let it be read. But sincevehaow learnt, from what has been told
me, that their mind was lurking in some hole ofdsgr | shall give diligence to come
again to you; wherefore, brethren, expect me quicBut we, brethren, gathering to
what kind of heresy Marcianus belonged (who usexbtdradict himself, not knowing
what he was saying, as ye will learn from what lbeen written to you), were enabled by
others who studied this very Gospel, that is, leyshccessors of those who began it,
whom we call Docetae (for most of the ideas belonidpeir teaching)—using [the
material supplied] by them, were enabled to goubhoit and discover that the most part
indeed was in accordance with the true teachirtgeoSaviour, but that some things were
added, which also we place below for your benefiHist. eccl.6.12.1-6; Lake and
Oulton, 2:39, 41, 43; all parentheses and bracket®riginal)

Unfortunately, Eusebius does not proceed to qumaéteéms from GP to which Serapion alludes
as having been added to the “true teaching of #veo8r.”

We may note several features of this excerptst,Rinere was a text known as the
“Gospel according to Petertd kata TTéTpov euayyeAiov) circulating in the regions around

Cilicia and Syria near the end of the second cgnt8econd, Serapion was apparently unfamiliar

! On Serapion’s comments, see already Henry B. SiWhteAkhmim Fragment of the
Apocryphal Gospel of St. Petgrondon: Macmillan, 1893), ix-xi; Léon VagandyEvangile de
Pierre (2d ed.; EBib; Paris: Gabalda, 1930), 1-8; Thothdsraus and Tobias NicklaBas
Petrusevangelium und die Petrusapokalypse: Diechisehen Fragment mit deutscher und
englischer Ubersetzun@CS 11; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2004), 12-16.



with this gospel prior to his first visit to Rhosgu This is the best way to explain his change of
opinion concerning it. Had he already been acdediwith this work, it is doubtful that he

would have given his initial approval to read 8ince Serapion’s episcopacy is most frequently
dated to the last decade of the second centueyndnus ante quemf 180-190C.E. can be
established for GP. Third, and only at a timerdiis first visit to Rhossus, Serapion learned that
certain “Docetae” (heretics, in his estimation) a&en using this gospel to support their
teachings. He goes even further in claiming thatiginated with the Docetae. Fourth, Serapion
himself finally read the gospel and judged thatas largely “in accordance with the true
teaching of the Saviour,” although it had addedet¢inmgs to what he considered to be orthodox
ideas.

Fifth, it should be asked whether Serapion’s ogirdbthis gospel was influenced by his
acquaintance with those who were reading it. Glebe knows members of the group led by
Marcianus and is in disagreement with them. Howelmof Serapion’s judgment about GP has
been colored by his theological differences witbsthwho held it in esteem? Sixth, it is
interesting to note that Domnus, an acquaintan@eddpion’s, had left the Christian movement
to join a Jewish group during a time of persecuti®he source of this conflict is not stated, but
this may be indicative of tension between Jews@miktians in the time and place in which GP
was composed and/or circulated. There is a staotiglewish tone permeating this gospel, and
Eusebius’ comment here adds intrigue to the backgtdo our text. At the very least, it appears
that Christian and Jewish groups were in closeaspcoximity to one another in the area where
GP was being read in the latter part of the secendury.

At a previous point in higcclesiastical HistoryEusebius had provided his own opinion
about GP after having discussed the question cdidkigenticity of the two epistles written in the

name of Peter:

2 Swete Akhmim Fragmenki.



On the other hand, of the Acts bearing his nameé the Gospel named according to him

(To kaT' aUTOV cvouacuevov evayyehtov) and Preaching called his and the so-called

Revelation, we have no knowledge at all in Cathivéidition, for no orthodox writer of

the ancient time or of our own has used theirresties. Hist. eccl.3.3.2; Lake and

Oulton, 1:192-93)

In light of his comments regarding Serapion, Eusebindoubtedly judged that the gospel known
to him as the “Gospel according to Peter” was the af which Serapion wrote. We must
remember that Eusebius had access to the writingsnoerous Christian authors and was
familiar with a very wide range of early Christigxts? With this in mind, while Eusebius was
acquainted with two letters written in Peter’'s natmeeknew of only one gospel attributed to the
apostle. It seems virtually certain that the texawn to this early church historian is the same
one that was circulating in and around Syria aditi€iat the end of the second century.

Origen makes a passing reference to GP in his @rtary on Matthew. After quoting a
passage that mentions Jesus’ family members (Ma#6156), he comments on how those
outside Jesus’ family viewed him:

They thought, then, that He was the son of JoaephMary. But some say, basing it on

a tradition in the Gospel according to Petertx TTeTpov evaryyeAiou), as it is entitled,

or “The Book of James,” that the brethren of Jegeie sons of Joseph by a former wife,

whom he married before Mary. Now those who sawisb to preserve the honour of

Mary in virginity to the end. Gomm. Matt10.17:ANF 9:4245

The “Book of James” is most likely the text knovaday as thérotevangelium of Jamgsince

there are several points at which this work alluge¥oseph having children from a previous

% Treatments of this passage appear in Swdemim Fragmenix; VaganayEvangile
de Pierre 9-11; Kraus and Nickla®etrusevangeliumnil?.

* Summaries of this topic typically show up in wodddressing the role of Eusebius in
the development of the NT canon. Two recent eséisnaf the scope of texts with which
Eusebius was familiar appear in Everett R. Kalirh¢ New Testament Canon of Eusebius,” in
The Canon Debatéd. Lee M. McDonald and James A. Sanders; Pealdtalys.: Hendrickson,
2002), 386-404; David L. Dunga@onstantine’s Bible: Politics and the Making of thew
Testamen(Minneapolis: Fortress, 2007).

® See SweteAkhmim Fragment; VaganayEvangile de Pierre8-9; Kraus and Nicklas,
Petrusevangeliuml6-17.

6 Greek text in Kraus and NicklaBetrusevangeliugil6.



marriage Prot. Jas.9.2; 17.1; 18.1). Origen eventually affirms h&iéf in the perpetual
virginity of Mary, though he seems to trace thisadack to GP or tHerotevangelium of James
rather than to Matthew. Where Serapion condemmeddse of GP among Christians, Origen
found in it an ally for his own theological positio However, there is no passage in the extant
fragment of GP that would fit with a scene like tiree mentioned by Origen.

In the middle of the fourth century, Didymus thinB used the gospels attributed to
Thomas and Peter as examples of books falselybascto authors3iBAio Yeudemiypado),
which were not to be read by Christidn#.is unclear whether Didymus had firsthand krexge
of GP or was dependent on hearsay.

Moving to the end of the fourth century, we fimgbtreferences to GP in Jeromeiges
of Illustrious Men a work that Jerome acknowledged as owing a ldefpe to Eusebius’
Ecclesiastical History Jerome refers to GP in the context of discussiagrarious writings that
have been attributed to Peter:

He wrote two epistles which are called Catholie $econd of which, on account of its

difference from the first in style, is considergdrbany not to be by him. Then too the

Gospel according to Mark, who was his disciple amerpreter, is ascribed to him. On

the other hand, the books, of which one is entiiisdActs, another his Gospel, a third his

Preaching, a fourth his Revelation, a fifth hisddment” are rejected as apocryphal.

(Vir. ill. 1; NPNF* 3:361)

Later, in his brief summary of Serapion’s acconipfients, Jerome again mentions the gospel:

[Serapion] wrote a volume also to Domnus, whariretof persecution went over to the

Jews, and another work on the gospel which passier the name of Peter, a work to

the church of the Rhosenses in Cilicia who by #aing of this book had turned aside to
heresy. Vir. ill. 41;NPNF 3:372)

" Greek text, German translation, and discussidfraus and NicklasRetrusevangelium
18-19.

8 Summaries of these excerpts in Swaldymim Fragmenix, Xii; VaganayEvangiIe de
Pierre, 11.



Nothing new can be learned from either of Jerornetaments, as they appear to be restatements
of what he has found in Eusebius. They indicaa¢ tire two writers share the same perspective
on GP.

In the fifth century, Theodoret refers to GP ia téscription of the sect known as the
Nazoraeans:

The Nazoraeans are Jews who honor Christ as &oigh man and use the so-called
Gospel according to PeterHder. fab.2.2)

It is uncertain how much direct knowledge Theodbisat regarding this group, but one feature
that characterized its members is that they us&bapel according to Peter.”

Efforts among some early Christian leaders totharuse of noncanonical texts were
strong in the sixth century. This is reflectedhina so-calledecretum Gelasianunwhich lists
over fifty texts that were to be rejected by evamyin the churcf® Among the gospels to be
excluded is a “Gospel under the name of the apBgtler,” which in all likelihood is the gospel
mentioned by the previous authors | have surveyldge compilers of this decree knew that
multiple gospels were associated with other nasgiasge they list “the Gospels under the name of
Bartholomew” and “the Gospels under the name ofréwg’ but they are aware of only one
gospel written in the name of Peter.

One final reference needs to be addressed, athifact earlier than all of the others
discussed thus far. Justin Martyr, writing in thigldle of the second century, frequently

mentions texts that he identifies @sopvnuoveupaTa TV amooTolwy (“memoirs of the

° | am unaware of any published English transladjbﬂnis work. My translation is based
on the Greek text found in Vagana'yvanglle de Pierrell): ol 8¢ NaCcopalol loudcaiiol glov
TOV XplOTO\) TIHAVTES S GVBPTOV SIKaIoV KAl T6) KOAOUPEVE) KOTO l'lsTpov eUCYYEAIC
kexpmuevol. On this passage, see also Swakdymim Fragmenii-xii; Vaganay,Evangile de
Pierre, 11; A. F. J. Klijn and G. J. ReininRatristic Evidence for Jewish-Christian Sects
(NovTSup 36; Leiden: Brill, 1973), 51-52; Kraus aMitklas, Petrusevangeliugrl8.

Y ET and background information MTApoé 1:38-40. The inclusion of GP in it is
discussed in Kraus and Nicklaetrusevangeliun®0.
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apostles”)'! He refers to these memoirs thirteen timeBiml. 98-106, and it has been suggested
that one such occasion concerns GP:
And when it is said that [Jesus] changed the n@meovopakevat) of one of the
apostles to Peter; and when it is written in thenmies of Him a1 yeypadbai ev Tols
aTopvnuoveupaoty auTou) that this so happened, as well as that He chattgedames
(érrcovouaKévm) of other two brothers, the sons of Zebedee, nBoges, which means
sons of thunder. Ofal. 106.3;ANF 1:252)?
There are two questions to address about this gasszrst, in the phrasemouvnuoveuuactv
auTou, who is the antecedent abTou: Jesus or Peter? Second, in light of our ansavire first
guestion, how should we understand the expressidréte have been three main responses to
these questions: 1) the phrase means “memoirsa$Jjan which case they are memaitsout
Jesus; 2) it indicates “memoirs of Peter” and efera text known as the “Gospel of Peter”; and
3) it means “memoirs of Peter” and refers to thegab of Mark. The first and third options, in
my judgment, are more probable than the second.

The translation iM\NF has takerxuTou to be a reference to Jesus, as indicated by the

capitalization of “Him” in the phrase “the memoatHim.” This has been the judgment of the

' On Justin’s use of this phrase, see Arthur JitB=lhi, The Sayings of Jesus in the
Writings of Justin Marty{NovTSup 17; Leiden: Brill, 1967); Charles H. Cosge, “Justin
Martyr and the Emerging New Testament Canon: Olasemns on the Purpose and Destination of
theDialogue with Tryphg VC 53 (1982): 209-32; Martin Hengel, “The Titles bétGospels and
the Gospel of Mark,” in identudies in the Gospel of Maftkans. John Bowden; Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1985), 75-77; Helmut Koesténcient Christian Gospels: Their History and
Developmen(Philadelphia: Trinity Press International, 19985;43; Paul Foster, “The Writings
of Justin Martyr and the So-Call&bspel of Petet in Justin Martyr and His Worldged. Sara
Parvis and idem; Minneapolis: Fortress, 2007), 1P4Katharina Greschat, “Justins
‘Denkwirdigkeiten der Apostel’ und das Petrusevdingg” in Das Evangelium nach Petrus:
Text, Kontexte, Intertex{@U 158; ed. Thomas J. Kraus and Tobias Nicklas|ig de Gruyter,
2007), 197-214.

2 Throughout this project | will typically utilizene translation of Thomas B. FalBgint
Justin Martyr[FC 6; Washington, D.C.: The Catholic UniversifyAomerica Press, 1948]) for
Justin’s works. However, his translation is inadke here: “Now, when we learn from the
Memoirs of the Apostles that He changed the nanmmefof the Apostles to Peter (besides
having changed the names of the two brothers,ahe sf Zebedee, to that of Boanerges, which
means ‘sons of thunder’)” (313) The renderlng VMnrs of the Apostles” is not accurate and it
glosses over the question thatouvnuoveupoctv autou poses. For this reason, | have opted
not to use Falls here.
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majority of scholar$® Paul Foster has contended that grammaticallygtbaounctou is far
more likely to refer to the same person who chatigesiames of the sons of Zebedee, since the
infinitive émcovopakévan assumes Jesus as its subject without signalinglzaryge from the
previous subject designated by the pronaetmoi.”** In this view,a0Tou is an objective
genitive, and the expression means “the memoiratalasus.”

However, what itrmopvnuoveUpaotv auTou is taken to signify “the memoirs of Peter’?
There are two alternatives. The first is thatidust indeed, referring to a text known as the
“Gospel of Peter.” Walter Cassels was among tise i claim that Justin had GP in mind hEre.
More recently, Peter Pilhofer has advocated thistiom.'® He has argued that whenever Justin
uses a modifier witkkropvnuoveupaTa elsewhere, it is to indicate that the memoirs are
associated with the apostles (ecgrouvnuovelpaTa TGV amooTolwy).r” So, following this
logic, combined with the nearby anteced8atpov, it is best to understardiTol as referring to
the apostle. However, Foster’s point about theredono indication of a change in the sentence’s
subject lessens the force of Pilhofer's argumerg.h8ut what if Pilhofer is correct in his claim
and the phrase should be understood to mean “th@ireof Peter’? Does this necessarily
mean that Justin is writing about a text he knosvtha “Gospel of Peter”?

Graham N. Stanton and others have taken a midalje so to spea. Stanton suggests

that the phrase probably does mean “memoirs of Péigt that by this expression Justin is

13 Foster, “Writings of Justin Martyr,” 107.
*Ibid., 108.

15> CasselsThe Gospel according to Peter: A Study by the AuthtSupernatural
Religion” (London: Longmans, Green, 1894), 20-25.

16 pilhofer, “Justin und das Petrusevangeliug\\W81 (1990): 60-78.
" bid., 68.
18 See, for example, Stantalesus and GospéCambridge: Cambridge University Press,

2004), 100-101. Stanton (101) claims that Adolf ¥arnack and Theodor Zahn shared his
view, but he cites no sources for this.
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referring to the Gospel of Mark. In support oktebntention he refers to the early tradition
among some proto-orthodox Christians of the secemtiry—such as Papias and Irenaeus—that
behind Mark’s gospel was the testimony of the dpdtter. Furthermore, in the passage from
Justin that we are examining, the apologist refetkesus changing the names of both Peter and
the sons of Zebedee in the memoirs. However, Miaisk, and no other known gospel, includes
something like Justin’s phrase “Boanerges, whichmsesons of thunder” when giving the new
name of the sons of Zebedee (Mark 3:17). While @f course possible that GP also included
such a phrase, we have nothing to indicate this.

Papias, writing 120-130.E., included a similar tradition about Mark as tmegerver of
Peter’s preaching, and he traced this claim taodividual whom he identifies as “John the
Presbyter. Eusebius relays the words of Papias as follows:

And the Presbyter used to say this, “Mark becanterBanterpreter and wrote

accurately all that he remembered, not, indeedrder, of the things said or done by the

Lord. For he had not heard the Lord, nor had Hevied him, but later on, as | said,

followed Peter, who used to give teaching as négedsmanded but not making, as it

were, an arrangement of the Lord’s oracles, soMtzaik did nothing wrong in thus

writing down single points as he remembered th&or. to one thing he gave attention, to

leave out nothing of what he had heard and to mak®lse statements in them.Hist.

eccl.3.39.15; Lake and Oulton, 1:297)

In light of this widespread early tradition conriegtPeter to Mark, Stanton’s suggestion is at
least as plausible as the idea that Justin isrimefeto a text he knows as the “Gospel of Peter.”

In the end, | am not persuaded that Justin isnieéeto a writing identified as the
“Gospel of Peter.” It is most likely that he hasmind the “memoirs about Jesus” or possibly
that he is associating Mark’s gospel with the dpd3eter. For this reason, Justin is not to be
included among the earliest witnesses to GP.

This survey of the evidence from the first six cei@s indicates that many Christian

writers were acquainted with GP, either througstiiand knowledge or via hearsay. These

authors represent a broad geographical areaHowever, like most gospels that were excluded

19 Clement of Alexandria is familiar with this sanmmadition, which Eusebius preserves in
Hist. eccl.6.14.6-7.
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from the emerging NT canon, GP eventually waskattéd to heretics and condemned by proto-
orthodox church leaders, and finally faded fromphges of history for well over a millennium.

It is ironic and perhaps fitting that around theygme that GP vanished from the ancient
historical record, a manuscript containing an epicom it was buried in an Egyptian cemetery.

And it is this artifact that would one day allowteshave access once again to this long lost text.

THE DISCOVERY AND IDENTIFICATION OF GP

In the winter of 1886-87 a group of archaeolodisim the French Archaeological
Mission at Cairo discovered a manuscript which amad the Greek text of a writing that would
come to be identified as a portion of &PTo be more precise, the manuscript is a codex
containing all or part of thApocalypse of Petet Enoch theMartyrdom of Julian of Anazarbus
and GP. It was found in a grave located near Akiiaincient Panopolis), Egypt. While the
earliest commentators and many subsequent onespaviied that the grave belonged to a
Christian monk, Peter van Minnen has noted thadedsom the Christian texts found with the
body, there is nothing to indicate that it washieal place of a monk. This manuscript has
been officially catalogued as P.Cair. 10759, altjioil is most commonly referred to as the

Akhmim manuscript?

? Theeditio princepswhich details the discovery, appears in Urbaini@nt,
“Fragments du texte grec du livre d'Enoch et ddaqyes écrits attribués a saint Pierre,” in
Mémoires publiés par les membres de la missionémicgique francaise au Cai@1 (Paris:
Libraire de la Société asiatique, 1892), 91-141thadugh the codex was discovered during the
winter of 1886-87, Bouriant did not publish his wamtil 1892.

Very recently, the circumstances of the discoveryehbeen recounted in Foster, “Are
There Any Early Fragments of the So-Caligdspel of Peté&” NTS52 (2006): 1-3; idem, “The
Discovery and Initial Reaction to the So-Called @@f Peter,” in Kraus and Nicklas,
Evangelium nach Petru9-14; Peter van Minnen, “The Akhmi@ospel of Petet in Kraus and
Nicklas, Evangelium nach Petru§3-60.

2 Minnen, “AkhmimGospel of Petet 54.
2 The “P.Cair.” designation signifies “Papyrus Cdiiadicating that it was housed at

the Coptic Museum in Cairo, Egypt. A few years agofusion arose about whether this
manuscript had been lost. At one point, Fosteéedtthat the Cairo museum could no longer
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The codex is a collection of fragments which weeaned by four different scrib&5.In
theeditio princepsUrbain Bouriant included no photographs or othexges of the manuscript.
The Greek text was included as a transcriptione fBiowing year, Adolphe Lods, another
member of thé&rench Archaeological Mission at Cairo, re-trartsedi the text and also provided
heliographic images of the manuscfbilt is generally agreed that Lods’ transcriptioasvan
improvement over that of Bouriant.

Scholars have reached diverse conclusions regattingdate of the codex. Bouriant
dated it to the 8th-12th centuri€sIn the past few decades, however, most have detodglace
it at or before the early end of this range. Fgsigges it to be from the 7th to the 9th centyries

while Minnen places it in the late 6th centdty.

locate the manuscript and had not been able to dor several years (“The Gospel of Peter,”
ExpTim118 [2007]: 320). Fortunately, the manuscript tiase again been located. Thomas J.
Kraus, in personal correspondence with me (May22R9), has confirmed that it is currently
housed at Bibliotheca Alexandrina in Alexandriayfig It is catalogued in the Leuven Database
of Ancient Books (Trismegistos) at the followinglite address:
http://www.trismegistos.org/ldab/text.php?tm=599&@6cessed May 23, 2009). Photographs of
the manuscript were taken in the 1980s and ardadlgiin Kraus and Nicklas,
Petrusevangeliuml65-85. These same photographs are availakileednlhigher resolution
images that can be expanded and allow for moreingeprecision:
http://ipap.csad.ox.ac.uk/GP/GP.html (accessed 28aY009). The website is maintained by the
Centre for the Study of Ancient Documents, at OCafdniversity (http://www.csad.ox.ac.uk).

2 Minnen, “Akhmim Gospel of Peter,” 53-58. The fnagnts of GP and th&pocalypse
of Peterwere copied by one scribe, and the remaining feagewere composed by three
different scribes.

?* Lods, “L'Evangile et 'Apocalypse de Pierre awetexte grec du livre d’'Hénoch: Text
publié en facsimile, par I'héliogravure d'aprésglestographies du manuscript de Gizéh,” in
Mémoires publiés par les membres de la missionémiclgique francaise au Cai@3 (Paris:
Libraire de la Société asiatique, 1893), 217-32-32. Foster (“Discovery and Initial Reaction,”
22) describes the process of creating heliograptages: “[It] involves the formation of an
engraving obtained by a process in which a spggia#ipared plate is acted on chemically by
exposure to light.”

% Bouriant, “Fragments,” 93.

% Eoster, “Are There Any Early Fragments?” 1; Minng&khmim Gospel of Peter,” 54.
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It was Bouriant himself who first identified onétbe works in the codex as the text
known in antiquity as the “Gospel according to P&té Recently, however, Foster has suggested
that the Akhmim text might not be a fragment of &mMe notes that Bouriant, in his initial
publication of this text, “contemplated no othesgibility than identifying the first fragment as
being a detached episode from the previously néar¢xapocryphal Gospel of Peté?.’One of
Foster’s reasons for questioning the identificabbthis text with GP is that there were numerous
texts that circulated in the name of Peter durirggfirst few centuries of the Christian movement.
Because of this, there is “the possibility that entiran one gospel-like text may have been
associated with that apostolic figur8."He concludes in one of his articles that “it islanger
possible to assert that the first text discovenreithé Akhmim codex is definitely a witness to an
archetype [of GP] dating to the second centdty.”

A few comments might be made by way of reply tstEds suggestion that our text is
not to be identified with the ancient “Gospel acling to Peter.” Regarding his argument that
the proliferation of Petrine literature means tinare may have been more than one “gospel-like
text” in the name of this apostle, we may recalleaylier review of the early withesses to GP.
Beginning at the end of the second century andmaing into the sixth century—which is very
near the time that the Akhmim text was copied—éséirony is entirely consistent: there was
only one gospel in the name of Peter. Serapioige@r Eusebius, Didymus, Jerome, Theodoret,
and the compilers of tHeecretum Gelasianumall knew of one, and only one, “Gospel according

to Peter.” Furthermore, several of these writezsanacquainted with additional texts in Peter’s

" Bouriant, “Fragments,” 94.

%8 Most notable is Foster, “Are There Any Early Fragis?” 1-28; idem, “Discovery and
Initial Reaction,” 13-14, 16.

# Foster, “Discovery and Initial Reaction,” 13-14.
¥ |bid., 16.

3L Foster, “Are There Any Early Fragments?” 27.
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name (e.g., two epistles, thets of PeterthePreaching of Peterand theApocalypse of Petgr
More importantly, they were aware that some apiwstigures had more than ogespelwritten

in their names. For example, the sixth-cenegretum Gelasianunmdicates that there were
multiple gospels in the names of Bartholomew andr&w, but reflects familiarity with only one
in the name of Peter. In addition, each of ouepthitnesses affirms that there was only one
“Gospel according to Peter.” Therefore, in orderFoster's suggestion to be correct regarding
the possible existence of more than one “gospeltkixt” being associated with Peter, we would
have to say that if multiple texts (say, two) exiktthen at least one of them completely escaped
the notice of every early Christian writer whoserkgoare known to us. We would have to
conclude that every author with knowledge of migtipetrine writings knew of one and only one
Petrine gospel. This is not likely, as there isantrace of evidence to indicate multiple gospels
attributed to Peter.

So, if there was only one “Gospel according to Petat existed in the earliest centuries
of Christianity, how do we know that the Akhmimtéxto be identified with it? First, what we
have in the Akhmim fragment almost certainly bektgthe gospel genre. In addition to the
passion, burial, and resurrection stories, thergxext seems to presuppose certain other features
of the missing portion of the work. For example teference to the “twelve disciples of the
Lord” (GP 14:59) points back to them having a rdelier in the narrative, and the mention of
Levi and Jesus together in 14:60 appears to beinéiog an earlier incident with which the
readers would be familiar. To what degree theetytiof GP might resemble one or all of the
canonical gospels cannot be determined with caytaiut it is undeniable that the Akhmim text,
when compared to every other genre of early Chnditerature, most closely resembles certain
other gospel texts. Furthermore, by having Pete¢h@ narrator, it is highly probable that this
gospel would have been associated with this apostle

Let us look again at Foster’s claim that “it islooger possible to assert that the first text

discovered in the Akhmim codex is definitely a wia to an archetype [of GP] dating to the
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second century®® Of course, the addition of the word “definitelytakes the statement immune
to disproof, considering that there are no othemumsaript witnesses that have a very high
probability of representing the text of GPFortunately, historical judgments need not reside
the realm of certitude; we should instead be cdritehase them on probability. Without further
manuscript discoveries, it is impossible to detasrthe degree to which the Akhmim text
reflects the “original” form of GP, so any argunett this effect are wholly speculative. As it
stands, then, we can say that the likelihood ansgtthat the Akhmim text is a representative of
the work known by early Christian writers as theo$pel according to Petet.”What once was

lost has now been found, or at least a portiom. of i

GP AMONG THE GOSPELS

The Akhmim fragment of GP begins with the condeioneof Jesus by Herod, and
continues by recounting the crucifixion, burialdaresurrection. Next, it describes the disciples
returning to their homes, as some of them take tiets and go to the sea, apparently to resume
their work as fishermen. The text then ends, lhistgeems to be the beginning of an appearance
story, perhaps similar to the one found in John 21.

In its narrative framework GP is very similar ke tparallels in Matthew, Mark, Luke,
and John. But in the detalils, it diverges sigaifity at numerous points. For example, whereas

Jesus is condemned to death by Pilate in the Nksyéterod plays this role in GP. Inthe NT

% |bid.

% Some have claimed that other manuscript fragnmmeaiscontain excerpts of GP (e.g.,
P.Oxy. 2949, P.Oxy. 4009, P.Vindob. G 2325, P.lege?). See, for example, Dieter Lihrmann,
Die apokryph gewordenen Evangelien: Studien zum&e&ten und zu neuen Frag@ovTSup
112; Leiden: Brill, 2004), 55-104. Foster (“Aredre Any Early Fragments?” 1-28) rejects all of
these possibilities. 1, too, remain unconvinced.

3 Even Foster seems to have changed his opinioheomatter. In a more recent
publication, he writes, “While [the Akhmim text] namore likely than not, be the same text as
the So-called Gospel of Petenentioned by Serapion, certainty is not possitii&bspel of
Peter,” 325).
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gospels, the Romans crucify Jesus; the Jews dontli®. With the exception of a Roman
centurion named Petronius (GP 8:31), all of theadhoharacters in GP appear in at least one of
the canonical gospels, although often their rod@mactions in GP differ from what is found in
the NT texts.

It is this combination of similarities and differ@es that has led to a variety of
descriptions of the relationship between GP andiMat, Mark, Luke, and John. Has the Petrine
evangelist used one or more of the canonical &t source for his own work? Or did the
writer compose his gospel independently, with novidedge of the NT texts? Oris GP, in fact,
an earlier narrative and thus the potential sofoc®atthew, Mark, Luke, or John? Versions of
these three proposals have been advocated indtueyhof study on our gospel.

In addition to the issue of literary relationshipe question has occasionally been asked
about the social context in which GP was writt¥¥hat has influenced its author? What
motivated him to arrange the narrative in the maheedid? What were his theological interests?
Some of the answers that have been given to thessgigns will be outlined in what follows,

before I present my own proposal.

THE HISTORY OF SCHOLARSHIP

The publication of the Akhmim discovery in 1892 aff a flurry of research during the
final decade of the 19th centuly/ This initial research focused on two areas: 1@mining the
relationship of GP to the NT gospels; and 2) judgihether GP promotes “heretical” ideas such
as docetism. The docetic question arose in ligttetestimony of Serapion, who claimed that

the gospel was used by docetists. | will surveydbntributions of four of the earliest scholars: J

% A thorough summary of the first publications on &#pears in Foster, “Discovery and
Initial Reaction,” 9-30.
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Armitage Robinson, J. Rendel Harris, Henry B. Swatel Adolf von Harnac® All of these
men published short books on GP within one ye&8aafriant’s first edition.

Robinson stated that the text of GP was firstlalsbeé at Cambridge University on
November 17, 189%. This is telling because it allows us to see frees with which the
Cambridge professors could publish their wofk&obinson gave his first public lecture on GP
on November 20, 1892, a mere three days aftenttialiaccess to the text, and he published his
work in December 1892, within no more than six vweeekfirst laying eyes on his subject
matter®® While the book itself covers nearly one hundrages, only twenty-four are
commentary on GP. The remaining pages discusigbealypse of Peteand include
transcriptions of the Greek text of the two works.

Robinson divided GP into fourteen sections, inethidn English translation, and then
provided his own summary remarks. In contrasbtoesof the first modern commentators, he
placed GP “closer to the beginning than to the heidd the second century® He made

frequent mention of similarities between GP andNfiegospels and other early Christian

% Robinson and Montague R. JamiBlse Gospel according to Peter, and the Revelation
of Peter: Two Lectures on the Newly Discovered Fragts together with the Greek Texts
(London: Clay, 1892); Swetdkhmim FragmenHarris,A Popular Account of the Newly-
Recovered Gospel of Petgrondon: Hodder & Stoughton, 1893); HarnaBkychstlicke des
Evangeliums und der Apokalypse des PetPased.; TU 9.2; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1893).

3" Robinson and JameSpspel according to Petgf. This detail is more or less
confirmed by SweteAkhmim Fragment/), who writes that he provided his own Cambridge
students with a corrected text of GP “at the enN@fember, 1892, shortly after the appearance
of M. Bouriant’seditio princeps’

% Robinson, Harris, and Swete were all at Cambrldigwersity at this time. | will be
referring solely to Robinson when discussing thekwe published with Montague R. James,
since Robinson composed the half of the book ol James did the same for the
Apocalypse of Peter

%9 Robinson and JameSpspel according to Petgf-8. This is determined by noting
that the book has a publication date of 1892. freéace is dated December 1, 1892 and the
authors refer to their publication as a “hurriedkiq8). They are keen enough, however, to
acknowledge that in their haste it would be “preptiraus to pretend to give the final verdict” on
GP and thé\pocalypse of PetdB0).

40 bid., 32.
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literature. It is not uncommon to find him categorg GP as “perverting” or being a
“perversion” of the NT gospels, especially in whatsees as the Petrine evangelist’s effort to
promote docetic ided$. Robinson found no compelling reason to conclhaé GP employs any
texts other than the four canonical gospels asceamateriaf? The author of this gospel altered
the NT gospels in order to present “history asidtidd be” and he “uses and misuses each in
turn.”® One is led to believe that for Robinson the N$mgs are bare history, devoid of any
authorial bias or agenda, while GP alone bendsrtyisd suit its theology.

Harris’ publication, as its title indicates, waglstl as a popular account of GPIt
included no Greek text. In his opening remarkgyidassues a reminder about the need to
distinguish between modern conventions of writind ¢hose of the ancient world:

[T]here is much more organic connection betweely d@oks than we have any idea of

from the study of modern books. The materials Wiiere at hand were always worked

over by an author, who never suspected that imitieteenth century we should call such

a proceeding plagiarism; as a matter of fact, & waich more like piety than plagiarism;

even the modern euphemism “newly-edited” was unknoWwo rewrite a good author

was a virtue, and it is to this feeling that we aoene of our best Patristic tracts, which
are recognised to have some genealogical relatierimthe other, as well as to
incorporate common traditiofi3.

This reveals a notably different perspective oniseae from what we found in Robinson and

shall see in Swete. Where GP'’s alterations oNtRgjospels are “perversions” or distortions of a

*1 See the following examples: “Here is a strangegrsion in the narrative” (ibid., 17);
“Note here, too, one of the many strange pervessiothis Gospel: ..'the breaking of the legs’
is strangely perverted” (19); “The power’ then, is .here, by a strange perversion of our Lord’s
guotation from Ps. xxii. |, described as forsakimm” (21); “Perversion is a form of witness to
the thing perverted” (30).

2 bid., 32.

* bid., 32-33.

** Harris,Popular Account Although the book is ninety-seven pages in lentjte
margins and line spacing allow for only about 158¥d% per page. For this reason, it is actually
significantly shorter than Swete’s publication, efhutilizes much smaller font, wider margins,
and far more lines per page than that of Harrisstét (“Discovery and Initial Reaction,” 20) also
makes this point.

> Harris,Popular Account21-22.
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purer version of the story for some, these comnm&uiggest that the rewriting of the story might,
in reality, be virtuous or akin to an act of piegut as we will discover, this statement does not
represent the final judgment of Harris on this @danonical gospel.

Harris concluded that the Petrine author “had@dgcquaintance with St. John's
Gospel” and drew upon it frequenffy.When it comes to the Synoptic Gospels, “the nlter
very freely handled, and the writer makes all softantastic combinations; but he leaves
enough of the language in agreement with the algito make identification of its sources
comparatively easy’”® Matthew is the gospel most often employed. lditiwh to using these
canonical works, the writer may also have usedan&Diatessarornand very probably
possessed t@stimoniacollection similar to the one that Justin Martadf® Harris was reluctant
to commit to a specific date for GP, saying thatay turn out to be between Tatian and
Serapion, ... or [it] may be between the time ofttia@slator Aquila (in the reign of Hadrian) and
the time of Serapion®® This includes the range of decades roughly fr8tb 190C.E.

In the estimation of Harris, GP is clearly docetitl probably also contains elements of
Gnosticism and Marcionism. In his closing remahesdescribes the author of GP in this way:

If the rest of the early gospel-makers who produtaaicanonical texts were like our

Docetist, we can only say that they were wantirmg,merely in regard for truth and

reverence for the subjects which they handledirbavery other quality which makes

history possible. . .. [A]nd however fantastie fathers of the second century may have
been, we can see the reasonableness of theiat&tethat the Gospels are four in

number, ... not less than four, nor more than foar,ather than the approved and tested
four®

*® Ibid., 68.

7 Ibid.

*8 |bid., 75-87. Harris was one of the first chanmsi@f thetestimoniahypothesis, as
exemplified in hisTestimonieg2 vols.; Cambridge: Cambridge University Pre€4,6:1920). |
will address this in further detail in Chapter Two.

*9 Harris,Popular Account87.

0 bid., 97.
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So, despite his earlier comments about the potgréty that might motivate an author to alter
his sources, Harris landed in the same place a;m&wh This gospel is a perversion of the four
pure gospels.

Swete’s contribution stands apart from those stwo Cambridge peers in its level of
detail>* After two earlier editions, he published his mostnprehensive work on GP in May
1893 It contains thirty-eight pages of background matend twenty-eight pages of
commentary and translations of the text. Rathen therely assuming that the Akhmim fragment
is to be identified as a portion GP, Swete offesederal reasons for this conclusion. Foremost
among these are that it purports to be a pers@mnedtive of Peter’s, appears to be part of a larger
work that is best classified as a gospel, is &t leansistent with docetic sympathies yet is
generally orthodox in tone, and resembles othesracentury Christian texté. In his
introductory section, Swete also addressed issiugsas other Petrine writings, the relation of
GP to the NT gospels, whether GP used a harman@Titallusions, place of origin, and motk.
He concluded that this gospel was written arourlclé. but not before 150.E., and that it
“presupposes a knowledge and use of the Four Go$pel

In Swete’s judgment, the theological vocabularg®fs author includes items associated
in modern research with numerous groups commorgyngel “heretical,” as the following

remarks from him reveal:

* Foster (“Discovery and Initial Reaction,” 14) alsotes that “Swete was the most
prolific among the Cambridge trio in his work upibis text.”

°2 Swete Akhmim Fragment
%3 Ibid., xii-xiii.

** Throughout this study, | will use the terms OT &tebrew Bible interchangeably,
recognizing that both are anachronistic when usedfer to second-century Christian usage of
these texts. At the time GP was composed therenwasew Testament,” thus there could not
have been an “Old Testament” or “First Testame®irhilarly, because the author of GP—Iike
the vast majority of Christians of the second certtdid not know Hebrew, it is not entirely
accurate to speak of his use of titebrewBible.”

%5 |bid., xlv.
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His Docetism is not of the type which was famitiaignatius; his Gnosticism connects
itself with the schools of Valentinus and Juliuss§lanus; his anti-Judaic spirit is worthy
of Marcion; his apocalyptic tone finds its neangsstallels in the literature which passes
under the name Leucius Charirlis.
We see that, like the other two British scholaryveyed, Swete emphasized the “orthodoxy” of
the NT gospels over against the “heresy” of GP.

The second half of Swete’s book is arranged imtaaner of a commentary. The Greek
text is set at the top of each page with commeeitsAy and there is an English translation given
at the end of the book. As Foster has notedJdttisr section of Swete’s publication is still tgda
the closest approximation to a commentary on GRarEnglish language, and it stands at only
twenty-four paged’ But this is not to say that these pages lackifiignce. On the contrary,
Swete compressed a great deal of information higovtork. A focus of his commentary is to
indicate connections between GP and the canomikt,tand he often noted the ways in which
the Petrine author has altered, added to, or ainitigterial from the earlier gospels. According
to Swete, the four NT gospels tell a single unifgaty that GP has corrupted. This is indicated,
for example, by Swete’s use of the singular “cacalmarrative” when comparing GP to the four

NT gospels:

A careful study will shew that even details [in]G¥ich seem to be entirely new, or
which directly contradict the canonical narratiiey have been suggested by it.

On this point, he shared the perspective of Rolirsa Harris that GP is a perversion of the
more pristine and unbiased canonical gospels.
German scholars were very active writing on GRrduthe 1890s, as exemplified in the

publications of Adolf von Harnack, Oscar von GelolhaAdolf Hilgenfeld, and Theodor Zahn,

% |bid.

> Foster, “Discovery and Initial Reaction,” 16. the publishing particulars (e.g.,
binding, font, Greek text above and double-colummmentary below), Swete’s book reflects
what had become the common format for commentaridsiblical and patristic texts.

*8 Swete Akhmim Fragmeniv.
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among other?® | shall review Harnack—who was the first Germampuiblish on this gospel—in
some detail, but before doing so a few remarks atheuother three are in order. Gebhardt
focused on the Akhmim codex itself, describingphtgsical characteristics and proposing
possible variant readings that differed from Bont'®initial Greek transcription. It is thus
primarily a work of paleography and not a studyhaf contents of GP itself. Hilgenfeld
published two articles on GP, the first of whiclmsnarized Eusebius’ references to Serapion,
provided the Greek text of GP with a critical ajtas, included approximately nine pages of
comments on the text, and concluded with the judgrtet this gospel belongs to the second
century® Unlike the British scholars surveyed earlier geitfeld judged GP to be independent
of the NT gospels even though it was written aftem. In a second article, he built on his
previous work in an effort to demonstrate a secmemtury date for the gospél.Zahn, however,
followed the same tack as Robinson, Harris, and&weencluding that GP is entirely dependent
on the canonical texfS.

Among the German scholars, it was Harnack whothadirst to publish on GP and
provided the most detailed examination of it. Risnograph, which was based on earlier
published notes, was finished by the end of 188ygh it has a publication date of 1893The

title, Bruchstiicke des Evangeliums und der Apokalyps@eless gives the impression that

*¥ HarnackBruchstiicke des Evangeliun@®ebhardtPas Evangelium und die
Apokalypse des Petrus: Die neuentdeckten Bruclestim&h einer Photographie der Handschrift
zu Gizeh in Lichtdruck herausgegelteéripzig: Hinrichs, 1893); Hilgenfeld, “Das Petrus
Evangelium tber Leiden und Auferstehung JeEWT36/1 (1893): 439-54; idem, “Das Petrus-
Evangelium,”ZWT36/2 (1893): 220-67; ZahDas Evangelium des Petrus: Das kurzlich
gefundene Fragment seines TeXt&dangen/Leipzig: Deichert, 1893).

%0 GebhardtEvangelium und die Apokalypse

%1 Hilgenfeld, “Petrus-Evangelium Uber Leiden,” 439-5
%2 Hilgenfeld, “Petrus-Evangelium,” 220-67.

63 Zahn,Evangelium des Petru88-56.

% The preface is dated December 15, 1892 (Harmicichstiicke des Evangeliumg).
The revised and expanded edition has a prefaceotibruary 1, 1893.
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equal space is devoted to each text, but thistitheocase. Approximately 80% addresses GP,
while the remaining 20% concerns #pocalypse of Peter

Harnack gave the Greek text followed by his ownr@ar translation, dividing GP into
sixty verse$® In addition to discussing the relationship betw&#® and the canonical gospels,
he explored parallels with Justin Martyr, theostolic ConstitutionghePericope Adulteraghe
textual tradition of Luke 23:48, Codex Bobbienditatk 16),Didache Ignatius of Antioch,
Origen, and Jerome. When addressing the questiomwhether GP is dependent on the NT
gospels, Harnack strove to present both sideseaditpument, to the point that his own view was
sometimes uncledf. Writing a few decades later, Léon Vaganay exge$sistration with
Harnack in this regard, claiming that the Germdrotar had originally stated in his first
published notes that GP was dependent on the Ndetgm<ould be read as a docetic text, and
belonged to the second century, only for him tegiwifferent impression lat€r.Even today,
scholars offer differing summaries of Harnack’sipos. John Dominic Crossan has described
Harnack’s book as “so vague as to be frequentlyriafing.®® Foster states that Harnack “not
only suggested that there is a literary relatiom§igitween the canonical gospels and the Akhmim

text, but he saw the Gospel of Peter as being tlager, and dependent upon the canonical

% Harnack Bruchstiicke des Evangeliun816. Robinson, as noted, divided the text into
fourteen sections. The standard practice todayhnwgheng a citation for GP is to provide the
enumerations of both Robinson and Harnack, thRofifinson given first. Thus, it goes GP 1:1;
1:2; 2:3; 2:4; 2:5; 3:6; ... 13:55; 13:56; 13:57;98:14:59; 14:60. This means that there is no
2:1; 2:2; 3:1; 3:2; 3:3; etc., when citing GP.

% In the preface, he stated that he sought to préseh sides of disputed matters
(Harnack Bruchsticke des Evangeliums.

®”vaganayEvangile de Pierrel8. He is referring to the two articles that ok
originally published under the same title as hisrl@ook: “Bruchstiicke des Evangeliums und der
Apokalypse des PetrusSKPAWB44 (1892): 895-903; “Bruchstuicke des Evangeliunt der
Apokalypse des PetrusSKPAWBA45 (1892): 949-65.

% CrossanThe Cross That Spoke: The Origins of the Passianaliee (San Francisco:
Harper & Row, 1988), 13.
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accounts® But as we will see in a moment, it is certainbf accurate to say, as Foster does,
that Harnack judged GP to be dependent on the @al@tcounts It would be fairer to describe
his position as exhibiting greater nuance and oautian that of his contemporaries, and he
undoubtedly came to conclusions that differed flasBritish counterparts.

Harnack contended that GP’s author knew Mark’s ghdput when it comes to Matthew,
he found it “more likely” (“wahrscheinlicher”) thalhe Petrine evangelist used a gospel related to
Matthew, not the Gospel of Matthew known to’Usde reached a similar conclusion regarding
Luke, which he judged as having only two possiladeapels to our gospel, GP 1:1-2:5; 4:13.
Harnack left open the question as to whether Glependent on Luke or merely on the same
tradition that Luke has employét.He was also tentative about judging GP to be nigget on
John, despite the many parallels between the tae.fe The reticence of Harnack to attempt to
provide the final word on the question of GP’s tielaship to the NT gospels should mark his
scholarship as perhaps the most careful of alethibest scholars. He understood Justin’s
statement iDial. 106.3 to be a reference to GP, and in order towaddor the apologist’s
familiarity with the gospel, he dated it to 100-135.”

While Harnack’s evenhanded discussions have oftatenit difficult for subsequent
writers to classify his position, in some ways hesvahead of his time. Where Robinson, Harris,

and Swete were quick to juxtapose the purity ofNfiegospels with the “heretical” nature of GP,

% Foster, “Discovery and Initial Reaction,” 24. Has quoted Harnack, “Ich habe oben
bemerkt, unser Evangelium scheine auf den kanossElwvangelien zu fussen und also jiinger als
diese zu sein"Bruchstlicke des Evangeliun®2). But the determinative word in this senteisce
“scheine” (“seems”), since in the subsequent patgaack will explain why matters may not
always be as they first appear.

"9 HarnackBruchstiicke des Evangeliunds-34.

" bid., 34.

?1bid., 35-36.

3 bid., 37-40.
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and thereby diminish the latter, Harnack frequewdys more cautious in his treatment of such
matters.

There were others early on who agreed with Hartaekgreater or lesser degree in
concluding that GP was not entirely dependent ercénonical text§ Two general schools
soon developed around the question of GP’s relghtiprto the NT gospels. Vaganay, writing his
commentary nearly forty years later, would divide early debate into two camps: 1) the party of
Harnack (independence); and 2) the party of Zakpédddence?’

As quickly as the flood of publications on GP cadethe scholarly world in the two
years after the appearance ofathtio princepsthe waters rapidly receded to a virtual trickle.
Granted, there were a few works written in thetyHiive years after this period, but they were
few and far between, and typically contributedditiew to this particular conversation. Most
notably, Percival Gardner-Smith went even furth@ntHarnack in postulating that GP was not
dependent in any way on any of the NT gospels: ‘fhhay divergences of ‘Peter’ from the
canonical gospels are best explained, not by supgtsat the author had an inexplicable passion
for tampering with his sources, but by supposirag tie did not know the work of Matthew,
Mark, Luke, and John® Gardner-Smith dated GP to 80-1Q8., which was a few decades
earlier than Harnack’s estimate But it would not be until 1930 and the publicatiof

Vaganay’s commentary that another full-length waduld appeaf®

" See, for example, Hilgenfeld, “Petrus-Evangeliurerileiden,” 439-54; idem,
“Petrus-Evangelium,” 220-67; Hans von Soden, “Das#® Evangelium und die kanonischen
Evangelien,”ZTK 3 (1893): 52-92; CasselSpspel according to Peter

S vaganayEvangile de Pierrg18-27.

® Gardner-Smith, “The Gospel of PeteiTS27 (1926): 270. Gardner-SmitBdint
John and the Synoptic Gospfambridge: Cambridge University Press, 19381 alggued for
the independence of John over against the Synggtit#buting the similarities to a common oral
tradition.

" Gardner-Smith, “The Date of the Gospel of Petdf327 (1926): 401-7.

8 vaganayEvangile de Pierre
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Vaganay produced what is still widely regardedhasmost significant study of GP ever
to have been written. Foster boasts that it “Btif no rival.” Vaganay’s publication is divided
into two sections, the first addresses introductoagters and covers nearly 200 pages, and the
second provides nearly 150 pages of text, transiatind commentary. Following Zahn, Swete,
and others, Vaganay concluded that all four NT gtsspere used by the author of the
noncanonical gospel. He dubbed this author a &idr(ffaussaire”), a moniker he uses
frequently throughout his work.

After summarizing the patristic references to G e studies of previous scholars,
Vaganay thoroughly reviewed the parallels betweBra@d each of the NT gospels before doing
the same with GP and variants in the textual ti@uiof those gospefS. He judged Matthew to
be the gospel on which GP is most dependent, amdthe one used least by our “forger.”
Where Vaganay differed from earlier commentators wiomoted the dependency of GP on the
NT gospels was in his description of the specifanmer in which the NT texts were employed.
He rejected the idea that GP is a harmony or a owrilation®® Instead, “there is in the
Akhmim fragment a personal note, a freedom in theposition.®* Rather than GP being a
simple but poor cut-and-paste version of the eamiets (e.g., Swete, Zahn) or representative of
independent tradition (e.g., Harnack), Vaganay edghat GP is a freely composed work. While
nearly every previous scholar argued for a stramgetic influence, Vaganay was reluctant to do
S0, claiming instead that “despite its docetic teraies, it is not a work of the seéf."Rather
than being from a docetic group, GP is a produgogular, relatively unsophisticated

Christianity:

" Foster, “Discovery and Initial Reaction,” 29.
8 vaganayEvangile de Pierrg43-75.

* Ibid., 77-81.

% Ibid., 81.

8 |bid., 112.
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The author of our apocryphal work seems to have bee of those common Christians
whose faith is not always guided by very firm dowr He must have belonged to one of
those cosmopolitan areas where the infiltratiohasy occurred easiy.
Though well intentioned, the Petrine evangeliskéalcthe theological ability to create an
“orthodox” gospel on a par with the canonical texBy no fault of his own, he fell prey
unknowingly to heretical influences. Vaganay ad\at a date of 120-130€. and proposed
Syria as the place of origff.

This French scholar was the first to include ateeded discussion of the gospel's
apologetic tendencies. While devoting some thpages under the topic heading, “The
apologetic tendencies of tk&spel of Petet half of this treatment addressed the question of
docetism and potential indicators ofdtAside from this issue, Vaganay identified foupeg of
apologetic features: 1) those related to the restion of Jesus; 2) those related to the conduct of
Peter and the apostles; 3) the tendency to augmasstages via prophetic biblical exegesis; and
4) divergence from the NT gospels’ chronology.

In his discussion of resurrection apologetics davtays in which GP differs from the
NT stories, Vaganay noted aptly that these chatagesstitute, in effect, a pertinent response to
common objections® Vaganay, however, only occasionally referredaripular objections in
the course of his later commentary on the text.il&®\the author of GP is a “forger,” he is also an
apologist. His apologetic tendencies related tefRand the apostles served the interests of the
church.

Vaganay listed approximately thirty potential exdaspof passages in GP that have been
shaped by exegesis of biblical prophecy. Whered®unable to cite specific parallels to his

claims regarding resurrection apologetics and aystics related to Peter and the apostles,

8 bid., 121.
8 |bid., 163, 179-80.
% |bid., 90-122.

8 |bid., 92.
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Vaganay was thorough in cataloging numerous exaipden other early Christian literature that
reflect the same type of exegesis of prophecyeatontended is present in GP. In discussing
the alteration of chronological details, Vaganaguiged solely on the timing of the crucifixion
and the actions of the disciples. The changes rimatthese areas functioned to defend the church
and its claims.

Although Vaganay offered many examples indicathmgadpologetic nature of GP that
had not previously been mentioned by others, higment was sometimes influenced by his
apparent desire to defend the interests of “thecth In some ways it might be fair to say that
Vaganay, a Roman Catholic priest who seemed tatbation protecting some of the church’s
claims in the 20th century (e.qg., the “orthodoxytlee NT gospels over against the “heresy” of
GP), had projected some of his own apologetic @stsronto the author of GP. This is not to say
that he was necessarily always wrong in his juddmigrthis area, but he may have been
overstating his case at some points. In additier,hope to demonstrate in this study, there are
several more examples of apologetic tendenciedinh@t Vaganay has not included in his
discussion, some of which are arguably centraktteb understanding this text. This French
scholar was writing at a time when social-scientfiudies of early Christianity were in their
infancy. In contrast, | will be employing sometbé knowledge that we have gained during the
past eighty years about the social world of thesttgping Christian movement.

Because of the monumental scale of Vaganay's cortangrit appeared for some time
that he had pronounced the last word on®GBetween his publication in 1930 and the

appearance of Crossan’s in the late 1980s, onfouks merit attentiofi? Benjamin A.

8 Montague R. James (review of Léon Vaganagyangile de PierreJTS32 [1931]:
296-99) opened his lengthy review of Vaganay'’s bloplktating that it is “the most extensive
that has ever been produced on the Gospel of R@@#). Similar sentiments can be found in
René Draguet, review of Léon Vaganh{Evangile de PierreRHE 27 (1931): 854-56.

8 To be sure, there were perhaps close to twentljgatibns during these decades (see
the Bibliography). However, the four | discussenare the ones that are still cited frequently
today.
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Johnson, under the direction of Helmut Koester tevhis dissertation on the empty tomb
traditions in GP and used a form-critical methodglto argue that GP has combined two earlier
empty tomb stories which are each older than theriaal account® Even the guard story in
GP is more primitive than Matthew’s, according obidson. It is entirely independent from the
canonical works, having been written near the dridefirst century. This short work (only 132
pages) was never published and its thesis doesppetar to have been developed by subsequent
scholars.

In 1973 Maria G. Mara published a French commerttaayin many ways is similar to
Vaganay's’' She concludes that GP’s author was familiar withNT gospels and also
employed a significant amount of oral traditiomheTOT background is also an important feature
of GP, according to Mara. She criticizes Vaganags of the derogatory term “forger,”
preferring instead to describe the Petrine evasigadi one “inspired by a simple but profound
theology.® The real value of this gospel is not in its hifstal accounts of Jesus’ life, death, and
resurrection, but in its theological claims abount-k-the very feature that lends worth to the
canonical gospels. This helpful corrective moveldiscussion beyond a false dichotomy
between history and theology that was frequentgent in many earlier commentators. She
issues a reminder that the NT gospels are evesslitieological as GP, a point that, despite its

obviousness, often seemed to be missed or ategkdcted by many who had written before

% Johnson, “Empty Tomb Tradition in the Gospel ofePg (Th.D. diss., Harvard
University Divinity School, 1965).

o Mara,EvangiIe de Pierre: Introduction, Texte Critiqueaduction, Commentaire et
Index(SC 201; Paris: Cerf, 1973).

2 bid., 29.
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her®® The Synoptic Gospels, according to Mara, provittednarrative structure for GP, while
John was the primary source for its theol8ty.

Jurgen Denker published a dissertation in whichrgeies on source-critical grounds that
GP is not dependent on the canonical gospelstiambJewish, and arose in a Jewish-Christian
setting® The OT and oral tradition account for aimostéehérety of GP. The gospel itself did
not emerge in a docetic sect but does reflect\eerdicetism not unlike that opposed by Ignatius
of Antioch, whose letters were written very near time Denker claims that GP was composed.

Jerry W. McCant, in his dissertation, questionsltimg-held assumption surrounding the
docetic nature of GP, contending that most suametes are better understood as part of a
martyriological motif that pervades the gospels part of his argument, McCant claims that the
evangelist revised four stories from the NT gospeks Matthean guard episode, Mark’s empty
tomb story, Luke’s account of the trial(s) beforered and Pilate, and the Joannine epiphany
story set in Galile&’ The differences between GP and the NT gospets ketause “the author
of GP knew and used the four canonical gospelsatiackd and expanded them according to his
own redactional purpose®”McCant is largely successful in demonstrating @& need not be
understood as reflecting docetic ideas, but hisnixation of particular “redactional purposes” is
narrow and limited to those surrounding this questf docetism. Issues of apologetics and

polemics are not a focal point of his work.

% | do not mean to imply that the history-to-theglagtio is the same in GP as in the
four NT gospels. Instead, like Mara, | wish to diagize that all five gospels are primarily
theological texts, regardless of the amount objspreserved in any one of them.

% Mara,Evangile de Pierrg214.

% Denker Die theologiegeschichtliche Stellung des Petrusgetamms: Ein Beitrag zur
Frihgeschichte des Doketismiuropaische Hochschulschriften 23/36; Frankfuang, 1975).

% McCant, “The Gospel of Peter: The Docetic QuesRerExamined,” (Ph.D. diss.,
Emory University, 1978).

bid., 35-115.

% |bid., 114.
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The general lack of interest in GP during the nmedidtcades of the 20th century came to
a rapid end with the appearance of Crossan’s @idgmesis. His first full-length publication on
GP appears in his bookhe Cross That Spokieut his ideas about this gospel were presem in a
earlier work® Although he has nuanced some aspects of his hggistover the last two
decades, he remains a staunch defender%f By Crossan’s own admission, however, his
proposal has been met with “almost universal setyotajection.™*

It is not easy to summarize Crossan’s thesis atheutomposition of GP as it relates to
the NT gospels. The earliest stratum or versioBBfwas composed in the middle of the first
century, and Crossan has dubbed this text the €Baspel ** This was the original Passion
Narrative, the one used by Matthew, Mark, and Lwken composing their accourifd. The
earliest version of GP contained most but notfalhe text known to us from the Akhmim
fragment:® To be precise, Crossan argues that the origeraian of GP (i.e., his “Cross

Gospel”) included 1:1-2 (Herod condemning Jesu$l-5:22 (abuse and crucifixion); 7:25

(lament of the Jews); 8:28-10:42 (guarding of tralt and the resurrection); and 11:45-49

% CrossanFour Other Gospels: Shadows on the Contours of 8¢Ninneapolis:
Seabury, 1985); ideng;ross That Spoke

190 5ee, for example, Crossan, “Thoughts on Two Eatranical Gospels 3emeiat9
(1990): 155-68; idemyho Killed Jesus? Exposing the Roots of Anti-$&mih the Gospel
Story of the Death of Jes(idew York: HarperCollins, 1995); iderihe Birth of Christianity:
Discovering What Happened in the Years Immediafiéy the Execution of Jes(San
Francisco: HarperCollins, 1998); idem, “The GosgdPeter and the Canonical Gospels:
Independence, Dependence, or Both@fumn.s. 1 (1998): 7-51. His most recent publication
GP that appeared in 2007 is “T@®spel of Peteand the Canonical Gospels,” in Kraus and
Nicklas,Evangelium nach Petruyd17-34. This is simply a reiteration of his poess position; it
appears to offer nothing new.

101 Ccrossan, Gospel of Peteand the Canonical Gospels,” 134.
192 CrossanCross That Spokd 6-17.

193 Matthew and Luke, in addition to having the CrGaspel as a source for their
Passion Narratives, also used Mark. See Cro§sass That Spokd 7-21.

194 Crossan, of course, realizes that the Akhmim naipispreserves only a portion of
the much longer original work.
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(guards’ report to Pilate). This earliest accanfntesus’ death is the “independent” portion of
Crossan’s hypothesis. As the first such texg dependent on nothing else known to us. The
remaining sections—GP 2:3-5a (Joseph requestingatig); 6:23-24 (Joseph receiving the
body); 7:26-27 (mourning of the disciples); 11:48{4econd descent of an angel); and 12:50-
14:60 (women'’s visit to the tomb and the discipkgsirn to their homes)—were added to GP
later, most likely by a second-century redactoranyof these additions were drawn from the
canonical gospels in order to harmonize the acsounis in this sense, then, that GP is
dependent on the NT gospels. Hence, Crossan blesdris proposal as an “independence-and-
dependence solution” to the question of GP’s rettestiip to the NT gospel&:

Crossan has remained unconvinced that any theawyitiig, orality, or memory can
account for the peculiar nature of GP when comptoréke canonical gospels. He has recently
summarized his perspective as follows:

If anyone can show me how a person who knowsahertcal versions either as scribal

documents or oral traditions got from them to thespniGospel of Peten would

withdraw my proposed solution. It is not enouglspeak of memory and/or orality in
general theory without explaining how memory andi@lity worked in this particular
instance. What theory of memory and/or what exerof oral tradition or scribal
transmission gets one from any or all of our irdraanical gospels to the very coherent
narrative in theCross Gospé&f®
The coherence of GP, according to Crossan, isthathit cannot be explained by a cut-and-paste
use of the NT accounts, as though the author hemkttexts in front of him. Similarly, Crossan
has not been persuaded that oral tradition caruatdor this narrative unity. He therefore has
concluded that his unique proposal carries the mqdnatory power for the text of this gospel
as we have it.

As with many provocative hypotheses, Crossan’kwshered in the latest era of studies

on this gospel. Some have responded directly 6a$am’s claims regarding his Cross Gospel,

195 Crossan, Gospel of Peteand the Canonical Gospels,” 134.

1% pjid.
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particularly the suggestion that it is a mid-ficetatury document composed prior to all of the NT

works!®" Others, though not endorsing every aspect ofsargs proposal, have agreed with the

idea that GP was independent from the canonices 1&x
Crossan and Raymond E. Brown soon developed ayigaér this issue, their exchanges
lasting until Brown’s death in 1998. Brown suggdsiat, although the author of GP did not have
copies of the NT works before him when composirggdwin gospel, he was still dependent on
them. He offers the following reconstruction te@ant for the relationship:
| doubt that the author @Pethad any written Gospel before him, although he was
familiar with Matt because he had read it carefullyhe past and/or had heard it read
several times in community worship on the Lord’syDso that it gave the dominant
shaping to his thought. Most likely he had heardgte speak who were familiar with
the Gospels of Luke and John—perhaps travelingchera who rephrased salient
stories—so that he knew some of their contenthadtlittle idea of their structure. . . .
Intermingled in th&Petauthor's mind were also popular tales about intisléen the
passion, the very type of popular material thattMatl tapped in composing his Gospel
at an earlier period. All this went into his comsfiimn of GPet a gospel that was not
meant to be read in liturgy but to help peopleyieimaginatively the career of Jedts.
For Brown, the overall lack of agreement in vocabpland word order between GP and any NT

gospel renders improbable the idea of literary ddpace. The later evangelist would not have

created a work like GP if he had been working witfiten copies of his source material, in

107 5ee, for example, Joel B. Green, “The Gospel térP8ource for a Pre-Canonical
Passion NarrativeZNW78 (1987): 293-301; Raymond E. Brown, “T@Gespel of Peteand
Canonical Gospel PriorityNTS33 (1987): 321-43; Susan E. Schaeffer, “Guespel of Peter
the Canonical Gospels, and Oral Tradition” (Ph.Bs.d Union Theological Seminary, 1991);
Raymond E. BrownThe Death of the Messiah: From Gethsemane to thed;”A Commentary
on the Passion Narratives in the Four Gosg@lsols.; ABRL; New York: Doubleday, 1994),
2:1317-49; Alan Kirk, “Examining Priorities: Anotheook at theGospel of Petés Relationship
to the New Testament GospelBiTS40 (1994): 572-95.

198 5ee, for example, Koestémcient Christian Gospel€16-40; Arthur J. Dewey,
“Time to Murder and Create’”: Visions and RevisiangheGospel of Petet Semeiad9 (1990):
101-27.

199 Brown, Death of the Messiat2:1334-35.
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Brown’s estimation. Thus, he promotes the idethef‘oral dependency” of GP on the canonical
works!°

Brown presents a modern analogy to explain his. idesagine a Christian today “who
had read or studied Matt in Sunday school or chadtation classes years ago but in the
interim had not been reading their NT. Yet thegt heard the canonical passion narratives read
in church liturgies. Also they had seen a pasplag or dramatization in the cinema, on TV, or
on the stage, or heard one on the radfib.If we were to ask such a person to tell the pasand
resurrection stories from his or her own memorgvlar contends, it is possible that (s)he would
give an account similar to what we find in GP. €&an has rejected this claim, stating that he
had unscientifically tested Brown’s hypothesis agnandergraduate students at DePaul
University? Having asked thirty-two students to recount frmemory alone their recollection
of the trial, crucifixion, and burial of Jesus, €san points out that not one “[came] up with
anything even remotely resembling the passion eersf theGospel of Petef*?

We see in the work of Brown, Crossan, and otherstiuggle to reconcile the clear
parallels between GP and the NT gospels with dianing differences. | shall argue in this study
that Brown’s approach underestimates the Petrinagalist’s knowledge of his source material,
while Crossan’s theory unnecessarily posits anegatratum of GP to account for matters. Our
author was not working with faint memories of sterheard long ago (so Brown), but rather was

well acquainted with written versions of the NTtgex

19Brown’s student, Susan E. Schaeffer, also argoethis position in her dissertation
(“The Gospel of Peterthe Canonical Gospels, and Oral Tradition”). tBavarious types of
dependency at work in ancient texts and the caitibwat have been proposed to detect this, see,
for example, Richard B. HayEchoes of Scripture in the Letters of Pédew Haven: Yale
University Press, 1989).

111 Brown, Death of the Messiat2:1335-36.
112 CrossanBirth of Christianity 57-58.

113 bid., 58.
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While a general calm has returned to the debatetbeedependence/independence issue
as scholars have taken the time to examine thdiqunemew in light of the numerous
publications during the 1980s and 1990s, the diestade of the 21st century has seen more
studies. Two of these are especially noteworfHlye first complete critical edition of GP was
published by Thomas J. Kraus and Tobias Nickl&20®4* It contains a survey of patristic
references, an examination of the Akhmim manusdhiptGreek text with critical apparatus,
German and English translations, a discussiont@radbreek manuscript fragments that have
been proposed as possibly containing portions qfs&®8 photographs of the Akhmim codex, in
addition to these treatments of thpocalypse of Peter.

The same two scholars in 2007 edited a volumes#ysson a wide range of issues
concerning GB*® This publication contains twenty essays writtgrivbenty contributors and
represents the most up-to-date research. Topatsamithe Greek style of GP, its use of the OT,
parallels between GP and other early Christiarstéte Christology, and many more are
included. This volume indicates that there is monge to harvest from this gospel and that
there are further issues to explore beyond thetigumesf the gospel’s relationship to the NT texts.
Some of the essays revisit long-standing subjects, (the relevance of Justin’s “memoirs of the
apostles”), while others represent new methodotofgeg., a narrative approach of “reading GP
under Empire”).

The future of GP studies awaits the appearanceauiffFoster's commentary, which will

be the first full-length commentary written in Eisti'® Interest in noncanonical Christian texts

114 Kraus and NicklasPetrusevangelium
115 Kraus and NicklagEvangelium nach Petrus
118 Foster confirmed this information with me in parabcorrespondence (May 29,

2009). He is awaiting final agreement with thel@mlier, though most, if not all, of his
manuscript has already been written.



38

is as high as it has ever been, both in the sdielarld and among non-scholdré. We have

come to recognize that these sources shed a diffierel of light on the development of
Christianity during its earliest, highly formatieenturies. Conversely, our increasing knowledge
of the movement allows us to understand better sufrtiee factors that influenced the formation
of GP. | am hopeful that more will continue tovaetten on this gospel and its place in the

emerging Christian movement.

THESIS: GP AS “REWRITTEN GOSPEL”

No thorough study of GP can proceed without a thygsis regarding its relationship to
the NT gospels. | will contend that previous seln®| most notably Vaganay, were near the mark
in their judgment regarding GP’s dependence omihgospels, though the term “dependence”
is too imprecise to be entirely helpful. In onese it is true that GP is dependent on these
earlier texts. But this is not the type of deperadewe find among the Synoptic Gospels,
regardless of how we solve the Synoptic Problenhilé\it appears, assuming Markan priority,
that Matthew and Luke have copied portions of Maften sharing the exact vocabulary as their
source, a different sort of “dependence” is at warlsP. Matthew and Luke are more
conservative than the Petrine evangelist in thelvegnof source material. Undoubtedly, the
canonical authors do alter details, and rearraadg to, and omit stories from their sources, but
certainly not nearly to the degree that we findw@P. We must therefore leave behind the
relationship among the Synoptic Gospels as the fittisg analogue for understanding GP’s

relationship to the NT gospels.

" This is exemplified in the new series, Oxford EaZhristian Gospel Texts, published
by Oxford University Press. Volumes in this sedés to be critical editions of key
noncanonical gospel writings, complete with fuirtslation, introduction, and commentary. The
two volumes published thus far are Christopher €ticled.,The Gospel of MarfOxford Early
Christian Gospel Texts; New York: Oxford UniversRyess, 2007); Thomas J. Kraus, Michael J.
Kruger, and Tobias Nicklas, ed&ospel FragmentfOxford Early Christian Gospel Texts; New
York: Oxford University Press, 2009). The volumeKraus, Kruger, and Nicklas covers several
fragments of early gospel texts, includinggerton 2, P.Oxy 840, P.Oxy 1224, and more.
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| noted earlier that Vaganay referred to GP aststihg “a freedom in compositiornt*®
Harris, although he later rejected the followingbagg applicable to our gospel, remarked that in
antiquity, “to rewrite a good author was a virtaad it is to this feeling that we owe some of our
best Patristic tracts, which are recognised to lsavee genealogical relation one to the other, as
well as to incorporate common traditiort$?” These sentiments from Vaganay and Harris
emphasize the loose manner in which the Petrinegelist handled his sources. So in one sense
our evangelist is dependent on the NT gospels,iwbriovide the framework for his own
narrative. But in another very real sense his gaspel is a new creation that significantly alters
many of the details in the antecedent gospelsfellender no compulsion to tell the stories in
the same way that the previous evangelists hadhett:*°

| want to build upon these ideas and offer a nescuigtor that may assist us in better
understanding GP’s place within early gospel liigne To this end, | suggest that we think of a
particular type of relationship between GP andNfiegospels, one that leads me to propose
“rewritten gospel” as the best term for &P . This label recalls the category “rewritten Bible”

that is frequently used of certain Jewish textenftbe Second Temple literature. It is this

118yyaganayFvangile de Pierre81.
119 Harris, Popular Account22.

1291 do not mean to say that the four NT writers geflingle unified story. Each offers
his own version. In addition, | am saying someaghémtirely different from Crossan when he
speaks of his own “independence-and-dependencafi@al Crossan is referring to layers or
strata of GP as being independent or dependengattiiest being independent of the NT works
and the latest being dependent on them. | amriegdeto a single unified composition that does
not fit neatly into the typical understanding otfiendency,” especially as it is commonly found
in gospel studies.

1211t was several months after coining the term “iiglam gospel” for GP that | first
encountered the expression in a publication, inlA&einhartz, ““Rewritten Gospel’: The Case
of Caiaphas the High Priest\TS55 (2009): 160-78. Reinhartz, however, appliesitten
Gospel” (capitalized) to two works from the 20tmtey: Dorothy Sayers’ playlhe Man Born
To Be King and Sholem Asch’s novelhe Nazarene So while there is some overlap between
her use and mine, we are applying the categoryotasithat are vastly different from one
another.
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category of “rewritten Bible texts” (RBTSs) that ges as the most helpful analogue for fully
appreciating the relationship of GP to the candmjoapels=**

The origin of the term “rewritten Bible” can bedeal back to Geza Verm&S. The
specific parameters of the category itself are tighand numerous texts have been proposed as
belonging to it** Four that are usually included as reflecting thig of literature ardubilees
the Genesis ApocryphofiQap Gefl), Liber antiquitatum biblicarunfPseudo-Philo), and
Josephus]ewish Antiquities Others often mentioned are thesumption of Mosethe Qumran
Temple ScrojltheAscension of Isaialihe Apocalypse of Moseand2 Baruch These texts

“rewrite” biblical (OT) stories by including numairs supplements, interpretations, and legendary

122 Thijs study is an exercise in redaction criticiswihere it differs most substantially
from typical redaction-critical studies of gospisl$n the specific sources being proposed—
namely, all four NT gospels. Furthermore, in mpbihesis there is a gap of 60-100 years
between the earliest proposed written source (Mamnkl)the composition of GP itself. This has
allowed a significantly greater amount of time lapse for evidence of reactions to the source
material than is the case with redaction-criti¢atiges of the NT gospels. Because of this, in
many cases | am able to muster textual suppodeidain contentions | make about the reception
of GP’s source material. This larger pool of ewicke in my estimation, allows me to have a
better understanding of the particular interestsak in the Petrine evangelists handling of his
sources than is the case with the canonical gaspels

123\/ermes Scripture and Tradition in Judais(StPB 4; Leiden: Brill, 1961), 67-126.
This section of his book is titled “The Rewritteib®,” and scholars today acknowledge this as
the source of the term. For example, in the intotidn to her work on the subject, Sidnie White
Crawford Rewriting Scripture in Second Temple Tirf@eand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2008], 2)
notes that “it was Geza Vermes in 1961 who firentified a group of late Second Temple works
as examples of a particular form of interpretatsigroup that he identified as a genre dubbed
‘Rewritten Bible’ texts.” Likewise, James C. Vamdam (“Questions of Canon Viewed through
the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in McDonald and Sandeasion Debatg96) refers to “rewritten Bible”
as “Geza Vermes's rubric.”

124 Introductions to the subject of rewritten Bibledze found in VermesScripture and
Tradition, 67-126; Daniel J. Harrington, “Palestinian Addiptas of Biblical Narratives and
Prophecies: I. The Bible Rewritten,” irarly Judaism and Its Modern Interpretded. Robert A.
Kraft and George W. E. Nickelsburg; BMI 2; Atlancholars Press, 1986), 239-47; Philip S.
Alexander, “Retelling the Old Testament,”ltris Written: Scripture Citing Scripture, Essays i
Honour of Barnabas Lindars, S$&d. D. A. Carson and H. G. M. Williamson; Cambed
Cambridge University Press, 1988), 99-121; Erkkskenniemi and Pekka Lindqvist, “Rewritten
Bible, Rewritten Stories: Methodological Aspecis, Rewritten Bible Reconsidered:
Proceedings of the Conference in Karkku, Finlangusi 24-26 2006ed. Antti Laato and
Jacques van Ruiten; SRB 1; Winona Lake, Ind.: Bissams, 2008), 11-39; Crawforldewriting
Scripture
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additions. By “rewriting,” then, | mean the modify, clarifying, enhancing, and/or coloring of
previous texts. Daniel J. Harrington remarks thiaat is of significance in these texts is that they
“try to make the biblical story more attractivejfgihg, and intelligible.** Their primary
purpose is “the clarification and actualizatiortleé biblical story,” which is to make the accounts
“meaningful within new situations®

Though it is difficult to arrive at a specific deifiion for the category “rewritten Bible,”
Philip S. Alexander has offered nine principal eteristics exemplifying these texts: 1) RBTs
are narratives that follow a sequential and chragichl order; 2) they are freestanding works that
follow the form of the biblical texts on which thaye based; 3) they are not intended to replace
the Bible; 4) they typically rewrite a significaportion of Scripture while making use of
additional legendary material, integrating it withihe biblical narrative; 5) RBTs follow the
general order of biblical accounts but are seleatmvhat they include; 6) “the intention of the
texts is to produce an interpretative reading afpBare” by offering “a fuller, smoother and
doctrinally more advanced form of the sacred nme§t7) because the texts are in narrative
form, they can reflect only a single interpretatajrihe original; 8) the narrative form also
renders it implausible for the writers to offerithexegetical reasoning; 9) RBTs use extrabiblical
tradition and non-biblical sources (oral and wrijteand utilize legendary material by fusing it
with the biblical narrative, thereby creating atbasis of the whole tradition (biblical and non-
biblical).**’

I will now offer examples of the ways in which RBileswrite biblical texts. These are
important, because the types of redaction found hex the very types | will point out later in my
discussion of GP. Th@enesis Apocrypharewrites the Genesis stories about Abraham and

Sarah. Vermes aptly summarizes the manner in whishs accomplished:

12 Harrington, “Palestinian Adaptations,” 239.
126 |bid., 239-40.

127 Alexander, “Retelling the Old Testament,” 116-18.
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The author of GA does indeed try, by every meamsadisposal, to make the biblical

story more attractive, more real, more edifying] above all more intelligible.

Geographic data are inserted to complete biblaxaihae or to identify altered place

names, and various descriptive touches are addgidedhe story substance. There

were, for example, three Egyptian princes, anchtimae of one of them was

Harkenosh?®
When there are unexplained or apparently contragictatements in the biblical text, they are
reconciled in th&enesis Apocryphdlin order to allay doubt and worry? For instance, the
original story in Genesis 12 does not specify hdwarBoh learns of Sarah’s identity. In the
Genesis Apocryphomowever, it is explained that Lot was the one wdlayed this information
to Pharaoh.

Another feature of RBTs is that difficult biblicedxts are occasionally suppressed.
Along these lines, Vermes refers to thenesis Apocryphé&omission of the story of Abraham
receiving gifts from Pharaoh on account of Sarabn(®2:16). He argues that this is “due to an
apologetic preoccupation and a desire to avoiddadaretention of the passage as it stands would
offend pious ears. But although this leaves thieclkment of Abraham unexplained, it is made
good later on in such a way as to preserve, regedrall the details of the stor}?®

RBTSs occasionally alter the authorial perspectiverder to lend greater authority to
their own text. For instance, the author of Tleenple Scrolfrequently quotes from the
Pentateuch, but when doing so he omits the nariosés where it appears. Michael Wise,
Martin Abegg, Jr., and Edward Cook have remarkethemrmotivation behind this practice:

The effect of these omissions is electric. TeenpleScrollis made to seem a direct

revelation from God to the author. Many scholatedye that the author was claiming to
present a new, previously hidden, writing from ittaed of Mose$™

128\/ermes Scripture and Tradition125.
1291hid.
130 |bid., 125-26.

131 Wise, Abegg, Jr., and Cookhe Dead Sea Scrolls: A New Translat{dlew York:
HarperCollins, 1996), 457-58.
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This change in narrative perspective effectivehdiegreater authority to the newly rewritten
text.

Authors of RBTs sometimes integrate material fronitiple biblical texts. Thd@emple
Scroll, for example, reorganizes material from Exodugjtimis, Numbers, and Deuteronomy,
not adhering to any one of them consistently ®oitvn account® But the foundational
narratives, the biblical texts, always serve agtimary basis for the new literary creation, albei
sometimes in greatly altered form. According tmda C. VanderKam, these alterations were
often done in order to “counter contemporary clgiras, for example, in the concern of the
author ofJubileesto “demonstrate that the laws [i.e., pentateutdgtlation] were not an
innovation from Moses’ time but had been practiet before by the heroes of Genesis.”

The religious and social context of these authmus serves as an important lens through which
to read RBTSs, and this will also be true of GP.

This practice of rewriting earlier texts was notque to Jewish literature, either. In the
larger ancient Greco-Roman world the notiom@fnois orimitatio was held in esteem. To
imitate or emulate a respected writer was a meaglawing respect or admiration for the author
being imitated. Appealing to both Jewish RBTs @ndco-Roman imitative works, Thomas L.
Brodie has proposed them as the means of explaloig's relationship to the Synoptic
Gospels®* These Greco-Roman works, however, are typicaityr@ligious texts. Harry Y.
Gamble summarizes this matter:

Among the many religious movements of antiquitylycChristianity and Judaism

produced much literature at all. Greek and Rorsé#igions appear to have been largely

indifferent to the use of texts. . . . No Grecoam religious group produced, used, or
valued texts on a scale comparable to Judaism andti@nity, so that apart from Jewish

132\7anderkam, “Questions of Canon,” 100-104.
%3 pid., 106.
134 See the discussion of Thomas L. Brodibd Quest for the Origin of John’s Gospel: A

Source-Oriented ApproadiNew York: Oxford University Press, 1993], 42-46)d the sources
he cites for an overview ahitatio in ancient literature .
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literature, there is no appreciable body of religiovritings with which early Christian
literature can be fruitfully comparétf.

RBTSs, because of their religious nature, will semgdhe category that provides the best model for
understanding GP’s handling of the NT gospels.

With a few slight modifications to the categorywmitten Bible,” | shall apply the
concept of “rewritten gospel” to GP. The first andst significant modification is the distinction
between “Bible” and “gospel:*® It is anachronistic to speak of a “canon” of galspn place by
the middle of the second century, if one meandlsya collection of texts whose contents has
been mandated by church councils, bishops, or eiteesiastical authorities. However, | do
think that an argument can be made that MatthewkMaike, and John were, practically
speaking, the only four gospels that carried ahatative status amorgpmeChristians of this
era. Furthermore, | think that it is likely thaetPetrine evangelist held these particular four
gospels in high esteem and considered their stakiest Jesus’ life, death, and resurrection to be

a type of “sacred narrative,” in the sense thay #peak of what holds great religious

135 Gamble Books and Readers in the Early Church: A Historafly Christian Texts
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1995), 18.

136 Some might object that the literary genre of “ggsmas not yet a clear category in
the mid-second century. Koesté&ngient Christian Gospegl24-43) is among those who have
argued that it was not until the latter half of #®Eond century that certain texts came to be
identified as “gospels.” On the other hand, MaHengel The Four Gospels and the One
Gospel of Jesus Chriftrans. John Bowden; Harrisburg, Pa.: Trinity Briedernational, 2000],
78-115) claims that Mark, the first to write a gelspntentionally created a new literary genre to
fit within the broader classification of Greek vimgs known agio1, biographies of famous
figures. Itis not necessary, however, to arriva definitive answer to this question here.
Regardless of whether Matthew, Mark, Luke, Johd,@her writings were referred to as
“gospels” in the mid-second century, it remainsdhse that there was a group of works that
shared common features, characteristics that readw®rld recognize as uniting them in some
way. Therefore, whether or not the author of G#hidied certain earlier texts as “gospels,” he
modeled his own literary creation after them imgof form and content.

For classification purposes, Koester has suggesteierion for determining whether
any early Christian writing deserves to be callgghspel. Gospels are those texts that “are
constituted by the transmission, use, and inteaioet of materials and traditions from and about
Jesus of NazarethAfcient Christian Gospel€6). He includes GP among these works and |
concur with his judgment. Because GP came to be/kras a gospel, the term “rewritten
gospel is appropriate.
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significance™®” Undoubtedly, these stories were foundationagjialis narratives in early
Christian communities in the same way that, sag stbries in the Pentateuch held significance
for the writers of certain RBTS.

To return to the question of canon, just as @riachronistic to speak of a fixed canon of
gospels in the mid-second centarg., it is true that the status of the Hebrew Bitdaan was
not settled during the period when most RBTs weraposed (2nd centuB/C.E. — 1st century
C.E.). As VanderKam notes, “there was no canon opsae in Second Temple Judaism [i.e.,
pre-70c.E.].”**® At the same time, however, it is clear that dytine Second Temple era “some
books were regarded by certain writers as suffiieauthoritative that they could be cited to
settle a dispute, explain a situation, provide xam®le, or predict what would happen. In that
limited sense there is evidence for a set or dedsthoritative works in Judaism from an early
time.”**® Because of this, perhaps the term “RewrittengBare” is more accurate since
“Scripture” does not necessarily imply a closedamiion of authoritative text$?

There are indications that some Christians heldiéat, Mark, Luke, and John in a
similar type of esteem by the middle of the secoemturyc.E.*** Papias, writing circa 120-130

C.E., appeals to the authority of Peter as the sdordelark’s gospel, is acquainted with a

137 cf. Alexander’s sixth characteristic above, whiefers to the “sacred narrative” of
RBTSs.

138 vanderKam, “Questions of Canon,” 91.
139 |bid.

19 This same issue also leads CrawfdRé\riting Scripture3-15) to conclude that
“Rewritten Bible” is anachronistic; she insteadpmees “Rewritten Scripture” as a more apt
descriptor, and | concur with her judgment. Howebecause “Rewritten Bible” is more
common, | will use it and the corresponding ablaten “RBT” in my discussions.

141 Other arguments have been presented for a foyrefjoanon being present by the
middle of the second century. For instance, DereHannah (“The Four-Gospel ‘Canon’ in the
Epistula Apostolorum,JTSn.s. 59 [2008]: 598-633) argues that BpstulaApostolurmin the
140scC.E., evidences the four-gospel canon of Matthew, Mauke, and John. He contends that
the author of th&pistula Apostoloruriis quite happy to correct [noncanonical] sourcelsereas
he never corrects our four canonical gospels” (633)
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tradition that Matthew compiled sayings of Jesublébrew, and may know stories about the
composition of John’s gosp¥f: He refers to the apostolic sources of these textsreason for
recognizing their authority.

Justin Martyr provides more telling evidence ors thont. He describes the reading of
gospels during the times when Christians gatheregbtship:

On the day which is called Sunday we have a comamssembly of all who live in the

cities or in the outlying districts, and the mersaif the Apostles or the writings of the

Prophets are read, as long as there is time. Titem the reader has finished, the

president of the assembly verbally admonishes mvites all to imitate such examples of

virtue. Then we all stand up together and offeoupprayers, and, as we said before,

after we finish our prayers, bread and wine ancéwnarte presentedl1 @pol.67; Hall

106-7)
The “memoirs of the apostles” surely refers to gispas indicated elsewhere in Justin’s
writings*** Martin Hengel contends that, while Justin is her#ing about worship practices in
and around Rome, “the description probably didapply only to the Western churches
dependent on Rome but at least also to Asia Mimbere Justin was converted arouwnd. 130
and was first active®* Justin’s many references to the “memoirs of fhestles” and gospel
material demonstrate that he was familiar with kiatt Dial. 106; Matt 2:1), MarkDial. 106;
Mark 3:16-17), LukeDial. 103; Luke 22:42, 44), and JohihApol 61; John 3:3).

The indication reflected in Justin’s descriptidrChiristian worship is that among some

Christians of the mid-second century, the four Ni§els were used in worship alongside OT

texts. Koester states that “it is clear here these ‘memoirs’ are indeed gospel writings and that

142 preserved in Eusebiudist. eccl.3.39. Richard Bauckhani€sus and the
Eyewitnesses: The Gospels as Eyewitness Testji@oayd Rapids: Eerdmans, 2006], 412-37)
has recently argued that Papias was familiar vatin® gospel.

1431n 1 Apol 66 Justin identifies the memoirs as “gospelsh&TApostles in their
memoirs, which are called Gospels, have handed ddvat Jesus ordered them to do.”

%4 Hengel Four Gospels279 n. 472. Gambld@poks and Readerg04-41) discusses
the reading of gospels in early Christian worsmg acludes commentary on Justin’'s account.
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they are used liturgically as instructions for saerament and as texts for homiliéS.”For Justin
and others, these gospels were sufficiently autitore to do the things that the OT texts could
do in Jewish and Christian communities: they wéexrldo settle a dispute, to explain a situation,
to provide an example, and to be read in worsfiipese particular “memoirs of the apostles”
were unique in their status. They were the tegtsd“rewritten” by the author of GP and they
were supplemented with oral tradition and legendaayerial in the same way that the authors of
Second Temple RBTs rewrote biblical (OT) texts.

To return to the characteristics of rewritten Biffl¥l) texts that have been proposed by
Alexander, it is striking that nearly all of theatares suggested by him are present if we think of
GP as a “rewritten gospel.” As | hope to demonstiathis study, eight of Alexander’s nine
traits can be applied to GP and its handling ofNfiegospels:

1. GP is a narrative that follows a chronological orde

2. GPis a free-standing work that follows the fornttd texts on which it is based.

3. The Petrine evangelist rewrites a significant poriof earlier gospels, not just a
small section or single scene.

4. GP typically, though not always, follows the ordéthe NT accounts but is selective
in what it includes.

5. The intention of the author of GP is to produceraerpretative reading of earlier
gospels by offering a fuller, more advanced fornthef narrative.

6. Because GP is in narrative form, it tends to reéftedy a single interpretation or
harmony of the originals.

7. The narrative form of GP makes it difficult or iapkible for the Petrine evangelist
to offer his exegetical reasoning frequently.

8. The author of GP creates a synthesis of the whadiition, employing additional
sources beyond Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John—prigtaial and written
traditions and legends—and combines this mateiital that of the canonical
narratives:*°

195 Koester Ancient Christian Gospel$8.

%8| have omitted Alexander’s third characteristityioh is that RBTs are not intended to
replace the Bible. It is possible that GP was aosep in order to provide a new meta-narrative
through which to understand the death and resioreof Jesus.
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As RBTSs reorganize the material from multiple sesrto form an original, coherent, and
cohesive narrative that is based primarily on anmare religiously authoritative texts from the
OT, so GP uses the NT gospels as the building blmkthe development of a new gospel. To
be clear, | do not think that the Petrine evangeles familiar with Second Temple RBTSs.
Rather, RBTs provide us with examples of the tyjpendative religious text that we find in GP,
and these texts reflect the prevalence of this itinpeactice in late antiquity. The examples
from RBTs that | have provided above serve as sgmtative models of the type of omissions,
adaptations, and additions that also occur in GRiglling of the NT gospels. Richard
Bauckham has also suggested that RBTs are the favd={plaining the relationship between
other early Christian texts, particularly early ééterature’*’

Most importantly, many of the alterations that G&kes to its sources can best be
explained as a means of responding to contempolaimms that were being made at the time of
its composition. This is the very motivation tNarmes and VanderKam have identified as
central to many of the amendments made in RBT® fiide reworking of religiously
authoritative narratives seeks to make the eala@res able to address new contexts and
audiences. As Harrington has suggested, thistiag/ifias as its focus an effort to “make [a
religious tradition] meaningful within new situati®.™*® So what is the particular new situation

in which the author of GP was writing?

14" Bauckham, “The\cts of PaulAs a Sequel to Acts,” ilithe Book of Acts in Its Ancient
Literary Settingled. Bruce W. Winter and Andrew D. Clarke; vobfIThe Book of Acts in Its
First Century Settinged. Bruce W. Winter; Grand Rapids, 1993), 105-B2. contends that the
Acts of Paukmploys canonical Acts and material from the Paudiorpus (esp. 2 Timothy) in the
same way that RBTs use the Hebrew Bible: “Jewtsindiure of the kind often called 'rewritten
Bible' has provided a model--as well as exegetitethods--for the use of scriptural texts as
starting-points for developing non-scriptural néives about a scriptural character.... [T]hese
generic precedents would have helped to determmmérst readers' understanding of the kind of
work they were reading when they read Alugs of Pautkno doubt in varying degrees according
to their own literary experience” (150).

18 Harrington, “Palestinian Adaptations,” 239-40.
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Koester has claimed that those advocating GP’sridkgpese on the NT gospels have
failed to clarify the particulaBitz im Lebein which this text was composéll. My goal is to
offer a description of the social context in whible Petrine evangelist wrote, an environment in
which those outside the Christian movement hadiémnfted the formation of the gospel traditions
that were being handled and reworked by our autApologetics and polemics were his primary
interests; they are what led him to rewrite thegtdries in the particular manner that he has
done. | shall describe some of the criticisms thase outside the Christian movement made
against the sect—especially those concerning Jdsash, burial, and resurrection.

This will include both Jewish and non-Jewish csitaf early Christianity, though as this
study proceeds it will become apparent that thegestrong anti-Jewish tone in GP. This
indicates that our writer probably composed hiskinra time and place where exchanges
between Christians and Jews were present. |afwle that we have in our gospel evidence of
the early parting of the ways between emerging<iibriity and its elder sibling, Judaism.

There are a range of possible referents for tlguéet mention of “Jews” in GP. One
possibility is that this is purely a symbol for @filef or a failure to believe in Jesus. But tlsis i
doubtful. Another possibility is that the Petrismangelist has no firsthand knowledge of Jews
but is borrowing them from the NT gospels and usiegn as hostile characters in his own work.
A third option is that our author knows Jews indriea and these individuals are not hostile
towards Christians, but he has chosen to assigatimedraits to them. A final possibility is that
the author knows Jews who have opposed the Cimristearement, either through violence or
simply verbal polemics, and he is casting thesesJewhe role of “Jews” in his gospel.

My conclusion is that the author of GP does haveestamiliarity with Jews in his
region and that, at the very least, there has tmeion between Christians and Jews. As a result

of his perception of Jews as those opposed to degl€hristians, he has taken the Jewish

149 Koester, “Apocryphal and Canonical GospeTR 73 (1980): 127; repr. iRrom
Jesus to the Gospels: Interpreting the New Testaimdts Contex{Minneapolis: Fortress,
2007).
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characters of the NT gospels and assigned to thewarst possible traits. So this is a
combination of the second and fourth options disedsabove.

In using the terms “apologetics” and “polemicsdnh indicating two different types of
reactions to outside critics by our author. | teggologetics” in its defensive sense. It indicates
the defense and explanation of a particular assertso an author may rework a particular story
in order to defend a significant theological ortdigal claim. Polemics, on the other hand, refers
to an assertive—or offensive—use of language tosvapponents or outsiders. This includes
words used to attack, disparage, or disprove campetaims. GP contains both apologetic and
polemical alterations in its reworking of the earlgospels.

My approach to apologetics in GP stands in contoagtat of Crossan, who focuses on
its internal apologetics:

The emphasis [in GP] is not on external apologeticected to outsiders and especially

to critical or opposing outsiders. It is ratherinternal apologetics directed to insiders

and believers, to those who might be shocked, saghror disedified by certain elements
in the narrative of the Passion and Resurrecfion.
As | shall argue in detail later, however, extergadlogetics are indeed an integral aspect of GP.
Responses to those who were critical of Christlaims and earlier gospel stories function as a
constitutive part of the narrative.

My thesis, then, is comprised of two propositiohisthat GP is a form of “rewritten
gospel,” a text whose author has reworked earbspegls by clarifying, expanding, and revising
them in order to make the narrative meaningful imithe new situation of him and his readers;
and 2) that the criticisms from those outside ef@hristian movement were the primary factor
that influenced the Petrine evangelist’s rewritirighe earlier stories. Our author modeled his
gospel after the NT accounts, reworking them taesklhis own context and supplementing the

material from them with oral tradition, legendsgddns own imaginative creations. Most likely,

GP was written sometime between 150 andd.B0in or near the region of Syria by someone

10 CrossanCross That Spok&9.
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who was familiar not only with the NT gospels blgoawith many of the objections that were

being directed against those works and againsEkmstian movement in general.

PROCEDURE

The remaining five chapters of this study are edmloted to a section of GP. | have
divided the text as follows: GP 1:1-5:19 (conderiomtabuse, and crucifixion); 5:20-8:28 (signs
of judgment); 8:29-9:34 (guard at the tomb); 9:3549 (resurrection); and 12:50-14:60 (empty
tomb and appearance). In each case the goahigte 1) that each section of GP shows signs of
being a reworking of one or more of the NT gospieds has sometimes also been supplemented
with material from other written and oral traditigrand 2) that the rewritten narrative has been
heavily influenced by the apologetic and polemintdrests of the author.

The format of each of these chapters is identiEaist, | will provide a synoptic table
showing the parallels between GP and the four NSpgls, and | will also include a brief and
general discussion of these parallels. In thersgsection | will argue for the particular way(s)
that our author has rewritten the antecedent tekitiss discussion will serve as the main sub-
thesis for each unit within GP. Third, | will rev other instances in early Christian texts that
exemplify the same apologetic or polemical inteteat | am claiming for GP. This is done in
order to demonstrate that my observations regar@ipgre not unique to this text but instead are
representative of a broader interest within eahyi€tianity. The fourth section will seek to
provide a rationale behind the apologetic and pmahmnterests being proposed. In other words,
it attempts to answer the question, “Why is thénautoncerned with such things?” Each chapter
will end with a review of the conclusions that Veadrawn from my examination.

No text, ancient or modern, is composed in a vacuRather, each is written within a
particular context that has shaped the authointesests, and his motivations. This study seeks
to offer a better and fuller explanation in theseaa than what has previously been suggested by

others concerning GP.
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CHAPTER TWO

REWRITTEN PASSION NARRATIVE: GP 1:1-5:19

This chapter examines the depiction of Jesus’ déathising specifically on the parties
who are responsible and not responsible for this &o this end | will show how GP’s author
rewrites earlier gospel texts and traditions ineortd assign blame solely to Jews. The first
section of this chapter will provide a synoptic lgges of GP 1:1-5:19 and review the numerous
parallels between this material and the canoniospgls. In the second section | will explore in
detail the many ways in which Jews are depictati@sole executioners in GP and are
sometimes more malevolent in this role than arig M€ counterparts. | will also demonstrate
how OT allusions and quotations function to heightewish guilt and the disparagement of the
Jewish people. Furthermore, | will briefly disculss reduced role of Pilate in these events.
Early Christian parallels to these shifts will tHemsurveyed before | propose some ways in
which specific apologetic and polemical intereséyed a part in shaping GP’s reworking of

antecedent texts and traditions.

SYNOPTIC ANALYSIS OF GP 1:1-5:19

GP 1:1-5:19 Matthew 27 Mark 15 Luke 23 John 19

24 So when Pilate
saw that he could
do nothing, but
rather that a riot
was beginning, he
1:1 But none of the took some water
Jews washed the | and washed his
hands, neither hands before the
Herod nor any of | crowd, saying, “I
his judges. And as am innocent of this
they did not want | man’s blood; see
to wash Pilate to it yourselves.”
stood up.
24 So Pilate gave
his verdict that
their demand 16 Then he [Pilate]
should be granted.| handed him over tg
2 And then Herod | 26b He [Pilate] 15 So Pilate ... 25 He ... handed | them to be
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the king
commanded that
the Lord should be
taken off, and said
to them: “What |
commanded you tg
do to him, do.”

2:3 But there stood
there Joseph, the
friend of Pilate and
of the Lord, and
seeing that they
were about to
crucify him,

he went to Pilate
and asked for the
body of the Lord

for burial.

4 And Pilate sent
to Herod and aske
for his body.

5 And Herod said:
“Brother Pilate,
even if no one had
asked for him, we
would have buried
him since the
Sabbath draws on.
For it is written in
the law that the
sun should not set

handed him over tq
be crucified.

27 Then the
soldiers of the
governor took
Jesus into the
governor's
headquarters, and
they gathered the
whole cohort
around him.

57 When it was
evening,

there came a rich
man from
Arimathea, named
Joseph, who was
also a disciple of
Jesus.

58 He went to
Pilate and asked
for the body of
Jesus;

then Pilate ordered
dit to be given to
him.

on one that had

handed him over tg
be crucified.

16 Then the
soldiers led him
into the courtyard
of the palace (that
is, the governor's
headquarters); and
they called
together the whole
cohort.

42 When evening
had come, and
since it was the
day of Preparation
that is, the day
before the Sabbath
43 Joseph of
Arimathea, a
respected member
of the council, who
was also himself
waiting
expectantly for the
kingdom of God,
went boldly to
Pilate and asked
for the body of
Jesus.

44 Then Pilate
wondered if he
were already dead
and summoning
the centurion, he
asked him whether
he had been dead
for some time.

45 When he
learned from the
centurion that he
was dead, he
granted the body to
Joseph.

Jesus over as they|
wished.

50 Now there was
a good and
righteous man
named Joseph,
who, though a
member of the
council,

51 had not agreed
to their plan and
action. He came
from the Jewish
town of
Arimathea, and he
was waiting
expectantly for the
kingdom of God.
52 This man went
to Pilate and asked
for the body of
Jesus.

crucified. So they
took Jesus.

38 After these
things, Joseph of
Arimathea, who
was a disciple of
Jesus, though a
secret one becaus
of his fear of the
Jews,

asked Pilate to let
him take away the
body of Jesus.

Pilate gave him
permission.

3la Since it was
the day of
Preparation, the
Jews did not want
the bodies left on
the cross during
the sabbath,
especially because
that sabbath was a
day of great

1%

solemnity.




54

been put to death.’
And he delivered
him to the people
before the first day|
of unleavened
bread, their feast.
3:6 But those who
took the Lord

pushed him as the
ran and said: “Let
us drag away the
Son of God,
because we have
got power over
him.”

7 And they clothed
him in a purple
robe,

and sat him on the
seat of judgment,

and said: “Judge
righteously, King
of Israel.”

8 And one of them
brought a crown of
thorns and put it
on the head of the
Lord.

9 And others stood
there and spat into
his face, and other
slapped him on the
cheeks, others
pricked him with a
reed, and some

26b he [Pilate]
handed him over tq
be crucified.

27 Then the
soldiers of the
governor took
Jesus into the
governor's
headquarters.

28 They stripped
him and put a
scarlet robe on
him,

(29b saying, “Hail,
King of the
Jews!”)

29a and after
twisting some
thorns into a
crown, they put it
on his head.

They put a reed in
his right hand and
s knelt before him
and mocked him...
30 They spat on
him, and took the
reed and struck

scourged him and

him on the head.

15b he [Pilate]
handed him over tq
be crucified.

16 Then the
soldiers led him
into the courtyard
of the palace (that
is, the governor's
headquarters); and
they called
together the whole
cohort.

17a And they
clothed himin a
purple cloak...

(18 And they
began saluting
him, “Hail, King
of the Jews!”)

17b and after
twisting some
thorns into a
crown, they put it
on him....

19 They struck his
head with a reed,
spat upon him, ang
knelt down in
homage to him.

25b and he [Pilate]
handed Jesus ove
as they wished.

11 Even Herod
with his soldiers
treated him with
contempt and
mocked him; then
he put an elegant
robe on him, and
sent him back to
Pilate.

16 Then he [Pilate]
handed him over tq
them to be
crucified.

So they took Jesus.

2b and they
dressed himin a
purple robe.

13 When Pilate
heard these words
he brought Jesus
outside and sat on
the judge's bench.

3a They kept
coming up to him,
saying, “Hail, King
of the Jews!”

(2a And the
soldiers wove a
crown of thorns
and put it on his
head..)

3b ... and striking
him on the face.
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said: “With this
honor let us honor
the Son of God.”
4:10 And they
brought two
malefactors and
crucified the Lord
between them.

But he was silent
as if he felt no
pain.

11 And when they
set up the cross,
they wrote: “This
is the King of
Israel.”

12 And they laid
down his garments
before him,

divided them and
cast lots for them.

13 One of the
malefactors,
however,
reproached them
and said: “We are
suffering for the
evil which we have
committed. But
this man, who has
become the saviou
of men, what
wrong has he doneg

to you?”

38 Then two
bandits were
crucified with him,
one on his right
and one on his left

37 Over his head
they put the chargg
against him, which
read, “This is
Jesus, the King of
the Jews.”

35 And when they
had crucified him,
they divided his
clothes among
themselves by
casting lots.

44 The bandits
who were crucified
with him also
taunted him in the
same way.

27 And with him
they crucified two
bandits, one on hig
right and one on
his left.

26 The inscription
of the charge
against him read,
“The King of the
Jews.”

24 And they
crucified him, and
divided his clothes
among them,
casting lots to
decide what each
should take.

32b Those who
were crucified with
him also taunted
him.

33b they crucified
Jesus there with
the criminals, one
on his right and
one on his left.

38 There was also
an inscription over
him, “This is the

King of the Jews.”

34b And they cast
lots to divide his
clothing.

39 One of the
criminals who
were hanged there
kept deriding him
and saying, “Are
you not the
Messiah? Save
yourself and us!”
40 But the other
rebuked him,
saying, “Do you
not fear God, since
you are under the
same sentence of
condemnation?
41 And we indeed
have been
condemned justly,
for we are getting

what we deserve

18 There they
crucified him, and
with him two
others, one on
either side, with
Jesus between
them.

19 Pilate also had
an inscription
written and put on
the cross. It read,
“Jesus of Nazareth
the King of the
Jews.”

23 When the
soldiers had
crucified Jesus,
they took his
clothes and divideg
them into four
parts, one for each
soldier. They also
took his tunic; now
the tunic was
seamless, woven i
one piece from the
top.
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14 Then they were|
enraged at him and
commanded that
(his) legs should

not be broken, so
that he might die

in torment.

5:15 But it was
midday, and
darkness covered
all Judea.

And they became
anxious and in fea
lest the sun had
already set since
he was still alive.
It is written for
them that the sun
should not set on
one that had been

45 From noon on,
darkness came
over the whole
land until three in
the afternoon.

33 When it was
noon, darkness
came over the
whole land until
three in the
afternoon.

for our deeds, but
this man has done
nothing wrong.”
42 Then he said,
“Jesus, remember
me when you
come into your
kingdom.”

43 He replied,
“Truly I tell you,
today you will be
with me in
Paradise.”

44 It was now
about noon, and
darkness came
over the whole
land until three in
the afternoon,

45a while the sun'g
light failed.

31 Since it was the
day of Preparation
the Jews did not
want the bodies
left on the cross
during the
Sabbath, especiall
because that
Sabbath was a day
of great solemnity.
So they asked
Pilate to have the
legs of the
crucified men
broken and the
bodies removed.
32 Then the
soldiers came and
broke the legs of
the first and of the
other who had
been crucified with
him.

33 But when they
came to Jesus and
saw that he was
already dead, they
did not break his
legs.
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put to death.

16 And one of
them said: “Give
him to drink gall
with vinegar.”

And they mixed
(it) and gave (him)
to drink.

17 And they
fulfilled everything
and filled the
measure of sins
upon their head.
18 But many went
about with lamps,
because they
thought it was
night, and fell
down.

19 And the Lord
cried out and said:

“My power,
power, you have
forsaken me.”

And having said
this he was taken

up.

34 they offered
him wine to drink,
mixed with gall;
but when he tasted
it, he would not
drink it.

46 And about threeg
o'clock Jesus cried
with a loud voice,
“Eli, Eli, lema
sabachthani?” that
is,

“My God, my

God, why have
you forsaken me?”

50 Then Jesus
cried again with a
loud voice and
breathed his last.

23 And they
offered him wine
mixed with myrrh;

but he did not take
it.

36 And someone
ran, filled a sponge
with sour wine, put
it on a stick, and
gave it to him to
drink, saying,
“Walit, let us see
whether Elijah will
come to take him
down.”

34 At three o'clock
Jesus cried out
with a loud voice,
“Eloi, Eloi, lema
sabachthani?”
which means,

“My God, my

God, why have
you forsaken me?”

37 Then Jesus
gave a loud cry
and breathed his
last.

36 The soldiers
also mocked him,
coming up and
offering him sour
wine.

46b Having said
this, he breathed
his last.

28 After this, when
Jesus knew that al
was now finished,
he said (in order tg
fulfill the
scripture), “l am
thirsty.”

29 A jar full of
sour wine was
standing there. So
they put a sponge
full of the wine on
a branch of hyssop
and held it to his
mouth.

30b Then he
bowed his head
and gave up his
spirit.




58

The extant portion of GP opens with a proper se@ehat apparently contrasts with
something that preceded it, as indicated by thegimbe (GP 1:1)! The scene appears to be the
conclusion of a trial or some other legal procegdnvolving Jesus. In this first verse we have a
rough parallel to Matt 27:24-25, since in each gbdipere is a reference to handwashing. Here
GP states that “none of the Jews washed the hawtisfeas in Matthew Pilate washes his hands
while declaring his own innocence. In GP the Jease no desire to wash their hanktsi (un
BouAnBevTteov vivaohat), a phrase without parallel in the NT account®rdd the king orders
that Jesus be taken away, declaring, “What | conti@eryou to do to him, do” (GP 1:2)In
each of the NT parallels, it is Pilate rather thirod who hands over Jesus to be executed (Matt
27:26; Mark 15:15; Luke 23:24-25; John 19:16).

There is an abrupt shift in GP 2:3-5a, as Josské Rilate that he be allowed to bury
Jesus after the crucifixiohWhile in GP this comes before the crucifixionsdph appears only
after the death of Jesus in all of the canonicalest (Matt 27:57-58; Mark 15:42-45; Luke 23:50-
52; John 19:38). Another significant differencéasnd in the reaction of Pilate to the request of
Joseph. In the NT gospels Pilate himself grargselquest, but in GP he must go to Herod and
ask for the body. The Petrine evangelist addslétail that not only is Joseph a friend of Jesus—
something mentioned also in Matthew and John—Ahésis a friend of Pilate (GP 2:3). Herod
and Pilate appear to be already on friendly term@F on the day of Jesus’ crucifixion. In

contrast, the Third Evangelist describes them béugifniends as a result of the circumstances

! The Akhmim manuscript is not damaged at this pbint it picks up the story in the
middle of the gospel’s narrative. This would sdernndicate that the scribe who composed it
either 1) was working with an abbreviated exemfilat contained the same portion of GP as the
Akhmim text, or 2) made a choice to copy only #estion of his exemplar manuscript. Minnen
(“Akhmim Gospel of Petet 53-60) discusses these two options and providesase for the
latter.

2 Swete Akhmim Fragmen®) suggests that this statement from Herod adltiden
earlier portion of GP that included his instrucdsut which is not included in the extant text.

® This must certainly be understood as the samepfidbat each of the NT accounts
identifies as Joseph of Arimathea (Matt 27:57; MBEsk43; Luke 23:50-51; John 19:38).
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surrounding Jesus’ death (Luke 23:12). In GP, wPidate asks Herod for Jesus’ body, the reply
from the Jewish leader indicates that he was pfantd bury Jesus in accordance with the
requirements of Torah. This bears some similaoitthe Jewish legal sensibilities expressed in
John 19:31.

In GP 2:5b Herod delivers Jesus “to the peoplereehe first day of unleavened bread,
their feast.” That Jews are in mind is clear frilv@ reference to the day of unleavened bread
being “their feast.” In contrast to Jesus beingegito the Jewish people, the NT parallels state
that Jesus is handed over to Roman soldiers (Ma272Mark 15:15-16; Luke 23:25, 36, 47;
John 19:1-7, 23-25, 31-34). Chronologically, GBrad with the Fourth Gospel in having the first
day of Passover fall on the Sabbath and in thefomen preceding it.

Beginning in GP 3:6, the Jewish people inflictisas abuses on Jesus, many of which
are paralleled in the actions of the Roman soldretse canonical narratives. No NT account,
however, includes the pushing of Jesus by his déxemrs as they run, nor does any include a
statement about having power over the Son of G&IZB).

Jesus is clothed in a purple robeg¢pupc), set on a seat of judgmertPeSpa
kploews), and told, “Judge righteously, King of Israel’R@:7). Both Mark and John refer to
Jesus being clothed imop¢upa (Mark 15:17; John 19:2), while the seating of 3dstpotentially
paralleled in John 19:18 A crown of thorns is placed on the head of J&s@P 3:8, as also
occurs in Matt 27:29; Mark 15:17; and John 19:2, 5.

Those abusing Jesus spit in his face, slap hith@cheeks, prick him with a reed, and

scourge him before their mocking expression, “Wfitis honor let us honor the Son of God” (GP

* John 19:13 begins otv TTIAGTOS dkoUcas TV ASYeV ToUTwY Ty ayev £ Tov
"Incouv kal ekabicev eml Priuatos. The point of contention in translating thisrisdetermining
whetherekaBioev is transitive or intransitive here. In other waris Pilate setting Jesus on the
seat or is Pilate himself sitting on the seat? Mieeits of both sides of the argument are
summarized in C. K. Barrefthe Gospel according to St. John: An Introductiatiw
Commentary and Notes on the Greek Teahdon: SPCK, 1955), 452-53. If the transitive
understanding of John is correct, then we woulceraparallel to GP, though in the Fourth
Gospel Jesus is seated opraa rather than acbedpor.



60

3:9). These acts are paralleled in the NT gospegstting occurs in Matt 27:30 and Mark 15:19.
The executioners of Jesus slap him on the facehin 19:3, strike him with a reed in Mark 15:19,
and scourge him in Matt 27:26; Mark 15:15; Lukel®3:22; and John 19:1. All four NT
accounts include some form of mockery (Matt 27M8rk 15:20; Luke 23:11, 36; John 19:2-3),
but none includes the “honor” statement from thecexioners as in GP 3:9.

Jesus is then crucified between two malefactast,gs all of the NT evangelists describe
(GP 4:10; Matt 27:38; Mark 15:27; Luke 23:33; Jdin18). The reference in GP 4:10 to Jesus’
silence is unique to this gospeln GP 4:11 we find a reference to the title om ¢hosspuTos
£0TIv 0 BactAeus Tou loparA.® In contrast, all of the canonical gospels givetitie aso
BaoiAevs Tawv  louSaicov (Matt 27:37; Mark 15:26; Luke 23:38; John 19:1%he Jewish
executioners in GP divide Jesus’ clothing and ledstfor them (GP 4:12), an act also found in all
of the NT narratives (Matt 27:35; Mark 15:24; Luk&34; John 19:23-24).

In GP 4:13-14 we have a scene in which one ofetfiesng crucified with Jesus rebukes
the executioners for killing “the saviour of memho has done no wrong to them. Those
carrying out the crucifixion become enraged at #imd order that Jesus’ legs not be broken, so
that he will undergo more suffering. This refleelsments also found in the Lukan and
Johannine stories. One of the crucified men ind_silaccount reproaches the other for mocking
Jesus, saying that Jesus has done no wrong whijeatle indeed guilty of the crimes for which
they have been condemned (Luke 23:39-43). Lukeei®nly other gospel in which one of the

malefactors expresses sympathy for Jesus. Sigwitamly John mentions leg-breaking at the

®> Some have found in this statement an indicatioB®% alleged docetic sympathies, as,
for example, in Swetédkhmim Fragmen®6. However, the text of GP does not actuallyestiaat
Jesus felt no pain; rather, it emphasizes his mingsilent during his sufferings if he did not
feel pain Gtos 8¢ eo1cdTar cs undeva movov exwv) (GP 4:10b). The portrait is of a noble
suffering martyr, not of one whose bodily appeaesisonly an illusion. This has been argued
persuasively in Jerry W. McCant, “The Gospel ofePeDocetism ReconsideredNTS30
(1984): 258-73; Peter M. Head, “On the Christolofiyhe Gospel of PeterVC 46 (1992): 209-
24,

® The title “King of Israel” also appears earlierG® 3:7 and is used there as a term of
mockery.
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crucifixion (John 19:31-33). In the Fourth Gospbk Jews ask Pilate to break the legs of all
three of the crucified in order that they might de®mn enough to be removed from the crosses
before the Sabbath. However, because the soldidshn discover that Jesus has already died,
they do not actually break his legs.

GP 5:15 describes the onset of darkness oven@diaJat midday. In response to this
darkness, the executioners become fearful thaguhewill set while Jesus is still alive. This
verse then notes that Jewish law stipulates tlee$iin cannot set on one who has been put to
death. All three Synoptic Gospels refer to darkresoon (Matt 27:45; Mark 15:33; Luke
23:44). While GP states that this occurred throughall Judea,” the canonical stories more
generically recount that it happened in the whtded” (yns).

As he hangs on the cross, Jesus is offered gatidwiith vinegarxoAn peta ofous) to
drink (GP 5:16). This bears some resemblance &t wtfound in Matthew and Mark. Both of
these NT evangelists describe two separate drigikg loffered to Jesus (Matt 27:34, 48; Mark
15:23, 36). The first drink is wine mixed withlest gall (Matthew) or myrrh (Mark), the second
is a sponge full of vinegar (Matthew and Mark) hidd.9:29-30 also speaks of an offer of vinegar
to Jesus. As Koester notes, the offering of gall mixed withegar in GP is appropriately
followed by the statement that “they fulfilled ey#ting” (GP 5:17F However, as | will argue
below, the fulfilment reference in GP does notegopto be to the gall/vinegar episode alone but

rather to the entire series of acts that the ei@weits have carried out against Jesus. This is

" Psalm 69:22 likely lies behind GP 5:16 and thenarices to vinegar in the NT gospels.
In evaluating the use of this verse by the gospigérs, KoesterAncient Christian Gospegl230)
concludes, “No question, tligospel of Petehas preserved the most original narrative versfon
the tradition of scriptural interpretation. Inghnstance, a dependence of @espel of Peter
upon any of the canonical gospels is excludeds unlikely that such a dependence exists with
respect to any other features of the passion maerat this gospel.”

In contrast, Brown@eath of the Messial2:944) notes that it was common for second-
century Christian writers to bring their texts ioser alignment with the OT texts, and he finds
GP to be indicative of this practice. In the cabPs 69:22, Brown cites as evider®arn. 7:3
and Irenaeudilaer. 4.33.12. Swetedkhmim Fragmen8-9) adds other early examples as well.

8 Koester Ancient Christian Gospel£30.
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evidenced by the second half of GP 5:17, whiclesttiat they “filled the measure of sins upon
their head.” The Scriptures are fulfilled in euvihipg that happens at the crucifixion. There are
no parallels to GP 5:17 in any of the NT Passiorrdiwes. Similarly, GP 5:18 has nothing in
common with the canonical material, as it descrithescrucifiers going about with lamps
because of the darkness and falling down in thega®

Jesus’ only statement in GP comes in 5:19 wittekdamation from the cross: “My
power, power, you have forsaken me.” This is ryeidentical to the final cry in Matthew and
Mark: “My God, my God, why have you forsaken meMaft 27:46; Mark 15:34). The most
significant differences between GP and the canbaiaygngs are GP’s use &vapls where
Matthew and Mark havéeos, and the exclamation being in the form of a statenin GP and a

question in the NT versioris.

GP 1:1-5:19: AN ANTI-JEWISH PERSPECTIVE

In this section | will review the numerous waysahich GP reflects a heightened anti-
Jewish perspective as it relates to responsilfiditghe death of Jesus and, at the same time,
moves toward exonerating Pilate for his role in¢hgifixion. This will be accomplished

through an examination of four items from GP 1:19%5:

(a) “But None of the Jews Washed the Hands” (G 1:1

Perhaps it is not mere coincidence that the opdimirgf the Akhmim text reads as it
does v 8¢ "louSaiwv oudels eviaTo Tas Xelpas), as it states in summary form one of the

primary themes of the narrative that folloflsWhat precisely came before the opening line of

 Swete Akhmim FragmentL0) claims to have found only one other instancearly
Christian literature where the question in Mattteewd Mark has been transformed into a
statement (Ephrem the Syrig@erm. adv. Haels6).

¥ Minnen(“The AkhmimGospel of Petet 58-60) argues that the Akhmim manuscript is
a redacted version of the original text of GP, #rad this redaction was driven largely by anti-
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the Akhmim text is uncertain, but the partidteis likely contrastive here and probably indicates
that some other individual(s) was washing his hamdsiously. The persons mentioned in GP
1:1-2 are Herod, his judges, and Pilate, the fiivetbeing of “the Jews'* Hans von Schubert
was confident enough to include in his edition &f tAe following line prior to the actual
Akhmim text:meihaTos eviyaTto Tas Xelpas (“Pilate washed his hands'. While | do not
have the certainty to declare this to be the exactling of the preceding text, Schubert is likely
correct in proposing a previous reference to hastiimg by Pilate. Because of what follows at
the end of GP 1:Xki un BouAnbevtwv viyacbar aveoTtn melddTos), the best explanation is
that indeed Pilate had washed his hands at sortierganint in the narrative.

Support for this inference can also be found intthdition preserved in Matt 27:24. The

author of GP was likely acquainted with the Matthbandwashing episode. Because of the

Jewish motivations, either by the Akhmim scribe $gthor an earlier one. In support of this, he
claims that the version of tligpocalypse of Petdhat is included in the Akhmim manuscript
contains demonstrable anti-Jewish redactions ofwbak. If his contention about GP is true, it
would make it nearly impossible to discern a matgimal text of GP than what is found in the
Akhmim edition, since any alleged anti-Jewish cbimdstics could be attributed to a later
redactor. Minnen’s claim, as he acknowledges, atba falsified without the discovery of
further manuscripts of GP.

In response, | would note that portions of four keoare included in the Akhmim
manuscript: GPApocalypse of Petet Enoch andMartyrdom of Julian of AnazarbusMinnen
detects noticeable and demonstrable anti-Jewisittied in only one of these four writings—the
Apocalypse of PeterSo while Minnen’s proposal is possible, the entrstate of the evidence
does not allow us to grant it a high degree oflilied. Might it not be just as likely that GP
originally was anti-Jewish and that tApocalypse of Petavas selected for inclusion because it,
too, carried the name “Peter,” and upon being ihetlit underwent editing to bring it into
greater conformity with its gospel namesake? @hit have been the case that of the four
texts, theApocalypse of Petaras the only one to have undergone such anti-Bew@action,
possibly by an earlier scribe whose version ofdpecalypse was the only one available or even
known to the Akhmim scribe? In light of the pretheavailable evidence, these two alternative
explanations would seem to be as likely as Minneaggestion. For this reason, | will operate
with the assumption that the anti-Jewish trait&Bfcan generally be considered to represent
something close to its “original” version ratheamhbeing the result of later scribal activity.

" Tobias Nicklas (“Die ‘Juden’ im PetrusevangeliurClair 10759]: Ein TestfallNTS
46 [2000]: 213-14) provides a summary of the pgetaf the various individuals in this opening
scene of GP.

2SchubertThe Gospel of Peter: Synoptic Tables, with Traimtastand Critical
Apparatus(trans. John MacPherson; Edinburgh: T&T Clark,3)34.
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desire to heighten the guilt of the Jews, the seesereworked in GP for a specific polemical
purpose: to present the Jews as remaining guittthiodeath of Jesd$.What in Matthew was a
means of portraying Pilate’s innocence has now tnecmuch more in GP 1:1-2, because not
only is the Petrine Pilate absolved of guilt bsioalmore importantly, the wickedness and guilt of
the Jews are heightened by their lack of desiebsmlve themselvegif BouAnfevTtcov

viyaoBa)." Perhaps this is even to indicate that they asagof their role. It may also be said
that at one level “all” of the Jews remain condedhimeGP since “none” of them have washed

their hands.
(b) The Primacy of Herod (GP 1:2-2:5)

In GP 1:2 there is a further development regarttiegole of the Jews and it entails the
transformation of an episode involving Herod. Asdntioned in the synoptic analysis above, all
of the NT accounts clearly present Pilate, despgeeticence, as the one who formally
condemns Jesus to death. However, in GP it isdH#m®king & BactAeus) who gives this
pronouncement with his statemento exéAeuca UUTV Toimoat auTey ToimooTe (GP 1:2). This
is the second use efAeVc in this verse; in the previous sentence Herod cants keAevet)

Jesus to be taken awayln Matthew’s gospekeAeiw is used when Pilate “order[s]” that Jesus’
body be given to Joseph and again when the Jeedsiets ask Pilate to “command” that Jesus’
tomb be made secure (Matt 27:58, 64). While Piate command in Matthew’s story, Herod
the king of the Jews plays this role in GP. Thaidk ruler is now the principal authority

responsible for the official death sentence of degtrom where has this idea come?

13yvaganay Evangile de Pierre198-206) shares some of the same insights.

“The same idea is present in Melittlsm. on Pasch&2: “But you [i.e., the Jews] cast
the opposite vote against your Lord. For him wibengentiles worshipped and uncircumcised
men admired and foreigners glorified, over whomnelRédate washed his hands, you killed him at
the great feast.”

!> The verlxeAeuw is defined as “to give a command, ordinarily ofodficial nature,
command, order, urge” (BDAG, s.v., 538).
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Luke is the only other NT evangelist to includerdtein the proceedings that lead to
Jesus’ death (Luke 23:7-12). In the reconstruadio@rossan, Luke has created his scene in
order to “integrate the tradition about AntipagtfirtheCross Gospelvith the tradition about
Pilate from the Markan gospef®” In his estimation, the hypothetical Cr@@sspel, itself an
earlier version of GP, served as a source for Lukeould suggest, rather, that it is the other way
around. The Petrine evangelist rewrites the dtgrincluding the Lukan report of Herod’s role in
the condemnation of Jesus, and this is likely dubé fact that he is the most significant Jewish
authority to appear in the Passion Narratives kntmtim’ The writer of GP, because of his
focus on Jewish responsibility, employs Herod simeeepresents the presence of a Jewish
political figure who could plausibly “command” pdeo carry out the crucifixiolf. Therefore,
Herod's prominence rose in direct correlation t® desire to reflect Jewish guilt for the death of
Jesus.

The primacy of Herod is exemplified further in g#bsequent scene (GP 2:3-5). Joseph,
upon learning that Jesus is about to be crucifieds to Pilate to request the body for burial. But
Pilate himself cannot grant this request; he meisti$o Herod and ask for the body. Herod is
thus the primary authority through whom all officiecisions are made pertaining to the

execution.

(c) The Role of the Jewish People in the Mocketyuge, and Crucifixion

18 CrossanCross That Spokd3.
"Vaganay Evangile de Pierre198-201) argues along similar lines.

18 Compare, for example, the storyAots Pet8 in which Caiaphas condemns Jesus and
hands him over to the Jewish crowd. Christiandccemploy others for this role when wishing
to portray Jews as responsible for Jesus’ deatweier, the figure is typically one in authority,
either politically or religiously.
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The Jewish people first appear in GP 2:5 and tiodgrin carrying out the orders of
Herod is in the forefront throughout the accouniedus’ executioli. Herod delivers Jesus “to
the people” to Aac) and it is immediately clear that “the people” tre Jews, since this act
takes place “before the first day of unleavenea@dybeir feast” (GP 2:5). The term “Jew(s)”
does not appear again until GP 6:23, but it is egggahat the numerous third person pronouns in
the intervening verses refer to JéWdn describing the various ways in which Jesusistreated
prior to the actual crucifixion, GP presents altltdm as being carried out by the Jewish people
in general. There is no participation by Pilatepfan soldiers, or Jewish leaders. This stands in
marked contrast to the Passion Narratives of th@od8pels, each of which leaves little or no
ambiguity in stating that the Roman authoritiesrege the actual crucifixion. What we find in
GP, then, is a transfer of blame. Where the NDawgts assign varying degrees of guilt to both
Romans and Jews, GP has placed virtually all ofg¢lponsibility onto Herod and the Jewish
people.

An examination of the various acts against Jeaused out by the Jews in GP 3:6-5:16
reveals that the author has not only gathered #fieoblame to assign to the Jews, he has also
compiled a wide array of the types of abuse anlidteal them in his account. Numerous features
are common to GP and multiple NT accounts (e.gyslelothed in purple, crown of thorns,

spitting, striking). GP also includes details urédo each of the NT gospels (excluding Mark).

¥ Here again | follow some of the insights in Nickl&Juden’ im Petrusevangelium,”
215-19.

%0 For example, in GP 5:15 the people become anxiaislesus will not die before the
setting of the sun, a clear allusion to the OT naémdhat had been cited in GP 1:5 and which
again is said to have been “written thent (GP 5:15).

2L As Brown Death of the Messiaf2:1327) notes, Mark, as the primary source for at
least two of the other NT narratives, is to be readbfrom this discussion. This is true because if
GP’s author has knowledge of all four NT gospeds, @am proposing, we cannot determine—in
those instances where Mark agrees with Matthewuet—whether GP is reflecting knowledge
of Mark or of one of the gospels that used Mark asurce (i.e., Matthew or Luke). In Brown’s
judgment there are only two uniquely Markan iterinseant from all of the other NT Passion
Narratives: the reference to crucifixion at thedHiour (Mark 15:25), and Pilate’s asking if Jesus
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Matthew and GP both mention gall in a drink offetedesus (Matt 27:34; GP 5:16). Luke and
GP relate Jesus’ death to Jerusalem’s demise 28i28-31; GP 7:25). Jesus is pricked/stabbed
in both John and GP (John 18:3; GP 3:9). WhilarigRides many of the acts of abuse and
mockery that are found in the canonical storieis, ihore significant to note here the way in
which the identity of the abusers is changed in GP.

The mistreatment of Jesus in GP 2:5-3:9 is dongels. This includes taking Jesus and
pushing him, clothing him in purple, placing him @seat and mocking him, setting a crown of
thorns on his head, spitting in his face, slappiimg on the cheeks, poking him with a reed, and
scourging him. Most of these actions have a parallat least one NT gospel. More
significantly, when it comes to the crucifixionat§ the Jews carry it out in GP (4:10). To depict
Jews, rather than Romans, as the perpetratorsuséaimockery, and crucifixion is to retell the

story with purposes that are almost certainly patain

(d) The Heightened Malevolency of the Jewish Agi¢BP 4:10-14)

Not only are Jews in GP the sole group to condessnslto death, to carry out all of the
abuse and mockery toward him, and to crucify himaytare also at times even more malevolent
in their actions than is the case in parallel aot®uAlan Kirk has compared the “Legs Not
Broken” episodes in John 19:31-36 and GP 4:10-tMcancludes that “Peter’s version is a
retelling of the Johannine pericope that embodiesdocial memory’ of a second-century
community, constructing this archetypal story is@dance with specific contours of its own

social identity.® In his estimation, the social conflict betweerri€ians and Jews was a key

is dead yet (Mark 15:44). That these two insigaifit details are missing from both GP and the
three NT gospels is not surprising.

2 Kirk, “The Johannine Jesus in the Gospel of Péte3ocial Memory Approach,” in
Jesus in Johannine Traditidied. Robert T. Fortna and Tom Thatcher; Louisvilleestminster
John Knox, 2001), 315. On the other hand, Mara Be&P’s reference to dying in torment an
emphasis on prophetic fulfillment, specifically tloh Jesus as the Suffering Servant of Isa 50-53
(Evangile de Pierre122). CrossarQross That Spokd 67-74) differs from both Kirk and Mara
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influence on the author of GP in his “retelling”tbfs pericope, as it afforded him the opportunity
to heighten the malevolency of the Jews in thelralveor and attitude toward Jesus.

In John’s gospel, the Jews are not overseeingrthafizion events; instead, they must
ask Pilate to break the legs of the crucified (Jb®181). Such is not the case in GP, since they,
the ones carrying out the crucifixion, command thatlegs not be broken (GP 4:14). The
identity of the one whose legs are not to be brakemclear in GP, since the Greek in 4:14
simply readskeheucav Tva pm okehokomnfn. Whose legs are not to be broken? The clause
indicates only that one individual is the referefihe second purpose clause also specifies by the
use of a singular participle and verb that the lafcleg-breaking was in order that one person
“might die in torment” §mws Bacavifopevos amobavor).

The question then is whether it is Jesus or therattalefactor (i.e., the one who
reproaches the Jews) whom the Jews want to danment by not having his legs broken.
Determination based solely on grammatical grousdmt possible. The English translation of
Kraus and Nicklas seems to point toward the othaefactor as the one whose legs are not to be
broken: “Then they were enraged at him and comnthtig (his) legs should not be broken, so
that he might die in torment” (GP 4:1%).Since the nearest antecedent in their transliitre
crucified man who had reproached the Jews, thidarémg implies that it was his legs that were

not to be brokef® On the other hand, Kirk asserts without argurtiesit Jesus is the referent and

in concluding that “John 19:31-37 is a powerfulaetibnal creation based on two separate units
from theCross Gospél(169). The two units from GP to which he refars the reed-poking

from 3:9 and the leg-breaking of 4:14. In Cross@mgment, “it is immediately clear that John
has transferred the nonbreaking of the legs framthief to Jesus himself, and that he sees in this
the fulfilment [sic] of biblical prophecy” (168).

% Kraus and NicklasPetrusevangeliupb0.

24 At the time he wrote his commentary, Vaganay nthetithe majority of critics were
of the opinion that the other crucified man, rattien Jesus, was the object of wrath from the
Jews hereHvangile de Pierrg242). Crossan also identifies the referent inaGREhe other man
(Cross That Spokd 65-69).
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displays no awareness of the ambig@ityBrown seems much more cognizant of the diffieglti
involved in making a firm judgment, eventually chming that Jesus is the most likely
referent® | share this conclusion.

In my estimation the suggestion that GP 4:13-14fawased as a result of an anti-Jewish
sentiment offers a plausible explanation for thgsiia which it differs from the accounts in John
and Luke. GP links John’s story of the leg-breghkaith Luke's account of the sympathetic
crucifixion victim. The primary purpose in doing s to heighten the level of malevolence
shown by the Jews against not only Jesus but giinst those sympathetic to the Christian
movement.

So, regardless of whether GP refers to Jesusthetother malefactor as the one whose
legs are not to be broken, the point is that anyame sides with Jesus will face hostility from the
Jews. The confession of the malefactor is sigaific“We are suffering for the evil which we
have committed. But this man, who has becomedhi@sr of men, what wrong has he done to
you?” (GP 4:13). To identify Jesus as the “savimiumen” is effectively a Christian
proclamation, thus making the man crucified nexidsus a representative of Christians. In the
end, though, the subject of the one whose lega@r be broken is best understood as Jesus,
since in the immediately subsequent scene the Beeame fearful that the sun has set while “he
was still alive” (GP 5:15). This is clearly a redace to Jesus and would make the previous
referent best understood also as Jesus.

The identity of the one whose legs are not to lo&dam is of less import than is the
motivation behind the Jewish actions in the nareatiof John and GB. In John the concern
behind the leg-breaking incident is related to Tiashservance: “Since it was the day of

Preparation, the Jews did not want the bodie®otethe cross during the Sabbath, especially

% Kirk, “Johannine Jesus in the Gospel of Peter,”.317
% Brown, Death of the Messial2:1176, 1330.

T Kirk, “Johannine Jesus in the Gospel of Peter7-33.
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because that Sabbath was a day of great solerBaitthey asked Pilate to have the legs of the
crucified men broken and the bodies removed” (IdhB1). The Jews in John’s gospel want the
legs ofall the crucified men broken in order to hasten theath, not so that they will suffer
more but so that their bodies can be removed franttosses before sunset, a prescription
outlined in Deut 21:22-23. Faithfulness to thedfolies behind John’s depiction of the Jews, a
motive that is certainly good in itself.

Jewish motivations are markedly different in GIfhe desire that the leg®t be broken
is driven by sheer sadismircos Bacavifopevos amobavol (GP 4:14). They wish to prolong
the agony by keeping the crucified alive longefThe desire to adhere to the requirements of
Torah are not behind the motives in the leg-brapkipisode, though they are present elsewhere
in GP (e.g., 2:5; 5:15). Instead, it is the malewoy in the actions of Jews that is at work in the
Petrine account. We see that our author has tewtiis story by incorporating Luke’s
sympathetic malefactor and John’s leg-breakingoelgis This has been done in a way that shows
Jews to be hostile to Jesus (or possibly to thpspathetic to him) to the point that they wish to
bring about greater torment for him rather thaewaditing his suffering through the breaking of

legs.

THE ROLE OF SCRIPTURE IN GP'S PORTRAYAL OF THE JEWS

From its inception as a small group of Jews, thiy €&hristian movement claimed the
Scriptures of Israel as their own. To understéwedé texts from the perspective of the first
Christ-followers, we should recognize the way th€kestians imagined Jesus’ life, death, and
resurrection. The Christian appropriation of thEl€d to religious and consequently social

conflict with other Jewish groups. Indeed, thisagireement between Christians and Jews was an

% This again holds true regardless of whether welcde that it is Jesus or the other
man whose legs are not to be broken. In the fomstaince, the hostility is directed against the
leader of the Christian movement, whereas in ttierlghe violence is directed against his
followers or those sympathetic to the movement.
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argument over who held the role as the properpné¢ers of shared sacred texts, a situation that
was by no means new within Judaism. For centwesous Jewish sects had disagreed about
the proper understanding of the Scriptures, and abeut which texts were authoritati/eThe
early Christians recognized their status as thehmypanger sect, but this did not stop them from
criticizing Jews whose interpretations of OT tetiféered from their own.

Scholars have long been aware of the OT backgrtuntch of the contents of GP.
However, the role of the OT in GP has been undedsito various ways. Swete conjectured that
“perhaps the writer has been led by his anti-JusiaiiGt to affect indifference to the Jewish
Scriptures.® In this section, | will suggest that Swete isreot in noting the influence of an
anti-JewishTendenas it pertains to the use of the OT in GP, andl lidentify several cases in
which the author employs the Scriptures in spegifiys that reinforce or heighten the negative
portrayal of Jews, especially as it relates tortf@e in Jesus’ death.

Martin Dibelius was prominent among those wha fitgggested that the earliest Passion
Narrative developed as a result of Christian réifsecon Scripturé” Though he considered GP
to be later than the NT Passion Narratives andrdigre upon them, Dibelius proposed that the
use of the OT in GP preserved an earlier exegdtiadition as it relates to the role of Scripture i

gospel literature. Later writers—including Denk&rpssan, and Koester—would follow

# A summary of this issue can be found in the asdassays in the first half of
McDonald and Sander€anon Debate

% Swete Akhmim Fragmentxvi. It is not entirely clear what Swete medysthe
“indifference” of GP’s author, since his subsequitiatussion is brief. In my estimation, Swete
might be meaning to say that the author is notfgbte give verbatim quotations of any
particular OT version. Rather, his OT backgrouad bome primarily via the anti-Jewish
testimoniawith which he was acquainted.

31 As it relates to the use of Scripture in GP’s RasBlarrative, see Dibelius, “Die
alttestamentliche Motive in der Leidensgeschicleg etrus- und Johannes-Evangeliums,”
BZAW 33 (1918): 125-50.
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Dibelius’ proposal that GP preserves a more primitise of the OT, but all of these more recent
scholars have concluded that GP does not reflgckamwledge of the canonical works.

Koester, for example, has taken a form-criticalrapph in evaluating the tradition
history of GP and the role of the OT in it. Heigla that, because the episode in GP 3:6-9 “has
not yet split the mocking account into several ssghit “is older than its various usages in the
canonical gospels™® In his estimation the original form of the modiiscene that arose out of
Christian reflection on the OT—specifically the gegoat ritual of Lev 16 and other texts—was a
single unified account that was later divided imtoltiple scenes like those in the parallel NT
stories (e.g., Matt 26:67; 27:26-30; Mark 14:65;18520; John 19:1-5, 13).

A form-critical judgment in this area—that stortesd to go from the simple to the
complex—has increasingly been called into questi€ink has argued that recent research on
orality and writing in ancient cultures “renderf{eg form-critical canon of developmental
tendencies in the oral tradition all but a deatktet* He expresses similar sentiments about
written texts as well. In evaluating the traditiistory of gospel material, there are additional
factors to be weighed that are at least as impbammeasuring the proximity of any given story
to its hypothetical original form. One of thesetie social context in which a story is told or

written. Kirk again issues a helpful reminder winenstates that “the morphology of tradition

% Denker,Theologiegeschichtliche Stellun@rossanCross That Spokdoester,
Ancient Christian Gospel216-40. In the case of Crossan, the originaioerof GP (his Cross
Gospel) reflected no knowledge of the NT accounts.

% Koester Ancient Christian Gospel227.

34 Kirk, “Tradition and Memory in th&ospel of Petet in Kraus and Nicklas,
Evangelium nach Petru439. In contrast, BrowrDgath of the Messial2:944) finds in the
tradition history “a tendency to gradually increaseriptural allusions and echoes. While this
might be a “tendency,” there are exceptions todserilhe contexts in which traditions arise and
develop, in addition to other factors such as gendtauthorial preferences, may or may not lead
to an increase of biblical references. One migbtdustin Martyr's two primary works as
representative of this. He employs vastly morealdsions and quotations Dialogue with
Tryphothan in hisFirst Apology
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depends not upon developmental or de-pristinaéndencies but upon social variables
impinging upon the different performance arenastiich a given tradition is enacte®.”

Rather than gauging the degree to which the OTdrackd to GP fits certain
hypothetical forms, my study here will focus on hawseveral points in GP, the OT is utilized in
a manner that disparages Jews. This is exemplifi&P’s use of the biblical texts in ways that
show how the Jewish people have acted in violaifdheir Scriptures. Along the way, | will be

indebted to the work of Thomas Hieke, whose comahssalign closely with my owi¥.

(a) Handwashing (GP 1:1)

As | mentioned briefly above, the washing of hamdSP 1:1 symbolizes a declaration of
innocence concerning responsibility for Jesus’ aken. The clearest allusion in GP’s
handwashing scene is to Deut 21:1-9, which givesuntions to the Israelites for how to handle
the discovery of a murder victim whose killer iskaown®’ The primary indication that the
ritual comes in response to a perceived murdesppssed to an accidental death, comes in the
reference in v. 1 to a person being “struck dowyn'ahother person. The Hebrew verb here is

nakah which can be used in contexts referring to eithjery or death’®

% Kirk, “Tradition and Memory,” 138. DenkeT heologiegeschichtliche Stellurigs-87)
also notes the importance of the polemical backutdo GP as central to understanding its use
of the OT. As | discuss below, however, this |lelids to conclusions that at times border on
being reductionist, as, for instance, in his cl#iat the apologetic tendencies of GP are directed
solelyin response to disputes with Jewish opponents.

% Hieke, “Das Petrusevangelium vom Alten Testamentgelesen: Gewinnbringende
Lektlre eines nicht-kanonischen Textes vom chelstin Kanon her,” in Kraus and Nicklas,
Evangelium nach Petru91-115. He summarizes matters thus: “The uslkeeoHoly Scriptures
of Israel reveals the anti-Jewish tendency of (&&).(

3730 also Vaganayvangile de Pierre202; CrossarGross That Spok®6-98; Brown,
Death of the Messiali:834. Other OT texts mentioned as possiblydedtevant are Exod
30:18-21; Ps 26:4-6; 73:13.

¥ See BDB, s.v., 645-47. This account describest@miional act. The law pertaining
to accidental death is given elsewhere—in Deut-59:£ommentators seem to be in agreement
on Deut 21:1-9 referring to intentional homicideor instance, Moshe Weinfel@¢uteronomy
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In such an instance, the elders and judgesréi) from the nearest town are to oversee a
ceremony in which they take a heifer to a neartieyavith flowing water’*® When coming to
the stream they are to break the neck of the aniffia¢ ritual concludes with the elders and
judges washing their hands over the dead heifelewmaking the following declaration: “Our
hands did not shed this blood, nor were we witreegsé. Absolve, O LORD, your people
Israel, whom you redeemed; do not let the guilhabcent blood remain in the midst of your
people Israel” (Deut 21:7-8). In so doing thigyttare released of any guilt and the innocent
blood is purged from their community.

What we find in GP 1:1 is a reenactment of thetBxemomic ritual, but now the Jewish
kpiTal refuse to wash their hands. Herod, the judgesré), and all the other Jews fail to take
the step of absolving themselves of guilt. Non&hefNT accounts includegiTai in its Passion
Narrative. GP’s author, in my estimation, has adtiem to the present scene in order to
strengthen the allusion to the ceremony of Deuspécifically in showing the failure of the
Jewishkpital to fulfill their responsibility in the case of des

This lack of washing on the part of the Jews isquatof ignorance, for their reason is
clearly statedun BouAnBevteov vigaoBon (GP 1:1). The implication is that they have a ful
realization of the significance of washing, yeteaemed with this knowledge they refuse to do
so. Only Pilate, the non-Jew, cleanses himsaliracent blood. As important as the
Deuteronomic handwashing act itself is the evedttithitiates it: a murder (Deut 21:1). By

alluding to this ritual, GP is indicating that Js'sdeath was on a par with murder; it was not a

and the Deuteronomic Schd@xford: Clarendon Press, 1972], 210) identifiesse verses as
“the law of unsolved murder.” Similarly, J. GordbttConville DeuteronomyAOTC 5;
Leicester: Apollos, 2002], 326-29) repeatedly refer“murder” and “murderer” in his discussion
and states that the ritual “deal[s] with the unedlmurder” (326).

39 All Greek text of the OT is from the LXX, unlesshetwise noted.



75

lawful execution but rather an unjust killidy.Therefore, what follows in GP is, to use its own
language, “the murder of the Lord.”
Other handwashing texts in the OT further illugtithis same point and perhaps are
being echoed in GP. Two examples are found ifPgams*
| do not sit with the worthless,
nor do | consort with hypocrites;
| hate the company of evildoers,
and will not sit with the wicked.
I wash my hands in innocence,
and go around your altar, O LORD. (Ps 26:4-6)

All'in vain | have kept my heart clean
and washed my hands in innocence. (Ps 73:13)

Crossan is correct in saying that these psalmsippese the ritual described in Deut 21
and clearly express its signification of innoceffcén GP 1:1 Pilate now plays the same role as
the psalmist. The Roman governor “stood up” owt desire not to remain seated among the
“worthless” and “wicked” Jews who would condemn andrder Jesus (GP 1:1; Ps 26:4-5). The
author of GP, in order to heighten the contrasivbenh the parties, describes the standing of
Pilate immediately after the Jews’ refusal to waBhrthermore, he indicates through the echo of

the psalm that the Jews are among the wicked whaireseated®

** The use ofredoveupevey (“murdered one”) in GP 2:5; 5:15 is also signifitin this
regard and will be discussed in more detail below.

*1 These are treated as background to GP 1:1 in &8ss That Spok®7-100;
Brown, Death of the Messiali:834; Hieke, “Petrusevangelium vom Alten Testani4.

*2 CrossanCross That Spok®?7.

3 It is probable that the original Hebrew text of#8s4-5, in using the venmshay
conveyed the notion of “dwelling/living/being” witihe worthless and wicked rather than
actually “sitting” with them. However, lest it ltleought that my suggestion regarding GP
requires an overly literal understanding of thepséhe LXX usesxaBifw to renderyashavin
both instances in Ps 26:4-5. WhiteSic can carry the connotation of “dwelling/living/bgin
(e.g., Luke 24:49; Acts 18:11), this usage fositdre (see BDAG, s.v., 491-92). Far more often
kaBileo refers to a literal “sitting/seating,” so it seethat the LXX has rendered the psalm in a
way that plausibly could have been understoodimféshion. In any case, | have found nothing
to persuade me that GP’s author had any knowletigielorew. In my estimation, all of his
knowledge of OT texts has come to him in Greekf beough particular translations (e.g., LXX)
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Matthew’s handwashing account has been rewrittemiattempt to highlight Jewish
guilt for shedding innocent blood and to indicdtattit still remains upon them. This effort has
been enhanced through further allusions to OT teRiscalling to mind these texts, GP also

presents Jesus’ death not as an execution bué &dllthg of one who is innocent.

(b) The Sun Should Not Set on One Who Has Been &tai(GP 2:5; 5:15)

In only two instances does GP make an explicittha@ be quoting Scripture, and on
both occasions the same text—Deut 21:22-23—is meedi (GP 2:5; 5:15). The first reference
to these verses comes in Herod’s reply to the gdbat Jesus’ body be given to Joseph (GP
2:5). Herod alludes to this text when he informatP that the Jews would have observed the
legal requirement to give Jesus a proper buriareefundown. The second quotation appears
after the Jewish people become enraged at Jesug doe crucifixion and command that his legs
not be broken (GP 4:14-5:15). At this point dadsidescends over the land, which leads the
Jews to fear that they have violated their lawudte here these two excerpts as they are
commonly rendered in English translations:

And Herod said: “Brother Pilate, even if no onel laaked for him, we would have buried

him since the Sabbath draws on. For it is writtethe law thathe sun should not set on
one that has been put to deafiAiov un Stvai éml medoveupéve). (GP 2:5§°

or through Christiamestimonia or both. On the Greek of GP see Vagafagngile de Pierrg
141-47; Stanley E. Porter, “The Greek of the Gogpé&leter,” in Kraus and Nicklagvangelium
nach Petrus77-90.

*VaganayEvangile de Pierre215-16; MaraFvangile de Pierre86-87; CrossarGross
That Spoke201-8; BrownDeath of the Messiat?2:1339; Heike, “Petrusevangelium vom Alten
Testament,” 94-95.

| have slightly revised the translation of Krausl&licklas Petrusevangeliufrb0)
here. But compare their German translation: “Doarg nicht Uber einem Ermordeten
untergehen solle’RetrusevangeliugB3, 35). This German would translate best abe“3un
should not set on one who has bemirdered’ Brown (Death of the Messiat2:1318-19) gives
these two renderings: 1) “The sun is not to sedrma put to death” (2:5); 2) “Let not the sun set
on one put to death (5:15).
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And they became anxious and in fear lest the adinaliready set, since he was still alive.
It is written for them thathe sun should not set on one that has been mlgath(nAiov
un SUvan e medoveupeve). (GP 5:15%
We may now also quote the relevant verses fromdédenbmy:
When someone is convicted of a crime punishabtieath and is executdebv S¢
YEVNTO €V TIVI apapTIo kpipa BavaTou kal amofavn), and you hang him on a tree,
his corpse must not remain all night upon the tyee;shall bury him that same day, for
anyone hung on a tree is under God's curse. Yai nai defile the land that the LORD
your God is giving you for possession. (Deut 21232
The instructions in Deuteronomy apply to someone s committed a sin or crime worthy of
death:eav 8¢ yevnTan €v Tivi apopTia kpipo Bavatou (Deut 21:22). They stipulate that when
someone is convicted of a capital offense, hexecated” Gmobavn).*” The Hebrew original of
this verse reads with the vemtto carry the idea of killing that is part of a fahtaking of
life.*® The LXX has properly rendered the original Hebidea that this is an instance of capital
punishment with its use ofroBvriokw, a verb whose semantic range includes the nofitegal
execution$?

Where Deuteronomy, both in its Hebrew and LXX formesents the legal instructions

as pertaining to capital punishment, GP changesdhtext to one of unjustified killing. This

* | have slightly revised the translation of Krausl&licklas Petrusevangeliufrb0)
here.

*"The verbamoBvrokw alone indicates only death in general. HoweVer context
makes clear that the verb is being used in regaedécutions here. This is evidenced by the
opening clause: “When someone is convicted ofraepunishable by death.” Weinfeld
(Deuteronomy51) points out that this verse is speaking oé‘plublic exhibition of the executed
bodies.” So the rendering of thesv (“he is executed”) is accurate.

“The Hebrew here is the Hophal perfect forrmoft BDB (s.v., 560) gives these
definitions for the Hophal: “be killed, put to dbatl.. by conspiracy. 2. by capital punishment ...
3. by divine infliction ... 4. die prematurely.” BDiAcludes Deut 21:22 among the examples
connoting “capital punishment.”

*9In HRCS (s.vamoBvrioke, 128-30), over 95% of the appearances mfvriokco
have the Hebrewnutbehind them, so it is clear that the LXX has pded a typical reading of
the Hebrew in Deut 21:22. Other instancegmbBvrioke in contexts of capital punishment or
justified killing can be found in, for example, L&0:6, 7, 9; 22:9; Num 1:51; 17:13; 18:32; Josh
1:18; 1 Kgs 21:10.
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occurs through its alteration of the verb from shiginal mutamobvnoke idea of capital
punishment to the tergoveucs and its connotationsfAtov un Slva emi medpoveupeve (GP 2:5;
5:15). Qovevw refers not to the lawful taking of life but to nder or unjustified killing® The
verb appears in the same form in both versione@ftecalogueou poveuceis (Exod 20:15;
Deut 5:18). Itis used a total of twelve timeghia NT (Matt 5:21 [2X]; 19:18; 23:31, 35; Mark
10:19; Luke 18:20; Rom 13:9; Jas 2:11 [2X]; 4:B8)5:In all of these NT appearances, it refers
unambiguously to murdét. dovos is the most common Greek term to signify “murderboth
the LXX and the NT, andloveus is what is most often used for “murderé?.lt is highly
significant that the Hebremutis never rendered withoveucs anywhere in the LXX or any
other known Greek version of ScriptufeThis is a strong indication that the author of i€ Rot

dependent upon any non-LXX version of Scripturehisruse ofpoveico.>

BDAG (s.v., 1063) defines it as “murder, kill.” Li&N (s.v., 238) it is defined as “to
deprive a person of life by illegal, intentionallikig — ‘to murder, to commit murder.” Of all the
appearances dfoveuc in the LXX, there appears to be only one instanaghich it is used in
the context of capital punishment (Num 35:30). édiGreek verbs are typically used in the LXX
to describe the instructions for legally execuingriminal (e.g.TeAsuTocw, BavaTow,
GTOKTEIVE).

*1|n eight of these twelve NT occurrencésyeuco appears in contexts where the writers
are referring to the Hebrew Bible’s injunction faithing murder (Matt 5:21 [2X]; 19:18; Mark
10:19; Luke 18:20; Rom 13:9; Jas 2:11 [2X]).

°2|n Melito’s extended homily on what he considerdeé the murder of Jesus by the
Jews, he uses the tergwsveuc, povos, andpoveus to describe the occasion (see especially
Hom. on Pasch84-97). More on this below.

%3 According to HRCS (s.\wboveuc, 1437),doveve translates four different Hebrew
verbs:harag kharam nakah ratsakh This includes not only the LXX but other Greeksions
as well.

** Swete Akhmim FragmenB) noted long ago the oddity of this verb her&m,
suggesting that we should expect to fipducvvupt in place ofpoveuws. He also makes a
passing reference to the usepobeuco comporting with the “anti-Judaic tone of the fraagrti
(ibid.), but he offers no further elaboration.
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In light of this alteration of verbs, it would beone accurate to translate the statements in
GP 2:5 and 5:15 “the sun should not set on onehascbeemurdered’™ Instead of the
Deuteronomic law speaking of legally executed amiaig, GP presents its burial requirements as
pertaining to murder victims. This modificationrpays the Jews not as rightful executioners of
a condemned criminal but as murderers of an infooan. We cannot know whether the author
was aware that his choice of words here puts tivs redirect violation of one of the chief
commandments of the Decalogues-doveucels. But it is certainly plausible to suppose that
from his anti-Jewish perspective he was fully awarthe implications of his selection.

The second item of interest is that “the law” menéd in our gospel “is written for
thent (yéypamtat autols) (GP 2:5; 5:155° While the writer of GP employs OT allusions to
further his negative portrayal of Jews, he vievesldgal requirement of Deuteronomy as
something that does not apply to him or, presumablgther Christian¥. The mandate is for

Jews alone, who are considered in GP to be “therbttvhat is for “them” is not for “us.” This

% Hieke (“Petrusevangelium vom Alten Testament,"98}-comes to the same
conclusion with his description of the Petrine 3ess1“ein Ermordeter” (a murder victim).

* The appearance gpade with the dative typically means “to them” (e.gritimg a
letter to someone). However, it is not withoutqa@ent to find this arrangement carrying the
meaning that something has been written “for” someethe idea that | am proposing for GP
5:15. The LXX has several examples of this cor$ion: Deut 17:18; 2 Kings 17:37; 1 Esd
4:47, 49; 3 Macc 6:41. Similar instances occuhanNT:

But Jesus said to them, “Because of your hardridssasthe[i.e., Moseswrote this
commandment for yo@ypaev Uuiv Thy évtoAnv Tautnv).” (Mark 10:5)

“Teacher, Mosewrote for us(gypoev nuiv) that if a man’s brother dies, leaving a wife
but no child, the man shall marry the widow andeaip children for his brother.” (Mark
12:19; cf. Luke 20:28)

It is interesting that the context in both of th&se examples is the exposition of pentateuchal
laws, the very background of GP’s instance.

" Brown (Death of the Messial2:1340) notes that Deut 21:22-23 was also usedtin
Jewish apologetic iDialogue between Jason and Papisciiis lends further support to the
function | am proposing for it in GP.
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may indicate that the demands of Torah were sételyews (them) but not for Christians (us) in

the community of the author.

(c) Running to Evil (GP 3:6)

In GP 3:6 we have a brief scene not found in anth@fNT gospels: “But those who took
the Lord pushed him as they rampéxovtes) and said: ‘Let us drag away the Son of God,

because we have got power over him.” The sulljent is “the people” (i.e., the Jews). Herod
has handed over Jesus to the Jewish people, whpustwhim as they run on the way to
participating in further mockery and abuse. Hibke suggested Prov 1:16 and Isa 59:7 as
background texts for this episotfe:

For their feet runtpexouctv) to evil, and they hurry to shed blood. (Prova):1

Their feet run{péxouciv) to evil, and they rush to shed innocent bloodirtthoughts
are thoughts of iniquity, desolation and destruttee in their highways. (Isa 59:7)

The context of Prov 1:16 is that the wise persaristo be involved in the actions of sinners (cf.
Prov 1:10), because in the end the evil that hes pldl work against him (Prov 1:18-19). The
Isaianic text is even more illuminating, as it ceats in a single verse the same ideas as those
dispersed throughout Prov 1:8-19. The prophetissage of Isaiah 59 warns that oppression and
injustice will not go unpunished by God. Those adfeet run to evil in order to shed innocent
blood will meet destruction.

In GP we find that the Jews are running to evitider to shed the innocent blood of
Jesus. Though Pilate has washed his hands dfltud, the Jews have refused to do so. In fact,
they rush to be involved. Those who run to sudhieeP discover that judgment will come in
response to their actions, as we read later teadetruction of Jerusalem occurs as a result of

Jewish responsibility for Jesus’ death: “Woe ongins! Judgment has come close and the end

* Heike, “Petrusevangelium vom Alten Testament,” @iah 59:7 is cited by Mara,
Evangile de Pierre89. DenkerTheologiegeschichtliche Stellurgp-66) suggests Ps 118:13
(LXX 117:13) as another possible source for thigsabn. However, Crossaf{oss That Spoke
144) is skeptical that this psalm is relevant ® 8P episode.
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of Jerusalem” (GP 7:255. The Jews in GP fail to heed the wisdom of thenifures in their

eagerness to spill innocent blood.

(d) “Judge Righteously” (GP 3:7)

Immediately after the Jews run and push Jesus,dbéye him in a purple robe and seat
him on the seat of judgment (GP 3:7). Upon doimglsey instruct him with the command
Sikales kpive BaciAeu Tou lopamA (GP 3:7). The concept of judging in a righteowner is
common in the OT% Several OT texts have been cited as being sigmififor this section of GP:

He judges the world with righteousness; he judgegpeoples with equity. (Ps 9:8)

He will judge the world with righteousness, and geoples with his truth. (Ps 96:13)

Let the floods clap their hands; let the hillsgsingether for joy at the presence of the
LORD, for he is coming to judge the earth. He yuldge the world with righteousness,
and the peoples with equity. (Ps 98:8-9)

Speak out, judge righteously, defend the righthefpoor and needy. (Prov 31:9)

His delight shall be in the fear of the LORD. H&ak not judge by what his eyes see, or
decide by what his ears hear; but with righteoushesshall judge the poor, and decide
with equity for the meek of the earth; he shalkstthe earth with the rod of his mouth,
and with the breath of his lips he shall kill thcked. (Isa 11:3-4)

Yet day after day they seek me and delight to kmymways, as if they were a nation that
practiced righteousness and did not forsake th@amnde of their God; they ask of me
righteous judgments, they delight to draw near od.G(Isa 58:2)

It was the LORD who made it known to me, and M¢then you showed me their evil
deeds. But | was like a gentle lamb led to thagiéer. And | did not know it was
against me that they devised schemes, sayingu4 destroy the tree with its fruit, let us
cut him off from the land of the living, so thaslmame will no longer be remembered!"
But you, O LORD of hosts, who judge righteously,onty the heart and the mind, let me
see your retribution upon them, for to you | hasenmitted my cause. Therefore thus
says the LORD concerning the people of Anathothg sdek your life, and say, "You
shall not prophesy in the name of the LORD, or wdludie by our hand"--therefore thus
says the LORD of hosts: | am going to punish thén@;young men shall die by the
sword; their sons and their daughters shall diabyine; and not even a remnant shall be

% | will discuss Christian apologetic use of Jerasab destruction in Chapter Three.

® The OT background to this statement in GP is dised in MaraEvangile de Pierrg
91-94; Hieke, “Petrusevangelium vom Alten Testanigd#-98. | follow much the same line as
Hieke here.
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left of them. For | will bring disaster upon thegple of Anathoth, the year of their
punishment. (Jer 11:18-23)

Though Jesus is by all appearances powerless Hafocaptors in GP, these OT texts allude to
the traditional belief that divine righteousnesH wiign in the end.

In Isa 11 and Jer 11 righteous judgment includegstruction of those who plot and
pursue evil deeds. Hieke states that these twaagas are “anti-texts to the narrative logic of
GP.® The abusers of Jesus yet again act in violatidgheir Scriptures. Rather than being on
the side of God’s anointed, the Jews of GP workrasgdim to the point of seeking his death.
While the Jews call for Jesus to judge righteouslyy themselves completely fail to do likewise.
It is only later that they recognize the true idgrtf Jesus in their declaration, “If at his death
these most mighty signs have come to pass, seeigot®ous he is” (GP 8:28). As warned in
Isaiah and Jeremiah, those who fail to judge rigiéy await destruction. The one who judges
righteously has brought judgment on the Jewish lgeajnd it is only after destruction has come
upon them that they acknowledge Jesus as the oghiene of God.

The words of GP 3:7 have been cited as evidenteedauthor’s familiarity with early
Christiantestimoniacollections® It is likely that GP’s use of the OT has beetefid, in some
cases, through such Christian exegesis and pmeist tdhe present verse is perhaps the best
example. None of the NT gospels refers unambigydaslesus being placed on a s&at.

However, Justin makes such a referenck Apol 35: “And, as the Prophet said, they placed

. Hieke, “Petrusevangelium vom Alten Testament,” 98.

%2 On thetestimoniahypothesis, see Martin C. AlBAnd Scripture Cannot Be Broken”:
The Form and Function of the Early Christian Testitia CollectiongNovTSupp 96; Leiden:
Brill, 1999). While Albl cites a few examples fro@P as exhibiting signs of familiarity with
testimoniatraditions (e.g., the darkness of 5:15, and thleag vinegar in 5:16), he does not
include GP 3:7 among them. More significantlytfoe present issue, Oskar Skarsauree(
Proof from Prophecy: A Study in Justin Martyr’s Bfel'ext Tradition: Text-type, Provenance,
Theological ProfilefNovTSup 56; Leiden: Brill, 1987], 146-48) discassGP 3:7 as evidence of
its employment ofestimoniasources.

% Yet note my earlier discussion in the Synoptic lfsia about this being a possible
understanding of John 19:13.
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Him in mockery on the judgment seat, and said:géuds.” Earlier inL Apol 35, Justin cites a
form of Isa 58:2 (“They now ask judgment from Madalare to approach God”), and he prefaces
his description of Jesus’ mockery on the judgmeat with “as the Prophet said.” Skarsaune
cites this as an example of the pattern: 1) non-lpXophecy; 2) exposition; and 3) fulfillment
report®™ The combination of Jesus’ placement on a seattwé instruction to judge is strikingly
similar in GP and Justin. | concur with Skarsasnedgment that these parallels “point to some
kind of common tradition,” the most likely candiddieing a testimony sourfe It should come

as no surprise to find that a writer whose apoiogeterests are as strong as those of the author
of GP would be familiar with and utilizestimoniaresources. Scholars from J. Rendel Harris to
C. H. Dodd and Barnabas Lindars, though differmogrf one another in their overall
methodology and conclusions, have noted that aptitogiotivations underlie the origin and
development of early Christian use of the OT amdeimployment of testimony sourdés.

At first glance, it might be claimed that a sigoéit difference between GP and Justin in
the present instance is that GP does not inclddEiliment reference. As | will suggest below,
however, the summary statement in GP 5¢fAfpwoav mavta) should be viewed as one
overarching fulfillment citation that covers all thfe acts perpetrated against Jesus. In this,sense
then, there is no major difference between Justth@P. Both have likely used a testimony
source in their effort to show the fulfillment ofi$pture. GP has also gone to significant lengths

to include the motif of Jewish culpability in thpsocess.

64 SkarsauneProof from Prophecy146.
% |bid., 147.
% Harris, TestimoniesDodd,According to the Scriptures: The Sub-structure efvN

Testament Theologyondon: Nisbet, 1952); Lindarslew Testament Apologetic: The Doctrinal
Significance of the Old Testament Quotati@Piiladelphia: Westminster, 1961).
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(e) Darkness at Noon (GP 5:15)

Darkness at midday is a common characteristic s§iBa Narratives; three of the NT
gospels refer to its occurrence around the tinte@®trucifixion (Matt 27:45; Mark 15:33; Luke
23:44). All of these NT accounts state that tlsipgened at the sixth hour, and all use the same
expression (i.e., a form abpa extn). GP differs, however, in its reference to tmeetiof the
darknessfjv 8¢ peonufplo kol okoTos kaTéoxe Tacav THY loudaiav (GP 5:15). | want to
suggest that the use @fonpBpia, when combined with other contextual clues, ecl@Esexts
in a manner that further disparages the portraieeafs in GP.

The following OT verses provide examples of howkdass functions in the same way as
in GP*’

The LORD will afflict you with madness, blindnessid confusion of mind; you shall

grope about at noomgonuBpioas) as blind people grope in darkness, but you sieall

unable to find your way; and you shall be contihuabused and robbed, without anyone

to help. (Deut 28:28-29)

Therefore justice is far from us, and righteousrdeses not reach us; we wait for light,

and lo! there is darkness; and for brightnesswaunvalk in gloom. We grope like the

blind along a wall, groping like those who haveayes; we stumble at noon

(ueonuPBpig) as in the twilight, among the vigorous as thoughwere dead. (Isa 59:9-

10)

On that day, says the Lord GOD, | will make tha go down at nooruéonuppias),
and darken the earth in broad daylight. (Amos 8:9)

In all three texts there is a time referencggmnuPpio—the same term that appears at GP
5:15—and in each of them this noon indicator ikdithto darkness. Furthermore, the darkness in
each episode comes as a result of judgment from(Gotba 59:15-18).

Turning to GP, we can see that the same motifasiad to echo in the use of
neonuPplo in 5:15 and the consequent actions of the Jews,“whnt about with lamps, because

they thought it was night, and fell down” (GP 5:1&)s in the OT texts, the darkness at

67 VaganayEvangiIe de Pierrg245-46; MaraEvangiIe de Pierrgel25-26; Crossan,
Cross That Spokd98-200; Hieke, “Petrusevangelium vom Alten Tewat,” 101-3.
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neonuPplo in GP’s crucifixion scene symbolizes judgment thas come from God for the
unrighteous acts committed against his son (cf.$om of God” title in GP 3:6, 9). As is also
the case in the OT texts, the darkness in GP l@estsimbling or falling down by those under
divine judgment. The darkness leads the Jewdrk that it is night, a sign that they have
allowed Jesus to remain hung on a tree in violaticthe Torah. Despite carrying lamps in the
darkness, they still fall down, thus indicatingitressociation with those in Deut 28 and Isa 59
who were blind and groped in the darkness in aoriet find their way. The Jews once again
are acting in direct violation of the will and commiments of God, behavior that results in
divine judgment descending on Judea in the forateoknes$® They then stumble as though
blinded by the darkness, a darkness that reprefeitsmisdeeds. GP depicts Jews as those who
have not learned the lessons of their Scripturdsaam in fact repeating even greater sins than

those of their ancestors. This will lead to tlomwnfall.

(f) “They Fulfilled Everything” (GP 5:17)

The cumulative efforts of the Jewish people in GPsammarized in GP 5:17:
ETATIPCICOV TOVTE Korl ETEAEIGIOOV KATO TNS KEPOANS aUT@V T& auopTHUSTS. It is
noteworthy that when referring to the fulfillmerft®cripture, the writer does so in association
with the misdeeds of the Jewish people. This cosfithe suggestion | have made concerning
the specific function of the OT in GP, which ispmint out the ways in which the Jews both
violate and fulfill their Scriptures. In the esttion of some early Christians, Jewish ignorance
leads them unknowingly to fulfill the Scripturesdhbgh their actions against Jesus. Disputes
between Christians and Jews continued well intcs&wand century and beyond, and Christians

frequently accused Jews of having a role in théhdefalesus. GP does this by providing a

® |n referring to the darkness at the time of thecifixion, Irenaeus quotes Amos 8:9-10
as the prophecy which is fulfilledHger.4.33.12). Tertullian does likewis@dv. Jud.10.17).
Albl (Form and Functionl142-44)notes that later Christians included Amos 8:9-1thair
testimonies against the Jews. GP is an early eanfiphis sort of practice.
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narrative in which the various Jewish actors penftineir roles as the perpetrators of this act.
Christian application of biblical texts focusesd® on the sins of the Jewish people and presents
those failures as though they took place in fuifédht of the OT. We find here a generically
different precursor to what we read in Melitblemily on Pascha What Melito tells in homiletic
fashion, our gospel presents in the form of a BadSarrative: Israel has simultaneously killed

its Messiah and fulfilled its Scripturé.

THE EXONERATION OF PILATE AND THE ROMANS IN GP 1:1- 5:19

In GP Pilate is not responsible for condemning ésuleath, as is the case in all of the
canonical storie€. Instead, he refuses to participate in the evégasing the Jews to carry out
the execution. The Pilate of GP is not hostil@dsus; in fact, he shows signs of a positive
disposition toward the Christian movement. | wlicuss here three items indicative of this
Tendenin GP: Pilate’s handwashing, Jesus’ condemnatyoddrod, and Pilate’s role as a friend

of Joseph.

(a) Pilate’s Handwashing as Symbolic of Innocence

%9 Melito, Hom. on Pascha74-77. Other similar early Christian sentimearts found in
Matt 23:31-32; John 12:38-4Barn. 5:11; 14:5. MaraKvangile de Pierre129-32) also reviews
the ways in which Jews in GP fulfill Scripturewill examine Melito’s homily in further detail
below.

2 0On the role of Pilate in GP see Heike Omerzu, ‘Bilatusgestalt im
Petrusevangelium: Eine erzéhlanalytische Anndhgtimé(raus and Nicklagzvangelium nach
Petrus 327-47. DenkerTheologiegeschichtliche Stellurgg-77) identifies the OT background
to GP’s passion account, including Pilate’s rotetlee key to understanding the gospel’s
apologetic interests, which he considers to bectiteentirely toward a Jewish audience. This is
simplistic, in my estimation. One need not denglagetics toward a non-Jewish audience in
order to affirm the influence of concerns relatedéwish claims. For this reason Denker does
not give the complete picture when he says thag®ms very doubtful to me whether the
apologetic tendency in GP has the Romans as adds®4§'8). Contrary to Denker, my present
discussion of Pilate’s role in GP should indicdiat hon-Jews, as well as Jews, likely were
addressed in the apologetic tendencies of thisajosfurther examples throughout this project
will also exemplify this.
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| stated in my previous discussion of Jewish resjtdlity that the opening scene of the
extant portion of GP, by describing the failurdled Jews to wash their hands, implies that Pilate
had washed his hands at an earlier point in thetnee. In GP 1:1 Pilate stands when the Jews
“did not want to wash the handsit( Bouknfevtev vigaobat). Pilate’s rising marks the end of
his role in the trial of Jesus; he has declaredslasocent and has washed his hands of anything
that might be done against him. Further suppaoraifoearlier reference to Pilate’s washing can
be found by looking at a much later scene in GP.

When those guarding the tomb witness the resuorgdiney report it to Pilate and
declare that Jesus was the Son of God (GP 1lld43ilate’s response to them he defends
himself with the declaratioflyc kabapeico Tol aipoaTos Tou uiou Tou Beol (GP 11:46). This
statement seems to be an allusion to the earlkeresof Pilate’s handwashing, because it is in this
symbolic act that one becomes cleansed of blondJdtthew, the handwashing and declaration
of innocence from Pilate occur at the same time: W&en Pilate saw that he could do nothing,
but rather that a riot was beginning, he took serater and washed his hands before the crowd,
saying, ‘I am innocent of this man’s bloogBf>3ds el Ao ToU KIUOTOS TOUTou); See to it
yourselves™ (Matt 27:24). In GP the handwashing declaration of Pilate have been separated.
The washing comes in GP 1:1, but the declaratiomesomuch later.

In GP 11:46 we find the strongest evidence of pooaRn apologetic in the gospel. This
is evidenced in Pilate’s statement that only tivesJleave condemned Jesus (“| am clean ..., but
you have concluded this”). This reiterates whas imgplicit in the opening verses of GP: the
Romans are not responsible for the death sentértoe.Jews alone made such a judgment.

While the Matthean Pilate speaks only of the inngeeof “this man,” the Pilate of GP
proclaims the innocence of “the Son of God” (GR48).: By affirming the title “Son of God,”
the Petrine Pilate displays a greater awarenebgdflentity of Jesus than does the Pilate of
Matthew and the other NT accounts. The trend tmesate Pilate in early Christian apologetics

finds a representative in our author, who washefibman governor clean of the guilt of
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innocent blood and transforms him into one makirggChristian profession of Jesus as the Son

of God.

(b) Condemned Not by Pilate but by Herod

Handwashing is the prima8ymbolhandlunglemonstrating innocence in both Matthew
and GP. Butin Matthew Pilate eventually condede®us to death, even after this gesture, and
his soldiers mock and abuse Jesus violently througthe process (Matt 27:26-38). Something
significantly different occurs in GP, which movesch further in an apologetic direction seeking
to exonerate Pilate.

After Pilate has separated himself from the Jewighorities through the washing of his
hands and the act of standing, “Herod the king” m@mds that Jesus be taken away and crucified
(GP 1:2). Nothing like this appears in the NT atives, which have Pilate condemning Jesus to
death (Matt 27:26; Mark 15:15; Luke 23:25; Johnl®9. What is reflected in this shift is the
twofold evolution of heightening Jewish responstipidind downplaying Roman participatién.

In a social context where the Christian movemers lwaked upon with scorn and suspicion by
Roman authorities, the depiction of Pilate in GFkesavery good apologetic sense: a Roman
official did not condemn Jesus, the Jewish king didfact, the Roman governor declared the
founder of the Christian sect innocent and nevst aaote in favor of the execution.

Another sign of Pilate’s reduced stature is foumdis deferring to Herod’s jurisdiction
when Joseph asks him for Jesus’ body to bury (@GBR% Pilate must go to Herod in order to
grant Joseph’s request, an indication that the Ragoaernor is not overseeing the details of the
execution; that task belongs to Herod. Pilatetsmpnent role throughout GP indicates the fixed

nature of his presence in the tradition histong (¥8; 2:3-5; 8:29-31; 11:43-49). Christians knew

" Omerzu, “Pilatusgestalt im Petrusevangelium,” 333-

"2 |bid., 336; SweteAkhmimFragment 2) makes the same point.
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that Pilate was somehow involved in Jesus’ exenuto it was folly to deny the fact. Rather

than denial, our evangelist resorted to revisiomdémoting the Roman governor.

(c) Pilate the Friend of Joseph

The role of Joseph of Arimathea as the one resplenfir burying Jesus is found in all
of the NT gospels (Matt 27:57-60; Mark 15:43-46ke23:50-53; John 19:38-42).As is the
case with many characters in the gospels, Joseggrgmes some degree of transformation in the
tradition history’* In the earliest source he is merely “a respestethber of the council, who
was also himself waiting expectantly for the kingdof God” (Mark 15:43). The Lukan Joseph
is not only a member of the council waiting for #iegdom of God but also “a good and
righteous man” who “had not agreed to their pla action” (Luke 23:50-51). Matthew and
John are similar to one another in that Josepmbasevolved in their stories to the point of
becoming a “disciple of Jesus” (Matt 27:57; Johr38%

GP continues this tradition of Joseph as the dme luries Jesus. A uniquely Petrine
detail is that Joseph is identified@gilos TTetAaTou kot Tou kuptou (GP 2:3). In none of the
NT narratives is Joseph a friend of Pilate. Theses state only that the Roman governor grants
the request of Joseph. The result of portrayirsggdb, a companion of Jesus, as a friend of Pilate,
is that the Roman governor is linked more closelthbse affiliated with the Christian

movement. Pilate is a friend of this particuldidarer of Jesus.

3 The historicity of the core tradition of Josephfaimathea is likely, as, for example,
Rudolf Bultmann History of the Synoptic Traditiotrans. J. Marsh; rev. ed.; Peabody, Mass.:
Hendrickson, 1963], 274) concludes.

" Brown (Death of the Messial2:1213-34) surveys the traditions about Joseaity
Christianity.

> On the role of Joseph in GP see ibid., 2:1232-33.
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To be sure, though, the Pilate of GP is not yetGhristian of whom later Christians
would write!® The indication in our gospel is that Jesus’ esieaunvas religiously, not
politically, motivated. Pilate is present becaheds firmly entrenched in the tradition as the
leading political authority associated with thaltof Jesus. Though Pilate does not condemn
Jesus to death, he is not entirely on the sidehos@ans. For example, he supports the Jews in
their request for a guard at the tomb (GP 8:29-844, he is called “brother” by Herod, the leader
of the Jews and the one responsible for Jesush & 2:5). Furthermore, Pilate is complicit
with the Jews in their move to suppress the repgui the resurrection (GP 11:43-49). While he
has moved closer to becoming a full-fledged sympathif not a proselyte, Pilate has not yet

become such.
EARLY CHRISTIAN PARALLELS

The emphasis on Jewish culpability for the deathesius is not a late development
within the emerging Christian movement. Similamig can find indications that the role of
Pilate was often downplayed by early Christiansthis section | will survey several examples
from Christian literature that parallel the movedR to blame the Jews while exonerating the
Romans. Though the sources often reflect botlufeatof blame and exoneration, | will first
focus on the role of Jews and then more brieflyhan of Pilate and the Romans. My goal in this
is to show that GP fits very well within a partiausegment of early Christianity that, as

numerous texts indicate, took similar polemical apdlogetic steps.
(a) The Increased Role of the Jews

Christian writings of the first two centuries prdginumerous references to Jewish

culpability for the death of Jesus. In order toresent this, | will survey material from four

® See below for examples.
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significant Christian authors of this era: PaulkéuJustin Martyr, and Melitd. Rather than
becoming a matter that died out with the passiniipw#, Christian polemic toward Jews for their
alleged role in this act remained high throughbetfirst and second centuries, and beyond.
Ironically, what might be the earliest Christiamcdment contains a clear attribution of
guilt to Jews for having “killed” Jesus. First Hsalonians is considered by most Pauline
scholars to be the earliest of the letters penpatidapostle and it is most frequently dated circa
50c.E.”® The following appears in this epistle:
And we also thank God constantly for this, that wkeu received the word of God
which you heard from us, you accepted it not asbiel of men but as what it really is,
the word of God, which is at work in you believefsor you, brethren, became imitators
of the churches of God in Christ Jesus which atlugeafor you suffered the same
things from your own countrymen as they did froenddws, who killed both the Lord
Jesus and the prophetnd drove us out, and displease God and opplosealby
hindering us from speaking to the Gentiles thay thay be saved -- so as always to fill
up the measure of their sins. But God's wrath bagecupon them at last! (1 Thess 2:13-
16)79

Some have proposed that this in fact is not a genBauline statement but rather a later

interpolation?® However, there is no textual evidence whatsoveupport this conclusidt.

"I should emphasize that the sources surveyedepresentative, not exhaustive, and
should be understood to represent the generahstwéthought in which GP flowed, as opposed
to claiming that GP is dependent on these souocesce versa.

8 As, for example, in F. F. Brucg,& 2 Thessalonian@VBC 45; Waco: Word, 1982),
XXXIV-XXXV.

2 On this passage and its relevance to Jewish-CGimigtlemics, see John C. Hurd,
“Paul Ahead of His Time: 1 Thess. 2:13-16,” in P&e&hardson and David Granskou, eds.,
Anti-Judaism in Early Christianityol. 1: Paul and the Gospe($CJ 2; Waterloo: Wilfrid
Laurier University Press, 1986), 1:21-36.

80 Birger A. Pearson, “1 Thessalonians 2:13-16: AtBmtPauline Interpolation TR
64 (1971): 79-94. A key argument made in favathefinterpolation theory centers on the
language of wrath having come upon the Jews (1sThd$), which is viewed as a specific
reference to the fall of Jerusalem in@fQ. Pearson also argues that vv. 11-12 introduce an
“apostolic parousia” that does not actually begitilw. 17, which is to say that Paul’'s flow of
thought is more natural if vv. 13-16 are excisexhfithe letter.

8 The authenticity of these verses is defendedrinAldNeatherly, “The Authenticity of
1 Thessalonians 2.13-16: Additional EvidencE5NT42 (1991): 79-98.
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Three relevant items can be proposed regardingrésent passage. First, Paul is linking
the sufferings of his Thessalonian audience toglm<Christians in the Judean churcffe3he
Thessalonian imitation of the Judeans lies in stpegence of persecution from their fellow
countrymen. Just as Judean Christians faced hprasthe hands of fellow Jews/Judeans, so the
Thessalonian Christians are now experiencing teofroim other Macedoniafd. Second, not
only does Paul associate the Thessalonian suffevifith those of the Judeans, he ties both
experiences to the sufferings and death of Jesdst & Jews who are said to be culpable for
both the Judean persecution and the killing ofdledihird, Paul speaks of Jewish responsibility
for Jesus’ death in the same context in which ferseo them “fill[ing] up the measure of their
Sins” (ls TO avamANP@oa! aUTAY Tas auopTias) (1 Thess 2:16). The measure of the Jews'’
sins here includes the killing of Jesus and thelpets, along with the expulsion and hindrance of
Christian missionaries. Rejection of the Christia@ssage is tied to what is, in the eyes of Paul,
the ultimate rejection of God’s chosen—the cruaifixof Jesu&? Moreover, to hinder the work
of Christian missionary efforts is to call to mitiee original refusal to heed the message brought

by Jesus.

82 use “Paul” throughout this discussion to retethie author of these verses, with the
recognition that this very well may be a later iptdation.

% The specific nature of the conflict underlyingstipassage is discussed in Claudia J.
Setzer Jewish Responses to Early Christians: History antemics, 30-15€.E. (Minneapolis:
Fortress, 1994), 16-25. Setzer considers theses¢o be a post-Pauline interpolation that arose
prior to 140C.E.

8 This idea of filling up the measure of sins byerting Israel’s prophets or Messiah
finds a parallel in Matthew’s gospel. Matthew 233 identifies the Jewish leadership as the
“sons of those who murdered the prophets,” whofillilip the measure of their fathers’ sins by
rejecting the message of Jesus. Robert H. Guidimitiiew: A Commentary on His Handbook
for a Mixed Church under Persecutif?d ed.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1994], 468) rksnar
that in these verses “Matthew indicates that th#as and Pharisees ... were going to murder
Jesus and his followers just as their fathers haatlered the prophets.”
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Paul's comments in 1 Thessalonians, thereforetharéirst in a long line of commentary
that connects certain Jews to the death of J&sTike claim of Jewish responsibility for the
crucifixion of Jesus was conveyed in the contextbfistian reaction to conflict with Jews. In 1
Thess 2:13-16 we see the first example in the ektarature of Christians responding to real or
perceived conflict with Jews by raising to the fovat the claim that it was Jews who brought
about the death of Jesus.

Especially important to our discussion of GP isréference in 1 Thess 2:16 to the filling
up of sins on the part of Jews, since this veryesassociation appears in GP 5’4 After GP
describes the many actions that the Jews perpeigaiast Jesus (e.g., placing a crown of thorns
on his head, spitting in his face, scourging hing aventually crucifying him), it concludes by
saying that “they fulfilled everything arfifled the measure of singoon their head” (GP 5:17).

Furthermore, Paul’s final sentence in v. 16 alsorehthe same sentiments as those of
GP. Immediately after speaking about the JewiHifitent of their sins, the apostle closes this
section by saying, “But God’s wrath has come ugnamt at last!” (1 Thess 2:16). In GP, there
are several indications of divine wrath falling ngbe Jews, the clearest and strongest of which
is the destruction of Jerusalem. After the crumfi, the Jews who have witnessed it lament and
proclaim, “Woe on our sins! Judgment has comeectrl the end of Jerusalem” (GP 7:25).

Retribution for their actions comes in the formtloé destruction of their holy city. However, if 1

8 Another possible indicator of Jewish responsipfiitr Jesus’ death that is from the
Pauline corpus is alleged by some to be found@or2:8, where it is said that “the rulers of this
age” (1 dpxoVTES ToU aicdvos TouTou) were responsible for crucifying Jesus. The term
“rulers of this age,” which also appears earliev.i®, has long vexed commentators and there is a
wide range of conclusions that have been reachelitssexact meaning. Anthony C. Thiselton
(The First Epistle to the CorinthiadBlIGTC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000], 233-39)jules
a concise summary of the various posmons Adegstion surrounding the proper
understanding afl apxovTes TOU aicdvos TouTou is whether the term refers to demonic /
spiritual powers, earthly political rulers, or sopwnbination thereof. Even if one were to
conclude that political rulers are the referergyéhis not enough in the term itself or in the
surrounding literary context to indicate with arpntidence that Paul had Jews specifically in
mind when composing this letter.

% The same idea is also expressed in Acts 13:2Ba@y. 5.11; 14.5.
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Thess 2:13-16 is authentic, it was written two desabefore Jerusalem’s fall and Paul therefore
must have had in mind a different punishrr?én@n the issue of divine wrath, Paul and the
author of GP are of one theological mind when ihes to seeing its arrival as a response to the
Jews’ killing of Jesus.

The book of Acts is another NT writing that contareferences to Jewish participation in
the execution of Jes¥.There are eight passages related to our sujetst:2:22-24; 3:13-17;
4:10, 27-28; 5:30; 7:52; 10:39; 13:27-29. Thegmeap almost exclusively in the speeches.
Ulrich Wilckens has concluded that the claim of isdwesponsibility for Jesus’ death in Acts
rose to prominence within an intra-Jewish contéx&pecifically, according to Wilckens, it can
be traced to those Hellenistic Jewish Christiane whre expelled from JerusaléMmAlthough
this level of specificity is difficult to prove, waay be on surer ground in following Wilckens’

more general proposal that the Christian emphasiewish culpability arose and was

8 The lack of a clear referent for wrath hereesides the events of ZE.—is a strong
argument against the authenticity of these verBesce (L & 2 Thessaloniangt8-49) mentions a
few possible alternatives for the background to'lBa@omment: 1) a massacre at the temple
during the Passover of 4%.; 2) the expulsion of the Jews from Rome inc4Q; and 3) the
general misfortunes of the Jews throughout the RdBEmapire at the time Paul wrote the epistle.

If 1 Thess 2:13-16 is considered an interpolatiba,parallels with GP that | am
proposing still apply. Any interpolation here mbstve taken place no later than the second
century, since by that time Paul’s letters werwige circulation and were being copied often.
Therefore, any significant changes to the texticftH hessalonians very likely would have left
traces if they were made after this point. If kign early interpolation, it is best understauat t
the wrath of God is a reference to the destruatfolerusalem, in which case it bears an even
more striking similarity to GP.

% The most thorough recent study on this is Jon AaiNerly Jewish Responsibility for
the Death of Jesus in Luke-A¢ISNTSup 106; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1994)

8 Wilckens,Die Missionsreden der Apostelgeschictgd ed.; WMANT 5; Neukirchen-
Vluyn: Neukirchner, 1973), 119-21.

9 bid., 207.
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transmitted in contexts of intra-Jewish polemicpeially if there is any level of historicity in
the speeches of Acts.

Of the eight relevant texts in Acts, six are foumdpeeches addressed to Jewish
audience§? While the emphasis in these discourses is priynani the Jewish leaders and their
responsibility, in two instances it is the gendmlish population (at least of Judea) that is
assigned guilt (Acts 3:17; 13:27). In Acts 3:1@ tlistinction is made between “you” (i.e., Jews
near the Jerusalem temple) and “your rulers,” thdugth parties are said to have acted in
ignorance when they killed Jesus (Acts 3:13-15hil8rly, Acts 13:27 refers to both “those who
live in Jerusalem” and “their rulers.”

To summarize the material from Acts, there isrargf focus on the theme of Jewish
responsibility for the death of Jesus. The mdstyi origin of this is the early Christian
preaching that took place in Jewish contexts. yHahristians occasionally emphasized Jewish
guilt for the death of their messiah as the climohisrael’'s misdeeds, much as Paul has done in 1
Thess 2:13-16. Both Jewish leaders and laypeoplassigned blame in Acts, though the

emphasis appears to be on parties in Judea omlEnié This provides a parallel to the general

LIt would be difficult to deny this without sayirljat these texts contain no historicity
whatsoever regarding either the content of thedpeseor the contexts in which they are said to
have occurred, or both. Though | have little danlbt the speeches have been shaped by the
author of Acts, | think that in at least some ins&s there is a historical kernel to them, both in
content and context.

However, a total denial of any historicity in thgesches would still leave us with a
situation in which a first-century Christian (thatlaor of Acts) apparently believed that the
earliest Christian Jews had disputes with othesJavd, in the course of such exchanges, raised
the issue of Jewish responsibility for the deatfesfus.

92 1) Peter to “men of Judea and all who dwell irudatem” (2:14); 2) Peter to “men of
Israel” (3:12); 3) Peter to “rulers of the peoptelalders” in Jerusalem (4:10); 4) Peter and the
apostles to the council and high priest (5:27)5&phen before the council (6:12); 6) Paul in a
synagogue at Pisidian Antioch to “Men of Israel god who fear God” (13:16).

% This is a major tenet of Weatherly’s work, whosedusion goes so far as to claim
that “among Jews Luke regards only the leadergmishlem and the people of Jerusalem as
responsible for the crucifixion of Jesugéish Responsibilify271).
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framework of GP’s Passion Narrative. In GP, aAdts, both the Jewish leadership and the
general populace participate in the condemnatibus@, and execution of Jesus.

Writing in the middle of the second century, Jusfiartyr reveals in hi¢ Apologyand
Dialogue with Tryphasome further examples of the developing traditioindewish culpability
for Jesus’ deatl. Both works are apologetic, attempting in variauwg/s to convince readers of
the truthfulness and non-threatening nature ofahistian movement. There are many instances
where Justin alludes to Jewish involvement in et of Jesu¥. Though Justin typically
emphasizes Jewish culpability, he is clearly faamivith stories that implicate other parties.
Most notably, his statements1nApol.40 link the fourfold role of Herod, Jews, Piladed
soldiers to the “prophecy” of Ps 2:1X2 More commonly, however, he speaks solely of Jesvs
the ones who carry out Jesus’ crucifixion. Formagke, he says that Jesus “was crucified by the
Jews who contradicted¢TiAeyovTteov) him and denied that He was the MessidhApol.35).
In two other instances in th@rst ApologyJustin states that Jesus “was crucified by them’, (
Jews) and that they “mistreated himi’Apol 36, 49).

In Dialogue with Tryphustin brings up Jewish guilt on at least fourastans. He
claims that Jews will recognize at “the second ewyhthe one whom “they have crucified”
(Dial. 14). Two brief chapters later he tells his putadewish audience, “You have murdered
(amekTelvate) the Just One, and His prophets before hibial. 16). This is followed shortly by
another address to them: “For after you had crtifieToa yop To oTaupdoal uuas) the only

sinless and just Man ... Dfal. 17). The final example is found Bial. 93: “You have shown

% Surveys of Justin and his thought appear in L&sli@arnard Justin Martyr: His Life
and Though{London: Cambridge University Press, 1967); Eri©BbornJustin Martyr(BHT
47; Tubingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 1973); Parvis andt€ggustin Martyr and His Worlds

% The most important passages ampol.35, 36, 40, 49Dial. 14, 16, 17, 93. On the
anti-Jewish polemics in Justin’s thought, conswdtétd Remus, “Justin Martyr's Argument with
Judaism,” in Stephen G. Wilson, ednti-Judaism in Early Christianityol. 2: Separation and
Polemic(SCJ 3; Waterloo: Wilfrid Laurier University Pred49€86),2:59-80.

% SkarsauneRroof from Prophecyfocuses on the role of prophecy in Justin’s works
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yourselves always to be idolaters and murderetiseojust; in fact, you even did violence to
Christ himself ...ne whom you crucified was the Christ.” Justinglerstanding is that Jesus
had been killed through a combination of Romanawish action, though he emphasizes that of
Jews much more frequently. His casting of guibmghe Jews is a means of explaining what is,
in his eyes, the refusal of his Jewish contempesan acknowledge the identity of Jesus as
Israel’s Messiah.

Melito, bishop of Sardis, provides further indioatof the continued Christian emphasis
on Jews as the perpetrators of Jesus’ exectftibtis Homily on Paschas usually dated to 160-
170c.E. and it reflects perhaps the most vehementlycatitattitude toward Jews of any Christian
work from the first two centurie$. Of particular relevance is the fact that Sardid a
substantial Jewish population during Melito’s tirmad in reading hislomily on Paschave may
be catching a glimpse of the ongoing tensions betv@hristians and Jews in the cityAside

from the NT gospels, no work has closer affinitiéth GP than does Melito’s homify°

" A range of perspectives on Melito and his antiidbwendencies can be found in Stuart
G. Hall, “Melito in the Light of the Passover Hagg,” JTSn.s. 22 (1971): 29-46; Stephen G.
Wilson, “Melito and Israel,” in idemAnti-Judaism in Early Christianity2:81-102; David Satran,
“Anti-Jewish Polemic in the Peri Pascha of MelifdSardis: The Problem of Social Context,” in
Contra ludaeos: Ancient and Medieval Polemics betw@hristians and Jewgd. Ora Limor
and Guy G. Stroumsa; Tubingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 1998-58; Alistair Stewart-Sykes,
“Melito’s Anti-Judaism,”JECS5 (1997): 271-83.

% Stuart G. Hall elito of SardisOn Pascha and Fragmeri®xford Early Christian
Texts; Oxford: Clarendon, 1979], xvii-xxii) addresshe issues involved in dating Melito’s
homily. He arrives at “a date between 160 and IXx&ii).

% Judith M. Lieu [mage and Reality: The Jews in the World of theisBians in the
Second Centurfedinburgh: T&T Clark, 1996], 199-208) discussewish-Christian relations in
Sardis at the time of Melito. A summary of thetaghaeological discoveries in the city,
including one of the most prominent ancient synagsgf the Diaspora and other remnants of
the Jewish community there, is provided in GeorgéAlVHanfmannSardis from Prehistoric to
Roman Times: Results of the Archaeological Expionatf Sardis, 1958-197& ambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1983).

190 A recent treatment of the relationship betweenitdend GP appears in Thomas R.
Karmann, “Melito von Sardes und das Petrusevangéliin Kraus and Nicklagzvangelium
nach Petrus215-35.
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Passages of relevance from Melito’s work are tamerous to cite. Therefore, a few
summary comments followed by two of the most impottand illustrative quotations will serve
to convey its general tone. Hom. on Pasch&2-99 Melito makes repeated references to the
misdeeds of “Israel” as they relate to the deatihr@@r fpovos], in Melito’s estimation) of Jesus.
According to Stephen G. Wilson, this section isemairthy in that it is the first occasion in which
a Christian writer makes “an unambiguous accusatiateicide” against the Jew$. The crimes
of which Melito speaks are said to be perpetratetidrael,” thereby making no distinction
between Jewish leaders and laypeople or betweestiPéhn and Diaspora Jews. In his
estimation, to be a Jew is to be in some senstyaiikilling Jesus. This hostility may be partly
due to his experience of Jewish resistance to Hisian message in Sardis and, conversely, the
sympathy that some Christians in the city may Heagktoward certain aspects of Judai§m.

The clearest expression from Melito concerning §bwuilt and the charge of deicide is seen in
the following:

Listen, all you families of the nations, and see!

An unprecedentechurder (¢povos) has occurred in the middle of Jerusalem,

in the city of the law,

in the city of the Hebrews,
in the city of the prophets,
in the city accounted just.

And whohas been murderedredoveutan)? Who is thenurderer(doveus)?

I am ashamed to say and | am obliged to tell.

For if themurder(¢ovos) had occurred at night,

or if he had been slain in a desert place,
one might have had recourse to silence.
But now, in the middle of the street and in the dledof the city,

at the middle of the day for all to see,
has occurred a just man’s unjosirder (¢povos).

1 wilson, “Melito and Israel,” 91. Melito is convied that Jesus had to suffer and die
in order to fulfill the divine plan, but he stateplicitly that it was not necessary that the Jbe/s
the ones to carry out the death sentence. Csthisment that “He [Jesus] had to suffer, but not
by you; he had to be dishonoured, but not by yelhdd to be judged, but not by you; he had to
be hung up; but not by you and your right hartddifr. on Pasch@5). He follows this by telling
the Jews that they should have pleaded to Godib&on instead suffer and die at the hands of
“foreigners” and “uncircumcised menHom. on Pasch&6).

192 Both Satran (“Anti-Jewish Polemic,” 49-58) and ¥dih (“Melito and Israel,” 97-98)
mention this as the possible background situahdpardis.
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Just so he has been lifted up on a tall tree,

and a notice has been attached to showhalsdeen murderegrepoveupevov).
Who is this? To say is hard, and not to say ig¢oable.
Yet listen, trembling at him for whom the earth ked.

He who hung the earth is hanging;

he who fixed the heavens has been fixed;

he who fastened the universe has been fasterettde;

the Sovereign has been insulted;

the Gochas been murderegrepoveuta);

the King of Israel has been put to death bysaaelite right hand.
(Hom. on Pasch84-96; Hall 53-55)

Here we find a most emphatic description of Jewidpability regarding the “murder” of Jesus.
Melito’s frequent use of words denoting murder. (d@veucw, povos, andpoveus) parallels the
appearance a@foveuw in GP 2:5 and 5:15 and lends further support tachayn regarding its
presence there being an indication of the beligherpart of GP’s author that Jesus’ death was

indeed a murder.

As for the specific details of Jesus’ execution]iddamirrors GP in describing them as

being carried ouexclusivelyby Jews:

So then, you [Israel] set these things aside,
and rushed to the slaying of the Lord.
You prepared for him sharp nails and false witnesse
and ropes and scourges
and vinegar and gall
and sword and forceful restraint as against ederous robber.
For you brought both scourges for his body
and thorn for his head;
and you bound his good hands,
which formed you from earth;
and that good mouth of his which fed you with life
you fed with gall.
And you killed your Lord at the great feastlofn. on Pascha@9; Hall 43)

The emphasis on Jews and their role in executisgslis the most significant thematic
correlation between Melito and GP. A further platakith GP in this regard may come in
Melito’s inference that the Jews did not wash theinds:

But you cast the opposite vote against your Lord.

193 The Greek here readgicos medoveutal. Hall includes the article in his translation
(“the God”), which seems to lessen somewhat thdigampons of deicide in a monotheistic
context. This sentence would more naturally beleeed “God has been murdered.”
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For him whom the gentiles worshipped
and uncircumcised men admired
and foreigners glorified,

over whom even Pilate washed his hands,

you killed him at the great feastd@dm. on Pasch&2; Hall 51)

Melito takes the non-washing of hands to be indieadf a death sentence; by not washing they
cast their vote against Jesus. This idea seebms itothe same vein as what we find in the
opening verse of the extant portion of GP, andigihtnreceive further confirmation in the
immediately preceding scene that is missing froem&khmim text of the gospel.

In Melito—as in Paul, Acts, and Justin—the acdosaagainst the Jews about their role
in the death of Jesus has come in the contextatleChristian polemics. In each instance as
well, such charges downplay any Roman involventedpite the fact that all of these writers
certainly knew that, from a strictly historical ppective, the actual execution of Jesus was
carried out by Romans rather than Jews. Might soimg similar be occurring in GP? Might it
be that polemical motivations, possibly as a resiuttonflict with Jewish communities, have
driven its author in the same direction as theberotriters?

In order to reflect its widespread presence irsth#ces, | list here some further
examples from second-century Christian texts e upon Jewish responsibility for the death
of Jesus?™

For they will see him on that day, wearing a lengrlet robe about his body, and they

will say, “Is this not the one whom we once cruifj insulting and piercing and spitting

on him? Surely this was the man who said thenhiatas the Son of God!"Barn. 7:9;

Holmes 403)

And the persecution which he was to suffer, anddheres with which the children of
Israel were to afflict him. Mart. Ascen. Isa3.13;NTApo¢é 2:608)

And when he grew up he performed great signs anters in the land of Israel and in
Jerusalem. And after this the adversary envieddnithroused the children of Israel
against him, not knowing who he was, and they dedigt him to the king and crucified
him, and he descended to the angMarf. Ascen. Isal1.18-19NTApoé2:618)

194 A comprehensive list of noncanonical Christianrses up to the fourth century that
depict Jewish involvement can be found in WaltendzDas Leben Jesu: Im Zeitalter der
Neutestamentlichen Apokryph@nibingen: Mohr, 1909; repr., Darmstadt: Wisseaétiche
Buchgesellschaft, 1967), 199-204.
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He was pierced by the Jews; and He died and wasdbufAristides Apol. 2; Harris 36-
37)

Thou didst harden the heart of Herod and provdiaaddh, making him fight against
Moses, the holy servant of God; thou didst givea@has the boldness to hand over our
Lord Jesus Christ to the cruel throng\cis Pet8; NTApod 2:295)

A shining light of knowledge shalt thou shine atdb, and as the sun shalt thou be to all
the seed of Israel. And a blessing shall be givghee, and to all thy seed, until the
Lord shall visit all the heathen in the tender nesof His Son, even for ever.
Nevertheless thy sons shall lay hands upon Himuoify Him; and therefore have
counsel and understanding been given thee, thatthghtest instruct thy sons
concerning Him, because he that blesseth Him bledllessed, but they that curse Him
shall perish. T. Levi4; ANF 8:13)

For while they were thought to offer correctlyfaoas outward appearance went, they
had in themselves jealousy like to Cain; theretbey slew the Just One, slighting the
counsel of the Word, as did also Cain. (Irenablagr. 4.18.3;ANF 1:485)

For if He had not so come, it follows that thesenmould not have become the slayers of
their Lord; and if He had not sent prophets to thégmy certainly could not have killed
them, nor the apostles either. (Irenaétieer. 4.28.3;ANF 1:501)

Oh wickedness! Once did the Jews lay hands oisiCtirese mangle His body daily.
(Tertullian,Idol. 7; ANF 3:64)

For against Him did they wreak their fury afteeythad slain His prophets, even by
affixing Him with nails to the cross. (Tertulliaklarc. 3.18;ANF 3:336-37)

That is, Christ, whom—after the slaughter of petsh—-they slew, and exhausted their
savagery by transfixing His sinews with nails. rfliian, Adv. Jud.10; ANF 3:165)

In examining the focus on Jewish responsibilityfesus’ death in the Christian sources
of the first two centuries, | have demonstrated the belief was widespread and often included
hostile rhetoric toward Jews. | have also shovat @hristian reflection on Jewish culpability
frequently occurred in contexts where conflict betw the groups was present in the community
of the author. Therefore, this tendency often appto have been partly due to the social

contexts of the people and groups composing them.

(b) The Exoneration of Pilate and the Romans



102

We might say that most of the texts reviewed inghevious section, by highlighting
almost exclusively the role of Jews in the deatfiesus, reflect an “exoneration through silence”
as it relates to the role of Pilate and the Romdrsse authors who fail to include Pilate in their
description of Jesus’ death, while focusing sotatydewish guilt, effectively eliminate the
responsibility of the Romans. | will not reviditase instances here; instead, | will look at two
texts that do not merely practice “exoneration tigtosilence” but rather take specific measures
to employ Pilate as an ally of the Christian movetmeMy goal in this very brief survey is to
demonstrate the degree to which some Christiatteea§econd century could go in their pro-
Roman apologetic efforts.

Putatively addressing a Roman audience in thelmafdhe second century, Justin
Martyr writes the following:

Concerning the prophecy that our Christ shoul@ @lirdiseases and raise the dead to

life, hear what was spoken. Here are the exaatisvof the prophecy: “At His coming

the lame shall leap like a stag, and the tongubeotilumb shall be cleansed, and the dead

shall rise and walk about.” That Christ did penicsuch deeds you can learn from the

Acts of Pontius Pilate.1(Apol.48; Falls 85)

Justin here may be under the impression that thasted the actual records of Pilate’s political
dealings:® The claim itself is dubious, but what is of impisrthe manner in which Justin
employs Pilate as an ally. He is convinced thatRloman governor would have recorded the
allegedly miraculous deeds of Jesus when compilisgiccount. Pilate, in Justin’s estimation, is
one who provides testimony about some of the ce@hrastian claims concerning the life of
Jesus®

Writing around the end of the second century, Ullgath goes even further than Justin by

transforming Pilate into a professing Christiart. oAe point in hiApology Tertullian tells the

195 S0me, however, find in Justin’s “Acts of Pontitgf®” a reference not to Roman
documents but to Christian texts, perhaps gosse, for example, Koesténcient Christian
Gospels41-42; Charles E. Hill, “Was John’s Gospel amduogtin’sApostolicMemoir®,” in
Parvis and Fostedustin Martyr and His Worlds89-91. Justin is certainly not referring to the
Christian text known as thicts of Pilate

196 Justin also appeals to the records of Pilatie Apol 35.
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passion story of Jesus in his own unigue way aclddies the role of Pilate as the executioner of
Jesus. But he follows up this account with théofeing:
All these things Pilate did to Christ; and nowant a Christian in his own convictions,
he sent word of Him to the reigning Caesar, who atdke time Tiberius. Yes, and the
Caesars too would have believed on Christ, if eithe Caesars had not been necessary
for the world, or if Christians could have been §as. Apol. 21; ANF 3:35)
In the section immediately preceding this, Tera&ulhad explained that Pilate acted on the basis
of the tremendous outcry from the Jews. So wleledtognizes Pilate’s active role in executing
Jesus, he partially excuses it. Most importamt,igfin, is that Pilate has undergone a post-
crucifixion transformation, indicated in Tertulligrstatement that the Roman governor is “now
in fact a Christian in his own convictions.” To &€ hristian in one’s convictions is to be
anything but an enemy of the movement, an apologebve that Tertullian also seeks to exploit
elsewhere in his writing$” In this Christian apologist the conversion ofRilis complete and
the Roman executioner has become not only tolefaihe sect but has himself joined it. The
seeds of this trend to exonerate Pilate, thougtirfghfull bloom in the expressions of Tertullian,
have taken root in GP as well. When turning to GFfimd a Pilate that has moved closer to the

one expressed in the works of Justin and Tertuthan is the case with the four portraits of him

in the NT Passion Narratives.

APOLOGETICS AND POLEMICS IN GP 1:1-5:19

The issues involved in the study of the tradititret refer to the death of Jesus are
complex and are often complicated by two millerafisubsequent history, most notably the
horrific events of the WWIl-era Holocaust. Dismutaver the accounts of Jesus’ death recently

came to the forefront in popular culture with tetease of Mel Gibson’s 2004 filithe Passion

197 This is best illustrated iApol. 5, where Tertullian alleges the following: 1) &itus,
when learning of Jesus, ruled in favor of Chriglilgnity while the Roman Senate rejected it; 2)
Tiberius threatened “wrath against all accusett®Christians”; 3) Marcus Aurelius was a
protector of Christians and persecutor of theircopggnts; and 4) Trajan forbade the persecution of
Christians.
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of the Christwhich includes a highly graphic portrayal of thial, abuse, mockery, and

crucifixion of Jesus and presents certain Jewasily involved in many of these actions.
Responses to the film's depiction have ranged fpoaise for its historical accuracy to
condemnation for its blatant anti-Semiti§th.Heated modern controversies, however, should not
keep us from a sober evaluation of ancient textissaories.

In seeking to understand GP’s vilification of Jews, must first recognize the social
factors at work in the gradual separation of thesfian movement from its origins as a Jewish
sect!® In the pre-Constantinian era, Jews generally freice social and political power than
Christians in the larger Greco-Roman wdrfd.Jews generally held more social and political
power in the larger Greco-Roman world than did §fans during the pre-Constantinian era. As
early Christian groups sought to distinguish thdwesefrom other Jewish factions, conflict in the
form of polemics often gave expression to the ugdey issues. At a fundamental level there
was competition for adherents to the various seaise the Christian movement came to view
itself as unique in relation to other Jewish grou@®nversely, the various Jewish sects
eventually considered the Christian factions t@biside the pale of acceptable Jewish belief and
praxis.

Christian self-identity included the firm beliefatha proper understanding of Israel’s
Scriptures could take place only when viewed thhoting life, death, and resurrection of Jesus.

Therefore, the polemical exchanges between Chisaad other Jewish groups included not

198 A variety of responses from biblical scholarshe film appear in Kathleen E. Corley
and Robert L. Webb, eddesus and Mel Gibson’s Passion of the Christ: Tira,Rhe Gospels
and the Claims of HistorfNew York: Continuum, 2004).

1990n this so-called parting of the ways during teeqr under discussion, see Stephen
G. Wilson,Related Strangers: Jews and Christians 70-&¢E) (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1995);
Lieu, Image and Realitydames D. G. Dunihe Partings of the Ways: Between Christianity and
Judaism and their Significance for the CharacteCofistianity (2d ed.; London: SCM Press,
2006).

110See the treatment of this matter in Michael Grahg Jews in the Roman Wo(ew
York: Scribner, 1973), 97-169; E. Mary Smallwodthe Jews under Roman Rule: From Pompey
to Diocletian, A Study in Political Relatio(®d ed.; Boston: Brill, 2001).
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only the memory of Jesus’ teachings and deedslénit@and especially, those events that had
come to be a part of the early Christian memoryisftdeatH™* To a large extent, the Christian
focus on Jewish responsibility for the death ofidesas a means of maintaining clear boundaries
between themselves and those people and groupsatiaiome to be understood as outsiders.
Blame was then often cast on Jews who were unsyrapato the Christian movement, who
were thereby deemed to be outsiders. Social-methepyists have shown us the significance
that a community’s present experience plays irr tneimory of its foundational narratives.

Kirk, one such proponent of the relevance of saoi@iory, recognizes that in GP “the Passion
narrative tradition is being brought into dramaignment with the social realities impinging
upon this community™® Conflict between Jews and Christians, both stycéaid religiously,

was a factor that likely contributed to the forroatof GP’s Passion Narrative. As we saw in
Paul, Acts, Justin, and Melito, the move to blaewslfor the death of Jesus frequently occurred
in such contexts.

One of the early Christian movement’'s most obvisel§defining characteristics was a

marked devotion to Jesti$. As Christian devotion to Jesus distinguishedniegement in its

1 Thijs point is emphasized in social-memory appreadh early Christian texts. As it
relates to the death of Jesus in GP, see Kirk,dificm and Memory,” 156-58.

112 A relatively contemporary example might be fouryccbmparing the “memory” of
two different groups as it relates to their foumnalzl narratives of the origins and early histofy o
the United States of America. If we were to comegghe Ku Klux Klan to the Black Panther
Party in this area, we would most certainly fint fphenomenon at work. The foundational
narratives related to each group’s understandirigeoéarly history of the country would bear
some resemblance to one another, but there woulddily different emphases in many instances
and outright contradictions between the “memort#fsfach group. The experiences of the
members of each community play a part in their “ragrhof distant history. This is the type of
phenomenon reflected in social-memory approaches.

13 Kirk, “Tradition and History,” 156.

4 The leading work in recent years in this arezois necognized as Larry W. Hurtado,
Lord Jesus Christ: Devotion to Jesus in Earliesti€fanity (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003).
For an earlier representative, whose conclusidifisranarkedly from Hurtado’s in key ways, see
Wilhelm BoussetKyrios Christos: Geschichte des Christglaubens dem Anfangen des
Christentums bis Irenae&o6ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1913). WBitrisset
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relationship to other sects within Judaism, andibee of the significance assigned to his death
by early Christ-followers, the circumstances sunding his demise soon came to be of the
utmost importanc&® The origins of the Christian sect’s earliest aations of guilt against
fellow Jews for the death of Jesus may very weleharoliferated in the earliest years of the
movement through the traditional Jewish pattercatifng the nation of Israel to repentance for
its disobedience and/or the rejection of its proplfe.g., Neh 9:26; 2 Chr 36:14-18). For the
earliest Christians the death of Jesus was sometimee/ed as foremost among Israel’s sins. To
reject the nation’s alleged messiah, or to be waalin any manner in the events leading to his
death, is to invite a demand for repentance fraarfolowers of that messiah. This pattern of
assigning Jewish guilt for Jesus’ death and linkirig a call for repentance is common in some
of the speeches of the early chapters of Acts,ghale level of historicity of these speeches
remains uncertain (Acts 2:22-38; 3:12-26; 4:8-229532). Paul’s First Letter to the
Thessalonians makes the same connection betwedrrooimg Jews and noting their lack of
repentance (1 Thess 2:13-16). It is at least fibsf not probable, that this context of early
Christian preaching to fellow Jews provided thdiesirsocial situations in which Jewish
culpability for the execution of Jesus was emptesend increasingly became a point of
bitterness between Jews devoted to Jesus andJetiesh groups.

Though this project is concerned primarily with ttistory and development of traditions

and not with the historicity of the events themes|va few comments on this subject are needed

concluded that religious devotion to Jesus unfola¢atively slowly among Christian groups and
did not become full-fledged worship until the sexived from Jewish to pagan environments,
Hurtado contends that the worship of Jesus toateptauch earlier and occurred even among the
first Palestinian Jewish Christians.

115 See the various contributions in Richardson andékau,Anti-Judaism in Early
Christianity, vol. 1; Wilson,Anti-Judaism in Early Christianityol. 2; Craig A. Evans and
Donald A. Hagner, edsAnti-Semitism and Early Christianity: Issues of étolc and Faith
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993).

118 wilckens,Missionsreden der Apostelgeschicht89-37; Stephen G. Wilson, “The
Jews and the Death of Jesus in Acts,” in RichardsmhGranskouAnti-Judaism in Early
Christianity,1:155-64.
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in order to lend clarity to my discussion. | conatth Crossan when he writes, “| take it as
historical that Jesus was executed by some cormjuneof Jewish and Roman authority?

While the early Christians were increasingly blagniews for their role in Jesus’ death, the
tendency seems to run in the opposite directidheir attitudes toward Pilate and the Roman
authorities. The earliest Christian tradition/meynocluded Roman and Jewish cooperation in
the death of Jesus and this reflects my own judge@mcerning the question of historicity. In
the subsequent tradition history, however, Chmstiaould emphasize the role of each party to
varying degrees. What tended to occur is similahé dividing of a whole. If 100% of the guilt
must be assigned, some accounts tended to divideiively evenly while others appeared to be
much closer to total guilt/innocence. When theelabccurred it was nearly always in the
direction of Jewish guilt/Roman innocence. Hemsech of what | have said about Jewish
participation in Jesus’ execution must be kept inchin the discussion of the exoneration of
Pilate.

Pilate’s role as the one who condemns Jesus ggnéiainishes in later Christian
sources’® Paul Winter has proposed the following explamafir this: “There is a definite
connection between two facts: the more Christiaagparsecuted by the Roman State, the more
generous becomes the description of Pontius Riktewitness to Jesus’ innocent®. This
trend, according to Winter, was entirely apologé@tioature and it had a pre-Christian precedent,
ironically enough, in Jewish apologetics. For eglanPhilo appealed to Emperor Caligula and

reminded him of the many privileges that previoogperors had granted to Jews. He made such

"7 CrossanWho Killed Jesus?147.

118 Again, | am not suggesting that this trend is obtogically consistent, as if we could
estimate the degree to which Pilate is exoneratedgiven text simply by dating it. There are
exceptions to trends. On Pilate in early Christradition see Paul Winte@n the Trial of Jesus
(rev. & ed. T. A. Burkill and Geza Vermes; 2d €8J;1; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1974), 70-89;
Brown, Death of the Messiali:693-705; Helen K. BondRontius Pilate in History and
Interpretation(SNTSMS 100; Cambridge: Cambridge University Pr&998).

19 \inter, Trial of Jesus85.
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petitions in response to measures the emperor lwag s enforce that were considered
offensive by Jew&?

In Winter’s estimation, when Christians faced peutien by Roman authorities they
occasionally resorted to presenting Pilate aslgrohthe movement’s founder. He examines
Christian depictions of Pilate and claims that pgositive imagery ends in the fourth century with
the arrival of Constantine and the establishme@tofstianity as aeligio licita."** The Edict of
Milan made it so that Christians no longer neededlly in the form of a Roman government
official, according to Winter. Constantine and sigcessors were living, breathing emperors
whose stature greatly overshadowed that of a lecgased Roman goverrldt. Winter’s claim
that Christians sought an ally in the form of aguownent official, which led them to depict Pilate
as such, is not entirely wrong, but it emphasizég balf of the story. While Winter focuses on
the needo have an advocate the form of a Roman official, | think that itas just as significant
for Christians of the first two centuriest to have an eneniy the form of a Roman official.

This is really to speak of two sides of the sama,daut | would like to focus on the side which
Winter neglects. | wish to suggest that Pilatels in Jesus’ death was occasionally suppressed
in order to downplay a particular aspect of thei§€ian movement'’s origins.

There was an inherent skepticism surrounding négioas movements in the Greco-
Roman world in which Christianity developed, satthavel sects could expect to face severe

scrutiny from political authorities. Early sourdesm those outside the Christian movement are

129 bid. See PhiloEmbassy28-31; Josephu#nt 18.8.
2 pid., 88.

122 winter (ibid., 88-89) overstates the abruptnegh which the positive depictions of
Pilate end after the ascendency of Constantinecitde theGospel of Nicodemuss the sole
representative of a post-Constantinian work thiéécts the earlier emphasis. BrowDeath of
the Messiah1:696), however, provides numerous examplestef [@hristians esteeming Pilate,
including Augustine’s classification of Pilate apraphet of the kingdom of God, Ethiopic
homilies from the 5th-6th centuries describing teilas a Christian martyr, Coptic use of “Pilate”
as a baptismal name in the 6th-7th centuries, dratia apocryphon that describes Pilate’s death
at the hands of the emperor.
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especially helpful for gaining a sense of the @t that was prevalent among government

officials toward the sect. Three different Romaniitavs in the second century, each of whom at

one time served as a government official, referterging Christianity assuperstitio**

Robert L. Wilken defines it as follows:

In its most common and familiar sense, the teaperstitionreferred to beliefs and
practices that were foreign and strange to the Rem#&Vhat was foreign and strange, of
course, was defined by whoever was making the jeigntout to a Roman senator, or to
members of the ruling classes of Rosgperstitiondesignated the kinds of practices and
beliefs associated with the cults that had pereztrite Roman world from surrounding

lands!?*

A brief look at a passage from one of these eariterg is needed so that we might understand
better the Roman attitudes to the Christian movembering this era.
The first known significant conflict between Ronficials and Christians came in 64
C.E. in the aftermath of the great fire in RoM.In order to squelch the rumor that Nero had
ordered the fire set, the emperor cast blame ofthistians of Rome. The Roman historian
Tacitus, himself a former provincial governor andrid of Pliny, gives this account:
But neither human help, nor imperial munificerey, all the modes of placating Heaven,
could stifle scandal or dispel the belief that fine had taken place by order. Therefore,
to scotch the rumour, Nero substituted as culpaitsl, punished with the utmost

refinements of cruelty, a class of men, loathedHeir vices, whom the crowd styled
Christians. Christus, the founder of the name, Uradergone the death penalty in the

123 The three writers are Pliny, Tacitus, and Suetnidn Roman views afuperstitioas
it relates to early Christianity see Robert L. WitkThe Christians as the Romans Saw Tl2dn
ed.; New Haven: Yale University Press, 2003), 48-67

124\Wilken, Christians as the Romans Saw Thé&m

125 There were earlier incidents involving Christidnmegore Roman government officials
(e.g., Paul’s trial). The Roman fire, though,his first instance in which Christians seem to be
targeted as a class of people that is either didiiom Judaism or recognized as an identifiable
sect within Judaism, though the former seems niladiyyl However, DunnHartings of the
Ways 315) argues that even as late as the secondge@ieco-Roman writers, including
Tacitus, did not clearly recognize Christians @gaup separate from Jews. He suggests that in
Tacitus’ description of the Neronian persecutionhage an author who “thought of these
‘Christians’ as Jews” (ibid.). This is doubtfuhough, since Tacitus in other places could identify
“Jews” as a separate and equally despised clgssopie (see esp. Book 5 of hgstorieg. That
Tacitus can refer to the Christians as “a clagsan” indicates that he viewed them as distinct
from Jews, though it may have been the case thatliss known to him as “Christians” was
comprised of ethnic Gentiles as well as ethnic Jews
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reign of Tiberius, by sentence of the procuratantRs Pilatus, and the pernicious

superstition was checked for a moment, only tolboed once more, not merely in

Judaea, the home of the disease, but in the cépied| where all things horrible or

shameful in the world collect and find a voguerstithen, the confessed members of the

sect were arrested; next, on their disclosures,nasbers were convicted, not so much
on the count of arson as for hatred of the hume@.ré&nd derision accompanied their
end: they were covered with wild beasts’ skins tamd to death by dogs; or they were
fastened on crosses, and, when daylight failed weneed to serve as lamps by night.

Nero had offered his Gardens for the spectaclegamd an exhibition in his Circus,

mixing with the crowd in the habit of a chariotear mounted on his car. Hence, in spite

of a guilt which had earned the most exemplary ghment, there arose a sentiment of
pity, due to the impression that they were beirggiBeed not for the welfare of the state

but to the ferocity of a single manAr(n.15.44; Jackson, LCL 4:283-85)

This passage is not useful primarily for undersitagédRoman attitudes of the 60<., nor will |
gauge its historical accurady. Instead, this resource, which is typically dateda 115C.E.,
provides an excellent opportunity to learn aboatwd of Christianity in the early part of the
second century. | will highlight four featuresindracitus that shed light on Christian motivation
for exonerating Pilate.

First, the Romans were well aware that Jesus oilnedeer of the Christian movement and
the one after whom his followers were named, wasifted at the hands of a Roman procurator.
Aside from any other knowledge of the sect, thislyf was enough to bring about a great deal of
skepticism from those in authority. Second, Tactansiders Christianity to be a “pernicious
superstition,” one that has spread from Judea toeRdt is very likely that knowledge of Jesus’
execution at the hands of the Roman governmenbwa®f the primary reasons for skepticism,
especially when we combine this with the fact ithatas a new religious movement.

Third, Christians are known for their “hatred oéthuman race,” a description that is
indicative of what outsiders considered to be thati-social behavior. This was exemplified in

Christian avoidance of certain practices, suchaasggpation in the emperor cult. Wilken

proposes that it was Christian religious exclusivisthe claim that their beliefs and praxis alone

126 As s true of all historians, Tacitus is no unki@seporter of facts. His dislike of Nero
is apparent, as is his desire to attribute mariyarhe’s misfortunes to the degeneracy and
misguided leadership of this particular emperon tkds point, see Mark Morford, “Tacitus’
Historical Methods in the Neronian Books of the fafs,” ANRW33.2:1582-627.
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were valid—that led to labels such as ffilsFourth, and lastly, the comments of Tacitus iatéc
that for various reasons Christians were “loatteedteir vices.” His words here and elsewhere
in this passage demonstrate the tremendously bitbépat Christians of the second century were
climbing in order to gain acceptance in the eyeRahan outsiders. Their movement was
associated with one who had been executed at tigslwd a previous administrator, was known
as asuperstitio and was often hated by the general populacédanii-social behavior.
Classical historian Michael Grant has remarked dinaing the middle decades of the
second centurg.E. “Christianity was well on the way to replacingladism, in popular
estimation, as the enemy of the Roman regitffe Justin provides an example of the lengths to
which Christians would go to demonstrate the innoeeof their sect and its loyalty to the
emperor:
As we have been instructed by Him [i.e., Jesus],vefore all others, try everywhere to
pay your appointed officials the ordinary and sgktzixes. For in His time some people
came to Him and asked if it were necessary to plyte to Caesar, and He replied: “Tell
Me, whose likeness does this coin bear?” They. $@igesar’s.” And He again replied:
“Render therefore to Caesar the things that are&@ae and to God, the things that are
God’s.” Wherefore, only God do we worship, bubther things we joyfully obey you,
acknowledging you as the kings and rulers of med,@aying that you may be found to
have, besides royal power, sound judgmehtAgol.17; Falls 52)
Robert M. Grant has contended that one of the nsafem the eventual success of Christianity in
the Roman Empire is that, despite being perseaitgéches, Christians insisted that they posed

no threat to those in authority and were devotatiéovelfare of the empiré? We catch a

glimpse of this effort in the way GP has recasateil

127\Wilken, Christians as the Romans Saw ThéB1 He quotes without citation some
early martyr traditions to support this notion. viever, his larger discussion of second-century
Roman thought concerning the role of religion &snation for the public good gives credence to
his claim that Christian belief and praxis did fastter the Roman ideal in this arena.

128 Grant,Jews in the Roman Worlg65.
129 Grant,Augustus to Constantine: The Thrust of the ChmskBovement into the Roman

World (New York: Harper & Row, 1970); ideriarly Christianity and Society: Seven Studies
(San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1977), 13-43.
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Emerging Christianity was in an awkward positiomcsi the founder of the sect had been
executed by a Roman government official in thetretty recent past, thus meaning that any
attention given to the crucifixion would call tomdi Roman responsibility for it. This was a firm
part of Christian memory and tradition. Howevég€lristians wished to see their movement
survive and thrive they could not be expected tplemsize Roman involvement in Jesus’ death.
To do so would be to invite even more suspicioth@ir direction. If the traditions present in the
Christian movement included stories of both Jewaistt Roman culpability, it should scarcely
surprise us to discover a greater emphasis orotheef than the latter, perhaps even to the extent
that one party is vilified while the other is vially exonerated.

The shift of blame from Pilate and the Roman$itoJews sometimes served Christian
apologetic interests. The more that Jesus’ exatutas attributed to Roman authorities, the
greater the likelihood that government officialsuibbe negatively disposed toward the
movement bearing his name. By exonerating the Rgmmacurator Christians could declare
Jesus innocent of the charge of sedition. Furtbeznby downplaying the role of Pilate
Christians could possibly lessen the degree oftglem directed toward them for their loyalty to
one condemned as a political troublemaker.

In GP we find this exoneration of Pilate on digpl&Vhether this is due to a strong pro-
Roman—or at least non- “anti-Roman"—sentiment anghrt of its author is not possible to
determine on the grounds of Pilate’s portrayal @/dhough it appears plausible. In subsequent
chapters | hope to give further examples of apdlogén GP that appear to be directed toward
Roman or Gentile audiences and claims. In this Maay claiming that a cumulative case
examination of GP will show that Pilate’s depictisrpart of the author’s apologetic efforts to
rewrite his story in response to both Jewish amdJewish dialogue partners. And as | argued
earlier in this chapter, the anti-Jewish perspeagwery strong, such that the question of Roman
vs. Jewish responsibility for Jesus’ death in GPpeays to be more a case of blaming the Jews

than exonerating the Romans, although | do not ¥eaexclude the latter. Our author, had he
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wished still to cast blame on the Romans, coul&ehmesented a joint effort on the part of Jews
and Romans in the execution of Jesus. Yet wedomdething different, which seems to point

toward the idea that there is some degree of isitémeexcusing the Romans.

CONCLUSIONS

The opening synoptic analysis showed that therenargy features in common between
GP 1:1-5:19 and each of the four NT gospels. Kample, GP resembles Matthew in its
handwashing scene, Mark in the general plot dPétssion Narrative, Luke in the inclusion of
Herod as an important Jewish figure who condemsss)end John in the account of leg-
breaking at the crucifixion. In my estimation, @auangelist is familiar with all of these gospels.

Acquaintance with earlier texts, however, doescootfine the author of GP to simple
copying of his sources in a cut-and-paste fashtéa.completely reworks them in order to form
his own version of Jesus’ death, as | argued is¢te®nd section of the chapter. This is not
unlike the manner in which the author of a rewnitBible text from the Second Temple period—
the QumranTempleScroll—gathers and reorganizes portions of Exodus, laastiNumbers,
and Deuteronomy in writing his own work.

The primary area of GP’s Passion Narrative thaplared is the shift to blame Jews as
the sole party responsible for killing Jesus. ddition to the plot itself, | reviewed the ways in
which OT texts are employed in ways that discreddisparage Jews. In GP, Jews
simultaneously are ignorant of their Scripturesw@nowingly fulfill them through their actions
against Jesus. | contended that at the same ¢éweare made culpable for Jesus’ death, the
Romans are exonerated in the person of Pilate reflages to condemn Jesus.

The early Christian parallels to this twofold tdemere reviewed in the writings of Paul,
Acts, Justin, and Melito, each of whom depicts €&tflan accusations on this matter as occurring
in contexts of disputes with Jews. | suggestetttiia might also provide part of the background

to the creation of GP. Similarly, | provided adldtital texts that reflect the move by Christians to
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“Christianize” Pilate, that is, to make him an adfiythe movement. This, | suggested, may play a
small role in GP as well.

In the final section of the chapter | offered scemplanations for better understanding the
polemical nature of GP’s attitude toward Jews dditon to its general pro-Roman posture.
Religious proximity to and competition with oth@wish sects contributed to Christian attitudes
toward Jews. Likewise, the significance of Jeslgsith in early Christian theology made it a
point of emphasis. Concerning the depiction chteilbecause of the Christian sect’s status as a
new religious movement, it would have been lookedrususpiciously by outsiders. This is more
so when it was known that its leader had been égdday Roman officials. Christians thus
understandably sought to downplay this aspectaif group’s origins. This first section of GP,
therefore, is a rewriting of earlier Passion Navest that has been influenced by polemical and

apologetic interests related to the parties respnfor the death of Jesus.



CHAPTER THREE

REWRITTEN SIGNS: GP 5:20-8:28
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In this chapter | will examine the reworking of leargospel texts and traditions about

the signs present at the crucifixion of JesusstHiwill provide a synoptic analysis of GP 5:20-

8:28 and its NT parallels. This will be followeg &n examination of the ways in which the

author depicts divine judgment falling on the Jewnd is reflected in four visible signs. | will

then survey early Christian parallels to thesegmist Following this, | will summarize the role

that apologetics and polemics played in the eanlysfian portrayals of judgment on the Jews for

their role in the death of Jesus.

SYNOPTIC ANALY SIS OF GP 5:20-8:28

GP 5:20-8:28 Matthew 27 Mark 15 Luke 23 John 19
5:20 And at the 51 At that moment| 38 And the curtain| 45b And the
same hour the veil| the curtain of the | of the temple was | curtain of the
of the temple in temple was torn in| torn in two, from | temple was torn in
Jerusalem was torn two, from top to top to bottom. two.
in two. bottom.
6:21 And then they 53a Then [Joseph] 38 After these
drew out the spikes took [Jesus’ body] | things, Joseph of
from the hands of down... Arimathea ...

the Lord and laid
him on the earth,
and the whole
earth quaked

and there was greatplace, they were

fear.

22 Then the sun
shone and it was
found to be the
ninth hour.

23 And the Jews
rejoiced

The earth shook,
and the rocks were
split.

54 Now when the
centurion and
those with him ...
saw the earthquak
and what took

terrified...

45 From noon on,
darkness came
over the whole
land until three in
the afternoon.

D

33 When it was
noon, darkness
came over the
whole land until
three in the
afternoon.

44 It was now
about noon, and
darkness came
over the whole
land until three in
the afternoon.

came and removeq
his body.
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and gave his body
to Joseph that he
might bury it

since he had seen
what good deeds
he had done.

24 He, however,
took the Lord,
washed him and
wrapped him in
linen,

and brought him
into his own tomb,
called the Garden
of Joseph.

58 [Joseph] went
to Pilate and asked
for the body of
Jesus;

then Pilate ordered
it to be given to
him.

57 When it was
evening, there
came a rich man
from Arimathea,
named Joseph,
who was also a
disciple of Jesus.

59 So Joseph took
the body and
wrapped itin a
clean linen cloth

60a and laid it in
his own new tomb,
which he had hewr
in the rock.

43 Joseph of
Arimathea ... went
boldly to Pilate
and asked for the
body of Jesus....
45 When he
learned from the
centurion that
[Jesus] was dead,
he granted the
body to Joseph.

43a Joseph of
Arimathea, a
respected member
of the council, who
was also himself
waiting
expectantly for the
kingdom of God...

46a Then Joseph
bought a linen
cloth, and taking
down the body,
wrapped it in the
linen cloth,

and laid itin a
tomb that had been
hewn out of the
rock.

52 [Joseph] went
to Pilate and asked
for the body of
Jesus.

50 Now there was
a good and
righteous man
named Joseph,
who, though a
member of the
council,

51 had not agreed
to their plan and
action. He came
from the Jewish
town of
Arimathea, and he
was waiting
expectantly for the
kingdom of God.

53 Then [Joseph]
took [Jesus’ body]
down, wrapped it
in a linen cloth,

and laid itin a
rock-hewn tomb
where no one had
ever been laid.

38 [Joseph of
Arimathea] asked
Pilate to let him
take away the bod
of Jesus.

Pilate gave him

permission; so he
came and removeq
his body.

38a After these
things, Joseph of
Arimathea, who
was a disciple of
Jesus, though a
secret one becaus
of his fear of the
Jews,

... came and
removed his body.
39 Nicodemus,
who had at first
come to Jesus by
night, also came,
bringing a mixture
of myrrh and aloes|
weighing about a
hundred pounds.

40 They took the
body of Jesus and
wrapped it with the
spices in linen
cloths,

according to the
burial custom of
the Jews.

41 Now there was
a garden in the
place where he
was crucified, and

11%

in the garden there
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7:25 Then, as the
Jews and the elder
and the priests
perceived what
evil they had done
to themselves, they
began to lament
and to say: “Woe
on our sins!
Judgment has
come close and the
end of Jerusalem.”
26 But | mourned
with my
companions, and
having been
wounded in heart,
we concealed
ourselves. For we
were being sought
after by them as
malefactors, and a
persons who
wanted to set fire
to the temple.

27 Because of all
these things we
fasted and sat
mourning and
weeping night and
day until the
Sabbath.

8:28 But the
scribes and
Pharisees and
elders came
together, when
they heard that the
whole people
murmured and beg
upon their breasts,
and they said: “If

)

D

ay

at his death these

26:56b Then all
the disciples
deserted him and
fled.

14:50 All of them
deserted him and
fled.

(Later addition)
16:10 [Mary
Magdalene] went
out and told those
who had been with
him, while they
were mourning
and weeping.

48 And when all
the crowds who
had gathered there
for this spectacle
saw what had
taken place, they
returned home,
beating their
breasts.

48 And when all
the crowds who
had gathered therg
for this spectacle
saw what had
taken place, they

returned home,

was a new tomb in
which no one had
ever been laid.

42 And so,
because it was the
Jewish day of
Preparation, and
the tomb was
nearby, they laid
Jesus there.

20:19 When it was
evening on that
day, the first day
of the week, and
the doors of the
house where the
disciples had met
were locked for
fear of the Jews,
Jesus came and
stood among
them...
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most mighty signs beating their
have come to pass, breasts.

see how righteous

he is.”

The preceding section of GP concluded with the imafrom “the Lord” just before he
was “taken up” ¢veAnd6n), an apparent euphemism for death (GP 5-18)the next verse, the
veil of the Jerusalem temple is torn in two “at #aene hour” (GP 5:26).All three of the
Synoptic Gospels include a similar reference tadlaging of the temple veil and use the same
term as GP in identifying the curtaku TamETaoU (Matt 27:51; Mark 15:38; Luke 23:45; GP
5:20). Mark and Matthew, like GP, mention the toantain immediately after Jesus dies, but
Luke refers to it just prior to Jesus’ last breath.

While the three NT gospels use the vexic> when describing the curtain tear (Matt
27:51; Mark 15:38; Luke 23:45), GP 5:20 WBasppnyvuut.® This follows the tendency in GP
not to have close verbal parallels with any ofKiegospels while it maintains many of the same

ideas’ The appearance 8fspayn here should, as is also truesofiafn in the Synoptics, be

! Jesus is also “taken updeAnuddn) in Acts 1:2, though this scene carries a differen
connotation than the one in GP 5:19.

% Swete Akhmim Fragmentl0) was among the first to suggest that GP’seefe to the
temple being in Jerusalem “is one of several irtthoa that the fragment was written outside
Palestine, or at all events for non-Palestiniadees” Although he does not expound on this
point, | take him to be suggesting that Palestingaders would not have needed the descriptor
“in Jerusalem” when referring to the temple. Thostside Palestine, however, would be more
likely to speak of “the temple Jerusalent

% The termSioppryvupt is most often used in the LXX in association vitik tearing of
clothes (see HRCS, s.v., 309), an act which tylyiedpresses anger, grief, or, mourning (e.g.,
Gen 37:29; Num 14:6; Josh 7:6; 2 Sam 1:11-12; 1Xg&7). In the NTiappryvuul appears
when the high priest tears his clothes upon heavimgt he considers to be a blasphemous
statement from Jesus (Matt 26:65; Mark 14:63).

* The entire matter of GP’s lack of verbal agreemevith the NT texts is addressed in
Martha K. Stillman, “The Gospel of Peter: A Case@al-Only DependencyZTL 73 (1997):
114-20. Stillman operates from the usual paradigmhich GP is viewed as “dependent” on the
NT gospels. She summarizes her conclusion: “Glefpendent on the canonical gospels through
oral but not written transmission” (115). As liakethroughout this project, the conventional idea
of dependency may not be the best category thraingth to view GP, since dependency is
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understood as a divine passive: God is the agesigh whom the rending of the veil takes
place.

In GP 6:21 the Jews remove the nails from Jesusddiand place his body on the
ground. Subsequently, there is an earthquakethees great fear among those present. The
only NT evangelist to refer to nails is John, thotige statement appears after the resurrection
rather than at the crucifixion (John 20:25Matthew is the only NT gospel to mention an
earthquake at the time of the crucifixion and, &, it refers to fear as a response to the event
(Matt 27:51-54). Likewise, among the NT gospelgtiiaw alone includes darkness, the veil,
and an earthquake in his Passion Narrative, asthaited with GP.

The sun again shines in GP 6:22 and the occasimaiked by a reference to the ninth
hour, thus placing GP’s chronology in alignmentwiiat of Matt 27:45, Mark 15:33, and Luke
23:44. While the Synoptics give the timing of tterkness in a single statement, GP has
separated the onset of the darkness from the refuhe sun by several verses (GP 5:15; 6:22).
It should be kept in mind throughout this discusditat GP includes three allusions to the
darkness (5:15, 18; 6:22).

In GP 6:23-24 the burial of Jesus is briefly dimat. Jesus’ body had been requested

from Pilate prior to the crucifixion (GP 2:3-5).hiE differs from all the canonical stories, which

generally conceived in terms that involve the nemance of close verbal parallels with sources.
The author of GP, on the other hand, freely aretdilly “rewrites” the antecedent texts, and
probably also some oral traditions known to him.

Similarly, Brown proposes a model of GP’s oral defency on the NT gospels, stating
that “a literary dependence GfPeton all or three of the canonical Gospels reallgoot
explain” the available evidencB¢ath of the Messial2:1333). He continues by contending that
all of GP’s frequent “switchings” of canonical magk cannot be understood as “redactional
preferences by thePetauthor who was deliberately changing the writtersgizls before him”
(2:1334). But Brown does not state why such dediteechanges could not have been made to the
written sources. If the author of GP saw fit tteatrastically the overall plot of the stories
known to him by depicting, for example, Jews assible executioners of Jesus, or the enemies of
Jesus as the first withnesses of the resurrectiem, it seems quite plausible, if not likely, that h
would have had no difficulty “deliberately changimgany of the minor details along the way.

®> Swete Akhmim Fragmentl1) notes that in both GP and John it is onlydsaand not
feet, that are mentioned in regard to the nails.
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state that the request comes after Jesus hashigtlA7:57-58; Mark 15:42-45; Luke 23:50-52;
John 19:38§. The Jews give Jesus’ body to Joseph for buriBl §&23)’ This is presumably to

be understood as the same person as the Josedfinathea) who buries Jesus in all four of the
intracanonical gospels (Matt 27:57-60; Mark 15:43-4uke 23:50-53; John 19:38-42). The
statement of GP 6:23 that Joseph “had seen whalt deeds [Jesus] had done” is likely an
allusion to Joseph'’s status as a disciple or fadioef Jesus, a claim made also in Matt 27:57 and
John 19:38. Joseph buries Jesus by wrapping him in linenpgacing him in his own tomb (GP
6:24)° The material in which Jesus is wrapped in GRi§cdv, the same as in Matt 27:59;

Mark 15:46; and Luke 23:58. GP 6:24 shares with Matthew the unique detatl draus was

® CrossanCross That Spok&0-23) views the burial story of GP 6:23-24 nepart of
the original version of GP (his “Cross Gospel”) batbelonging to the “intracanonical stratum”
of GP. By this he means that GP 6:23-24 is a laterpolation. Koestencient Christian
Gospels 231) counters by claiming that Mark 15:42-47 dotin 19:38-42 are two independent
witnesses to a common source that was used irothpasition of Mark, John, and GP. He
concludes that “[t]he episode of Joseph requestiadpody from Pilate was relocated in the
Gospel of Peter to a position before the scenbenfrtocking of Jesus” (ibid.). In the case of GP,
| find it unnecessary to follow Koester in positiagommon pre-Markan/pre-Johannine/pre-
Petrine source used by all three writers, sinces@Bthor knew both Mark and John and at
numerous points felt free not to follow them whemposing his own gospel.

"In the reconstruction of Crossan, burial by Jesngmies is “taken for granted
throughout theCross Gospgl and this reflects the earliest burial traditi@ross That Spoke
237). ltis Mark who later “created the motif @silis’ burial by his friends” (ibid., 238). As |
will discuss in Chapter Four, | find it more plauisito suggest that the burial story originally
involved burial by friends but was later changeg@aatray enemies in the role.

8 Alternatives on the rationale behind the statenfsitice he had seen what good deeds
he had done,” can be found in Swetkhmim Fragmentl1; VaganayEvangile de Pierre266;
Mara,Evangile de Pierre147-48. Swete holds that this expression “masaken as a jeer”
from the Jews and is part of their “heartless braattéhe expense of Josepkhmim Fragment
11). But thisis not clear. It seems, rathert tha expression is being presented as a sincere
rationale from the Jews for their offer to give thady to Joseph.

° Mara Evangile de Pierre149-53) sees in the burial in Joseph’s own tomblision
to 1 Kgs 13:29-31, where the prophet of Betheldsithe man of God in his own tomb. This
suggestion is questionable, though.

1% John differs by stating that Jesus’ body was weddpofoviov rather thamivScv
(John 19:40; 20:5-7)c1vdcdv has two definitions in BDAG (s.v., 924): 1) fabrimde from
linen, linencloth; and 2) a light piece of clothing like a chee) shirt. The synoptic texts and GP
6:24 are listed in BDAG under the first definitiohat the intended meaning here is a fabric—
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buried in Joseph’s own tomb and agrees with Johth@tomb’s location in a garden (Matt
27:60; John 19:41). Concerning the garden, thetRdtvangelist states plainly that where he
was crucified there was a garden, and that “irgdrelen there was a new tomb in which no one
had ever been laid” (John 19:41). In GP 6:24lt6ale is given the nanénmos *lworigp.™

The Jews, the elders, and the priests soon rezmtme evil that they have done to
themselvesyvovTes, olov kakov eauTols emoinoav) (GP 7:25). Upon this realization they
declare, “Judgment has come close and the endusfalem” yyicev 1) kpiois kol TO TEAOS
"lepovoaAnu). The closest NT parallel to what we find heréhis behavior of some of those
gathered at the crucifixion in the Third Gospelnthwhen all the crowds who had gathered there
for this spectacle saw what had taken place, teeymed home, beating their breasts” (Luke
23:48). The beating of chests signifies sorrownourning at what they have witnessed in the
death of Jesus.

There is an important development in the textuwaldition of Luke 23:48 that is relevant
to GP. Tatian’®iatessaromapparently included material very close to whdoind in GP 7:25,
as did an old Latin version of Luk&.l quote here the relevant texts:

Then, as the Jews and the elders and the priastsiyed what evil they had done to

themselves, they began to lament and to say: “Wiaauo sins! Judgment has come
close and the end of Jerusalem.” (GP 7:25)

and not a garment—is indicated by the fact thabthdy is “wrapped” fvTuAicow in Matt 27:59
and Luke 23:53¢tveiAéw in Mark 15:461Aéco in GP 6:24) in the material.

1 Swete Akhmim Fragmentl2) quotes without citation an interesting quesposed by
Harnack concerning the reference to the Gardeps#ph in GP: “War demmos '|. zur Zeit des
Verfassers etwa eine bekannte Localitat?” (Wassieen of Joseph perhaps a known location
in the time of the author?).

12GP, however, places the chest beating a few véasesn GP 8:28. Other examples
of this act as an expression of sorrow or mourairggfound in Luke 18:13; Josephésit. 7.10.5.

3 Bruce M. MetzgerA Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testafidred.;
Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1994], 16bibcludes GP, Ephrem’s commentary on the
Diatessaronand an Old Latin manuscript%jiin his treatment of the textual tradition of Luke
23:48.
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And all the multitudes who assembled to see thet sighen they saw what had taken
place, returned home beating their breasts. ([23:48)

...saying, “Woe to us on account of our sins thatwwee committed this day! For the
desolation of Jerusalem has drawn near.” (Corahusf Luke 23:48 in Old Latin
manuscript f)'

“Woe was it, woe was it to us; this was the Soeofl” ... “Behold, they have come, the
judgments of the desolation of Jerusalem haveeativ(EphremComm. Diat20.28}§°

William L. Petersen cites various proposals thaehaeen made as to the origin of this material,
including GP itself, Tatian, or a common sourcehsag an early version of Luke, an
Urevangeliumor a Jewish-Christian gospél He locates its source as a Jewish-Christian dospe
This is possible, although oral tradition is algooasibility.

The scene in GP shifts dramatically in 7:26-27hasdisciples are in hiding because they
fear that they are being sought by the Jews fottinmguo set fire to the temple. While concealed,
they fast, mourn, and weep until the Sabbath. Ghaliffering in the details, some of the NT
gospels include similar references to the actidribendisciples. Matthew and Mark state that at
the time of Jesus’ arrest, “all the disciples deskehim and fled” (Matt 26:56; Mark 14:50). In
John, Jesus tells those arresting him to “let these go” (John 18:8). After denying Jesus three
times, Peter goes out and weeps (Matt 26:75; M&rk2t Luke 22:62). One of the later
additions to the end of Mark’s gospel includesdb&il that Mary Magdalene “went out and told
those who had been with himhile they were mourning and weepifigviouct kal
khatouatv)” (Mark 16:10), which resembles the statement mTG27 that the disciples “fasted

and samourning and weepinfrevBouvTes kai KAaioVTES).”

¥ ETin ibid., 155.

*ETin ibid., 156. HarrisRopular Account75-81) was among the first to note this
connection between GP and iatessaron A more recent treatment of this question as it
relates to th®iatessarons found in William L. Peterseatian’s Diatessaron: Its Creation,
Dissemination, Significance, and History in Schskap (VCSup 25; New York: Brill, 1994),
414-20.

18 petersenTatian’s Diatessaron419-20.
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In regard to the enigmatic reference to the dissipfanting to set fire to the temple (GP
7:26), the false witnesses at Jesus’ trial in Matthestify that Jesus claimed to be able to destroy
the temple and rebuild it in three days (Matt 2561The closest parallel to GP 7:26-27 comes
in John 20:19, where the disciples are hiding limc&ed house “for fear of the Jews” after Mary
Magdalene has told them that she has seen theJeseis. John, however, differs significantly
from GP in having Jesus appear to the discipléisisnscene. Earlier in the Fourth Gospel,
Joseph of Arimathea is a secret disciple of Jelsasduse of his fear of the Jews” (John 19:38), a
description also bearing some similarity to GP.

In GP 8:28 the author returns to the motif of Jewesaction to the death of Jesus by
drawing a distinction between the Jewish religimaslers and Jewish laypeople. Here the
scribes, Pharisees, and elders witness the “wleaple” beating their breasts and proclaiming,

“If at his death these most mighty signs have ctorgass, see how righteous he is” (GP 8:28).
As mentioned above, Luke 23:48 bears some reseawtarthis:® Crossan notes that Luke’s
scene of onlookers at the crucifixion entails diicsion between the Jewish authorities and the
Jewish people in their response to the event, wisigthat is found in GP 8:28. The parallel

with Luke 23:48 can therefore be seen in GP 7:26828.

"1n Luke 9:54 the disciples James and John ask Jetey should “command fire to
come down from heaven and consume them (i.e., a@amvillage).” Later in Luke’s gospel
Jesus says, “I came to bring fire to the earth,leowd | wish it were already kindled” (Luke
12:49).

18 On the parallel between GP 8:28 and Luke 23:48 Sseete Akhmim Fragmentl4;
Mara, Evangile de Pierrgl65-66; Crossariross That Spok@57-61. Swete judges GP to be
combining Luke’s confession of the centurion withay signs that accompanied the crucifixion.
According to Crossan, Luke has combined GP 7:258a28!in his account.

19 CrossanCross That Spok@57-61. Crossan suggests that “the peopleiran® way
responsible for the Passion of Jesus” in Luke'spgband that the scene “allows the multitudes
involved in the Crucifixion of Jesus to respondhe miracles at his death ... with repentance”
(260).
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GP 5:20-8:28: SIGNS OF JUDGMENT ON THE JEWS

In this section | will suggest that GP’s authaslides signs at the death of Jesus as
indications of judgment against the Jewish peopieorder to introduce this subject we need to
look first at the closing verse of this unit, whéne Jewish leaders withess the people expressing
sorrow over the crucifixion of Jesus as the crowdares that at his death “these most mighty
signs have come to passoiTa Ta peyloTa onueia yeyovev) (GP 8:28). The question
naturally must be asked: what are the spep#jacta onueia that have appeared prior to this
point and of which the Jewish people have beenesiies? Swete identifiealTa To peyloToa
onueta with “the phaenomena that attended the Crucifixfdnl would follow him on this point
by suggesting four particular events as candidatggyiota onueia: 1) darkness (GP 5:15, 18;
6:22); 2) the torn veil (GP 5:20); 3) an earthqué®® 6:21); and 4) Jerusalem’s destruction (GP
7:25). Three of these signs—darkness, earthqaakkthe fall of Jerusalam—draw reactions
from the Jewish people, a good initial reason tppse them.

A second introductory matter concerns my claint these events should be taken to
signify retribution against the Jews. At this fdinffer GP 7:25 as support for this, since here
the entire company of Jewish people, includingetiders and the priests, expresses lament over
their sins while proclaiming that judgment has cameyioev 1 kpicis). This occurs in the
context of a statement about Jerusalem’s destrydtiough, as | will suggest, judgment

accompanies the other signs as well.

(a) Darkness (GP 5:15, 18; 6:22)

Chronologically, the darkness during the crucifixie the first sign of judgment in GP.

It initially comes in GP 5:15 at noon, and is alddo in 5:18 and again in the reappearance of

% Swete Akhmim Fragmentl4). However, he does not specify the particsigns that
he has in mind.
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the sun in 6:22. All three of the Synoptics in@dutie darkness, though only GP separates its
onset from the return of the sun. In the NT swiigs unclear what the darkness connotes. In
GP, however, the darkness is clearly understodatidoyewish characters; they respond to it in
fear (GP 5:15). This recognition of its meaningnp®toward it being among theyiota
oTuELQ.

The darkness does not appear to be a naturallyriag@vent but rather a supernatural
sign. Crossan cites several biblical texts in Whi@ccompanies revelatory events (Exod 10:22;
Isa 13:9-10; 50:3; Joel 2:1-10; Amos 8:9-10)As | argued in Chapter Two, the OT background
to the darkness in GP is noteworthy since our dagggears to be echoing biblical texts that
describe scenes of judgment. Included among thesg earlier discussion were Deut 28:28-29;
Isa 59:9-10; and Amos 8:9, all of which have thekdass come as a result of divine wrath. We
appear on firm ground, then, in including this ptraenon among thoseyioTa onueia

portending retribution from God for the death cfuke

(b) Torn Veil (GP 5:20)

The second sign of judgment is the tearing of émeple veil (GP 5:20). Commentators
often debate whether the NT writers are speakirthafnnermost veil separating the holy of
holies from the rest of the temple or the outetainrcovering the temple entrance itSélf.
However, Vaganay is correct in saying of GP thais‘too far from the events, in time and in
geographical distance, to be interested in a def#fiis type.** GP’s author knows only that the
torn veil episode is among those events thoughat@ occurred around the time of Jesus’ death.

The accounts of the torn veil in the NT gospelsehia@en understood in diverse ways in

recent scholarship: as opening the door to Gentlesion in the kingdom of God; as making

L CrossangCross That Spokd 98-200.
22 The matter is summarized in Broweath of the Messial2:1109-13.

2 VaganayEvangile de Pierrg258.
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God more accessible to humans; as demonstratirfglfhienent of prophecy, either from Jesus
or the OT; as a foreshadowing of the events af.EQ as punishment for the death of Jesus; and
many other$? That the tearing is meant to carry symbolismeigain, but none of the NT
evangelists describes its particular significan€be book of Hebrews also utilizes
katameTaopa language for theological purposes: Jesus makessibte through his death the
atonement that once was provided in the old covamag behind the curtain of the temple’s
holy of holies (Heb 6:19-20; 9:1-10; 10:19-22).

This diversity of understanding concerning the tenweil and the lack of an explicit
statement explaining its meaning in GP has led $amv$o judge of GP’s torn veil that “any
interpretation from context is even more difficiian in the case of the synoptic writefs.”

While it is far from certain, | find it likely thathe torn curtain should be included among the
divine signs of judgment in GI. The reference to the tearing of the veil “atshene hour” as
Jesus’ death signifies the connection betweerntbeetvents” None of the NT accounts includes
such a time indicator; therefore, the inclusiothi§ phrase in GP makes more explicit the
connection implied in the synoptic parallels betawdesus’ death and thellum scissurff We

are told in GP 7:25 that the retribution is agathstJews: “Woe oour sins!” That Jews are the

4 See the wide array of views concerning just Mattheveil pericope that have recently
been summarized in Daniel M. Gurtnéhe Torn Veil: Matthew’s Exposition of the Death of
JesugSNTSMS 139; Cambridge: Cambridge University Pragg7), 1-24.

% CrossanCross That Spok@26-27.

% This is also the interpretation of GP’s veil in fitais de Jonge, “Matthew 27:51 in
Early Christian ExegesistiTR 79 (1986): 73-74.

" The Akhmim manuscript at this point actually re4aistoscopas,” one of its many
grammatical and spelling errors. Kraus and NickRetrusevangeliunB2-48) provide an
inventory of such cases and proposed solutions; dha reconstruction in the present instance is
avThs wpas (36-37). Their English translation of this phréséollowed by most other
translators as well, renderingTos as an identical adjective, even though it is dmartis and not
in agreement with the noun it modifies: “at the samour” (cf. Luke 13:31).

8 CrossanCross That Spok&25) also judges that the inclusion of “at theedour” is
to emphasize the link between the torn veil andslefeath.
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only ones to join in the crucifixion also pointsvard them as the sole recipients of divine wrath.
And the temple, as a centerpiece of Jewish relgraxis, would have been a natural target of
God'’s disfavor. In some sense, then, the veildigiai is to be linked directly to the death of Jesus
and | would propose that, in light of the latetstaents about signs and judgment, we take this

event as the second sign to the J&ws.

(c) Earthquake (GP 6:21)

The earthquake of GP 6:21 is the third of the paste Matthew is the only NT evangelist
to mention an earthquake at the time of the cixioffi (Matt 27:51)° In the Hebrew Bible
earthquakes are a common indicator of divine wiatlp, Isa 5:25; 24:18; Jer 4:23-24; Ezek
38:19-20; Joel 2:10). In some of these instardakness and earthquakes appear together in
contexts where retribution comes from God (e.g.4183-24; Joel 2:10). Unlike the Matthean
earthquake, the tremors in GP come as a resudisois] body being placed on the edfth.

The reaction of the Jewish executioners to théngagke is also telling, because it is part
of a recurring motif of fear in this gospel (GP B The fright expressed by them is likely due

to their recognition that the earthquake is a sigwrath, and of course fear is the expected

# It was also common in second-century Christiattinterpret the veil episode as
symbolizing judgment. See below.

%0 Matthew’s gospel includes two earthquakes, thet fioming at the crucifixion and the
second when the women come to the tomb on thedingbf the week (Matt 27:51-54; 28:2).

3. That Jesus’ body triggers the earthquake indidetgmwer, a characteristic that does
not support a docetic reading of GP. In recentdes, the scholarly tide has turned away from
the earlier consensus that GP is docetic, a vieivddin be traced to Serapion in the second
century and that was subsequently followed by gedkischolars in the immediate wake of GP’s
rediscovery at the end of the 19th century. Maayehnoted the import of GP 6:21 for a non-
docetic reading of this gospel; see McCant, “DaretReconsidered,” 258-73; Head,
“Christology of the Gospel of Peter,” 209-24.

%2 Matthew’s earthquake at the crucifixion draws spanse of fear as well, though it
comes from the Roman soldiers overseeing the exiosif(Matt 27:54).
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response of those facing divine retribution. We, sleen, that two of the proposed signs—
darkness and the earthquake—have included reactfdear from the Jews (GP 5:15; 6:21).

The three phenomena discussed to this point apagdlleled in one or more of the NT
gospels, though they are not primarily indicatdrgidgment in those stories. Among the NT
gospels Matthew is the only one to mention darkrtéssveil, and an earthquake in his Passion
Narrative, a trait shared with GP. Furthermorghti®P and Matthew give these in the same
order: 1) darkness (GP 5:15; Matt 27:45); 2) tceit (GP 5:20; Matt 27:51); 3) earthquake (GP
6:21; Matt 27:54). Brown has suggested that teeMpatthean tradition continued to evolve after
the composition of Matthew’s gospel, and that ftan these later developments that GP has
occasionally drawr®

In the synoptic accounts these occurrences appeafi¢ct the great importance of the
occasion or to confirm the identity of Jesus. Tleagd the centurion to declare Jesus to be Son of
God (Matthew and Mark), or to judge him innocegtiteous §ikaios in Luke 23:47%* It is
difficult to find the theme of judgment at the firmant of any of the NT accounts. Though the
darkness, torn veil, and earthquake did not opgudtearily as symbols of retribution in some or
all of these NT stories, GP’s author has emplojedtin just such a manner. He has taken these
traditions and presented them as signs againgethe. This is reflected to a certain degree in the

fearful reactions of the Jews.

(d) The Destruction of Jerusalem (GP 7:25)

% Brown, Death of the Messial2:1136-37. While | do not wish to dismiss Brown’
suggestion out of hand, it may not be necessaop$d GP’s use of such post-Matthean
traditions. Rather, it is perhaps more likely tB8&'s author is rearranging the Matthean stories
in order to serve his own purpose, which in thiseda to present the phenomena at the
crucifixion as signs to the Jews.

3% In GP 8:28 the Jewish crowd, after seeing thessigrthe crucifixion, exclaims that
Jesus wasika1os.
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After these first three signs the Jews finally imathe great sin they have committed:
“Then, as the Jews and the elders and the priesteiged what evil they had done to themselves,
they began to lament and to say: ‘Woe on our sthglgment has come close and the end of
Jerusalem™ (GP 7:25). This verse clearly indisateat judgment is a key idea in this section and
that the events discussed to this point are indesahg those acts of divine wrath. Here the
Jews, the elders, and the priests recognize thatabtions against Jesus were evil and that by
their involvement they have brought judgment ugwniselves.

In response to their recognition they declare, gioeint has come close and the end of
Jerusalem”f{yyicev 1 kpiots kol To TEAos lepouoaAnu). As | stated in the synoptic analysis
above, there is no explicit NT parallel to thiststaent®> While a cursory reading of this verse
would seem to require a post-C&. setting for it, Crossan claims that there is hiog in Gospel
of Peter7:25 that demands a date after the fall of Jeensalr an experience of the
destruction.?® He concedes that a statement which appearsutdeaib Jerusalem’s destruction
(e.g., Matt 24:1-28; Luke 19:41-44; 21:5-24; 1 Thasl6) is typically aaticinium ex eventlbut
in the case of GP 7:25 he contends that the baghdrbies in Ezek 9:1 and Isa 41:21. For further

support, he notes a Qumran pesher text (4Q169pthdates the fall of Jerusalem and yet refers

% As Swete Akhmim Fragmentl2-13) suggests, however, Amos 8:10 and Isa a@ m
lie in the background of GP 7:25:

I will turn your feasts into mourning, and all yoswngs into lamentation; | will bring
sackcloth on all loins, and baldness on every hieadt make it like the mourning for an
only son, and the end of it like a bitter day. @818:10)

The look on their faces bears withess against ttieey; proclaim their sin like Sodom,
they do not hide it. Woe to them! For they haveugtd evil on themselves. (Isa 3:9)

Crossan charts a similar cours&r@ss That Spok@52-57). GP may very well be alluding to
these verses.

% CrossangCross That Spok@57.
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to the city’s eventual destruction by foreign&rsThis argument, however, carries little merit.
When considering GP in its entirety, it is moreslikthat it represents a development to be placed
later than the intracanonical gosp&lsMloreover, Crossan’s appeal to 4Q169 looks lilecip
pleading when we consider that it would open upptbesibility that most apparewdaticinia ex
eventuare actually legitimate prophecies/predictionsingplication that Crossan himself likely
would reject in other instances.

The best explanation is that GP’s author has attaedestruction of Jerusalem to the
intracanonical traditions of darkness, torn veild @arthquake because it could and was so easily
understood by many early Christians as punishmete Jews. In fact, for GP’s author the
events of 7C.E. were the culmination of God’s retribution agaithst Jews for their role in the
crucifixion of Jesus. In GP 7:25 the Jews becowara of this reality, although there is a clear
anachronism in depicting an event that happeneay years after the crucifixion as a sign to
those who killed Jesus. Such telescoping of evsmtst uncommon among early Christidhdt
is as if we have in this verse a Christian progectf what the proper Jewish response should be
at the time GP was composed. In the eyes of samig @hristians, Jews should lament over
their role in the death of Jesus and acknowledaeGlod has judged their nation in the
destruction of their capital and temple by the Rosna

After the interlude in GP 7:26-27 that describesdhtivities of the disciples at the time
of the crucifixion, the story returns to the Jewishction to the crucifixion events (GP 8:28).

There is a split here between the Jewish authsinel laypeople, as the common folk profess

3" Ibid. The Qumran text is a commentary on Nahumd, @rossan quotes the passage as
follows: “[God did not surrender Jerusalem intad thands of the kings of Greece from Antiochus
until the rise of the power of the rulers of thdtifn; but afterwards [the city] shall be trodden
down” (4QpNah 1:3; square brackets original).

¥ When it comes to issues of dating, the most persai@rguments are based not on a
single datum but on the accumulation of evidenaglgrads to a particular conclusion. See below
for further points that count against Crossan’sithbere.

% See the example below.
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that thepéyiota onuela they have witnessed testify to the fact that Jestighteous §ikaios).
This causes the leaders to take measures to squstaleport of the resurrection (GP 8:29-
11:49). In the expression “If at his death thesstmighty signs have come to pass,” the
connection is clear between tieyi1ota onueia and Jesus’ death. The signs accompany his
death. Judgment has progressed from the onserkiiess, to the veil and earthquake, and
reached its culmination in the eventual fall ofudalem. This has led to an awareness by some
Jews that they have committed a great sin in grungjfthe righteous Jesus. This final sign is not
only an indicator of judgment; it also confirms ildentity of the crucified one, a function similar
to that of the signs in the NT parallels. GP’shautagain appears to be presenting an ideal
situation for the Jews of his day: confess Jesuighteous and acknowledge the signs that God
has given you, both in the events at the deatlesaisland in those that took place forty years later

in your nation.

EARLY CHRISTIAN PARALLELS

Outside the NT gospels we find numerous instantagich early Christian writers use
the darkness, torn veil, and earthquake at the diiniee crucifixion, along with the later fall of
Jerusalem, as signs of divine judgment againsiehes. In this section | will survey parallels
from the first two centuries. In doing so, | pkarshow that GP is not unique in what | am
claiming for it, but rather that such sentimentseuelatively frequent in the early Christian
movement.

The strongest parallel to what | have proposed alfavGP comes in a work from
Melito of Sardis'® In hisHomily on Paschahe frequently emphasizes the punishments that God
has brought upon the Jews, and he employs allsigns found in GP in the following words:

97 O unprecedented murder! Unprecedentecetrim
The Sovereign has been made unrecognizable byakéxirbody,

0 These phenomena in Melito are discussed in Br@eath of the Messial2:1115,
1119-20.
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and is not even allowed a garment to keapflom view.
That is why the luminaries turned away,
and the day was darkened
so that he might hide the one stripped bare upeirée,
darkening not the body of the Lord
but the eyes of men.

98 For when the people did not tremble, the earth edak
when the people were not terrified, the heaven® warified
when the people did not tear their clothes, thechtgye his
when the people did not lament, the Lord thued®ut of heaven

and the Highest gave voice.

99 Therefore, O Israel,
you did not quake in the presence of the Lord,

so you quaked at the assault of foes;
you were not terrified in the presence of the Lord,
< ... > [text missing]
you did not lament over the Lord,
so you lamented over your firstborn;
you did not tear your clothes when the Lord Wvasg,
so you tore them over those who were slain;
you forsook the Lord,
you were not found by him;
you did not accept the Lord,
you were not pitied by him;
you dashed down the Lord,
you were dashed to the grour(iom. on Pasch&7-99; Hall 55, 57, emphasis
added)

Melito is tying all of these things to the death'thie Lord.” They have happened because of the
“murder” of Jesus, as indicated by the opening djneted: “O unprecedented murder!
Unprecedented crime’Hom. on Pasch87). He contrasts the attitude of the Jews vigh t
mighty signs that were shown to them. Their fa&iltor acknowledge the true identity of Jesus is
what leads to the destruction of their natiofom. on Pasch&9.

The first parallel to GP comes in the statemeat tie luminaries (i.e., sun and stars)
“turned away” because of the crucifixion of the @edKlesus in order that God might hide the one
hung upon the tre¢Hom. on Pasch87). Though the subject of the verb is lackinghi& phrase
“so that he might hide"d(meos kpuym), the purpose indicatanrcos along with the active verb
implies some type of personal agency, the moslylikeing a divine agent. This suggestion
receives support islom. on Pasch@8, where “the Lordk{)pios) thundered out of heaven and

the Highesti{1oTos) gave voice” in response to the failure of thegiedo lament over their
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misdeeds. The divine references “Lord” and “Highasconnection with theses signs
demonstrate that God is probably also to be unomiists the one responsible for hiding the man
stripped bare earlier iHom. on Pasch@7. There is potentially a further allusion te ttarkness
at the crucifixion in the statement that “the heeseere terrified” when the people were not
terrified Hom. on Pasch&@8). The terror of the heavens manifested itbetfugh the sun’s
disappearance.

The second connection to GP is found in this [iffer when the people did not tremble,
the earth quaked’Hom. on Pasch@8). By referring to a lack of trembling by thegple, Melito
emphasizes their lack of recognition of what thagl done in crucifying Jesus and their failure to
repent for these actions. Had they truly knowngdteat sin they had committed, they would have
trembled before God in fear, but because they didla so, God sent an earthquake. | find it
probable that by referring to the Lord, the Highé&stindering from the heavens, Melito is
expressing divine agency for the earthquake, too.

While Melito’s references to the darkness and sigpéf the earth are typical of the
standard collection of signs of judgment, his atingo the torn veil is less so. This has not kept
Campbell Bonner from claiming that “there can bedoabt that Melito thought of the veil of the
temple as if it were the garment of the angel wieltlthere, rent in grief at the death of the
Lord.”™ The line in question from Melito’s homily is thime: “when the people did not tear
their clothes, the angel tore higdgm. on Pasch@8). Bonner appears correct in finding a
reference to the torn veil here. This would thak the three signs—earthquake, darkness, veil—
to a lack of proper response by the Jewish pedpleach case the failure of the Jewslom. on

Paschad8 brings a divine reply: 1) the failure to tremi#ads to the earthquake; 2) the lack of

*1 Bonner,The Homily on the Passion by Melito Bishop of Saatid Some Fragments of
the Apocryphal Ezeki¢SD 12; Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvanrad3, 1940), 41.
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fear brings about the darkness; and 3) by notrtgdlieir own clothes, an angel, a messenger
from God, is forced to tear the temple V&il.

As for the fourth proposed sign—the destructioderusalem—almost all éfom. on
Pascha99 alludes to that event. Melito again sets @prtiatter in a cause-and-effect structure:
because Israel did not quake in the presence dfdfte they quaked “at the assault of foes”;
because the Jews dashed down the Lord, they wehedl&o the ground, and so forth. The
homilist considers the incredible events that maktthe Jewish nation in %E. to be
punishment for their rejection and crucifixion ekiis forty years earliét. Melito therefore
provides a highly noteworthy parallel for undersliag the motives underlying the composition
of GP. Melito and GP narrate the four signs indame order: 1) darkness; 2) torn veil; 3)
earthquake; 4) destruction of Jerusalem. Bothamgthnderstand the phenomena accompanying
the crucifixion, as described in the gospel stoti@be indications of punishment or judgment on
those who carried out the act. Moreover, GP anlitdigoth interpret the Jerusalem events of 70
C.E. in a similar manner. GP tells in story form whéglito expresses in a homily.

The second-century apologist Justin Martyr fregyeemploys the military, economic,

and social misfortunes of the Jews in his argumeQigite often he cites the fall of Jerusalem in

*2| do not intend to imply that Melito is dependepbn GP, or vice versa. In the case of
the first three phenomena it is just as likely talito is modeling his homily after Matthew's
gospel.

*3 Karmann (“Melito von Sardes,” 228-29) summarizes similarities between GP and
Melito as it concerns the fall of Jerusalem as glumient. The language of judgmentHom. on
Pascha99 may not be intended to refer only to the hapmsnof 70C.E. It might be that the
later calamities that befell the Jews, includingsth during the Bar-Kochba revolt in 132-135
C.E., are also behind Melito’s words. In studies afie Christianity and Judaism, the events of
70 C.E. often overshadow those of 132-138., perhaps in part because the sources are more
numerous and reliable in the case of the formesweéVer, the destruction brought upon the Jews
by the Romans in the Bar-Kochba rebellion was @t ggeater and more widespread than the
events of six decades prior. On this point, seal®mod,Jews under Roman Rul&28-66.
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such context§! At one point in hiDialogue with Tryphphe describes various afflictions
suffered by the Jews, including the desolatiorhefrtland, the burning of their cities, and their
eventual banishment from Jerusalem. After thisvhtes, “Therefore, the above-mentioned
tribulations were justly imposed upon you, for y@ave murdered the Just One, and His prophets
before Him” Dial. 16). Little doubt lies in Justin’s mind as t@ tteason for these calamities—
they are due to Jewish responsibility for the dedithesus. In this regard he is in agreement with
GP.

TheGospel of Bartholomewas composed possibly as early as the end otttand
century®® This gospel provides an interesting paralleh®references to the veil in both GP and
Melito:

But one of the angels, greater than the others|dvmat go up. He had in his hand a

fiery sword and looked at you. And all the andmsought him to go up with them; but

he would not. But when you commanded him, | sdilarae issuing out of his hands,
which reached as far as the city of Jerusalem. Jasdis said to him: Blessed are you,

Bartholomew, my beloved, because you saw theseenigst This was one of the

avenging angels, who stand before my Father’s ehrd#e sent this angel to me. And for

this reason he would not go up, because he wighdedtroy the power of the world. But
when | commanded him to go up, a flame issued fmand, and after he had rent the
veil of the Temple, he divided it into two partsaatestimony to the children of Israel for

my passion, because they crucified m8og. Bart.1.24-27;NTApo¢ 1:542-43)

The final section of this passage is most relevatt describes an angel who tears the temple
curtain so that it might be a testimony to the 3&wieople for their crucifixion of Jesus. We

have here an unambiguous case in whictvétilem scissuris intended as a sign of divine

judgment on the Jews, the very same suggestiomasabeen proposed for the veil in GP.

*1 Apol 47;Dial. 16, 52, 108, 110. As was also possibly true efitd, Justin does not
limit Israel’s tragedies to those of @¢. but instead includes those of later times as,well
including the Bar-Kochba era.

5t is dated to the third century in Felix Scheideeand Wilhelm Schneemelcher, “The
Gospel of Bartholomew,” iNTApoé 1:542. They also discuss the question of patristi
references to “The Gospel of Bartholomew” and wiethis gospel is to be identified with the
extant work identified as “The Questions of Bardméw” (1:537-40). For the sake of
simplicity, | will refer to the text | quote as ti&ospel of Bartholomew
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The Pseudo-Clementine literature is a vast andt®asubject of stud$f Sections of
the Pseudo-Clementines, particularly Recognitionsare thought to reflect early Jewish-
Christian traditiond’ Graham Stanton has suggested that the souraedeetengthy section of
Recognitiong1.27-71) is to be identified as “an apologiaJewish believers in Jesus” and that
this apologiadates to around the middle of the second cerfuryithin this part of the
Recognitionghere appears a reference to events at the ciiocifi
And the mountains were shattered, and the graves epened, and the veil of the temple
was torn so that it was lamenting as if in mourrongr the destruction of the place that
was imminent. (Ps-ClenRec.1.41.3°
F. Stanley Jones has compared this statement hadroaterial fronRec 1.27-72 to parallels in
GP and concludes that “the Jewish Christian aushB&ecognitions.. knew and used th@ospel
of Peter"®® Setting aside the question of whether Jonesrigaioon this question, we may take
notice of the interpretation of the veil episodr the writer oRecognitionsthe torn curtain
was a prelude to the eventual destruction of thmple; it marked the imminence of what was to
take place. Something similar is implied in GPedl episode.
We have in th@estament of Lexnother instance in which the torn curtain ansit2s
the later destruction that would befall the tengoie the Jewish people. The hands of a Christian

redactor are evident in these words:

¢ Background on introductory matters can be foundbimannes Irmscher and Georg
Strecker, “The Pseudo-Clementines, NiiApoé 2:483-493.

47 See, for example, Georg Streckeas Judenchristentum in den Pseudoklementinen
(2d ed.; TU 70; Berlin: Akademie, 1981); StantalgeWwish Christian Elements in the Pseudo-
Clementine Writings,” inlewish Believers in Jesus: The Early Centuess Oskar Skarsaune
and Reidar Hvalvik; Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickso®,720305-24.

*8 Stanton, “Jewish Christian Elements,” 317-23.
*“ET in F. Stanley Jones, “The Gospel of Peter #uBs-Clementine Recognitions 1,27-
71,” in Kraus and Nicklagvangelium nach Petru239. Jones dates this material to “around

200C.E.” (ibid., 237).

0 |bid., 243.
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I am clear from all your ungodliness and transgjseswhich ye will do in the end of the
ages against the Saviour of the world, acting uhgal®ceiving Israel, and raising up
against it great evils from the Lord. And ye vd#éal lawlessly with Israel, so that
Jerusalem shall not endure your wickedness; butghef the temple shall be rent, so as
not to cover your shame. And ye shall be scattasethptives among the heathen, and
shall be for a reproach and for a curse, and foarapling under foot. T. Levil0; ANF
8:15y*
The chronology here is that the rending of the emapil will be followed by the scattering of
Jews among the Gentiles (Romans), where the {ailarample the former. Though the
temple’s destruction is not described, the fatdenfisalem and the Jewish people in the aftermath
of their war with Rome is clear enough. Theseroilas come in response to their actions
against “the Saviour of the world.”

Celsus, the second-century critic of the Christramvement, gives us further evidence in
this area? His major work True Doctrine was originally composed in the 17€s. but is no
longer extant® Fortunately, thanks in large measure to quotatfmeserved in OrigenBontra
Celsum much of Celsus’ text has been reconstrutteBly the time of Celsus, even those outside
of Christian and Jewish sects recognized that Génis were claiming that the events ofcB.

had come upon the Jews as a consequence of fleeiior of Jesus. Origen preserves the words

of Celsus here:

*L A recent summary of Christian interpolations ia Testaments of the Twelve
Patriarchsappears in Torleif Elgvin, “Jewish Christian Edgiof the Old Testament
Pseudepigrapha,” in Skarsaune and Hvallgkyish Believers in Jesu286-92. See already
James H. Charlesworth, “Christian and Jewish Sefifiition in Light of the Christian Additions
to the Apocryphal Writings,” ilspects of Judaism in the Graeco-Roman Pefgad E. P.
Sanders, A. I. Baumgarten, and A. Mendelson; Pélfdda: Fortress, 1981), 27-55.

52 Overviews of Celsus and his thought are foundénr® de LabriolleLa réaction
paienne: Etude sur la polémique antichrétienneatizt Vle siécl¢2d ed.; Paris: Artisan du
Livre, 1948), 111-69; Carl Andresdmgos und Nomos: Die Polemik des Kelsos wider das
Christentum(ArbKir 30; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1955); Stephen Ben“Pagan Criticism of
Christianity during the First Two Centuries A.DANRW23.2:1101-8; WilkenChristians as the
Romans Saw Therg4-125.

°3 On the dating oTrue Doctrine see Henry ChadwickQrigen: Contra Celsum
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1953), xxiviii.

> Stanton Jesus and Gospel49) estimates that 70% of Celsus’ now lost waak been
recovered through quotations in Origen and elsesvher
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Christians also add certain doctrines to thosentaimied by the Jews, and assert that the
Son of God has already come on account of theo$itiee Jews, and that because the
Jews punished Jesus and gave him gall to drinkdhey down upon themselves the
bitter anger of God. Qels.4.22; Chadwick 198)

For someone who is not a participant in the JewiBhistian debates of the second century,

Celsus is particularly well informed. In replyttee comments of Celsus, Origen reiterates the

Christian claims in this regard:
| challenge anyone to prove my statement untrusay that the entire Jewish nation was
destroyed less than one whole generation latecoouat of these sufferings which they
inflicted upon Jesus. For it was, | believe, famyp years from the time when they
crucified Jesus to the destruction of Jerusalemdeéd, ever since the Jews existed, it has
not been recorded in history that they were ejeftiedo long a time from their sacred
ritual and worship, after they had been conquegesbime more powerful people. . . .
Accordingly, one of the facts which show that Jesas some divine and sacred person
is just that on his account such great and feadlamities have now for a long time
befallen the Jews.Cgls.4.22; Chadwick 198-99)

There is little doubt in the mind of Origen thagté is a direct connection between Jewish

rejection of Jesus, including their involvemenhis death, and the calamities that befell them.
Tertullian’s argument against Marcion’s exclusafrthe OT provides our final parallel.

At one point he writes this:
At noon the veil of the temple was rent by theapgcof the cherubim, which “left the
daughter of Sion as a cottage in a vineyard, adgelin a garden of cucumbersM4drc.
4.42;ANF 3:421)

The apologist is citing Isa 1:8, though he doesquatte the final clause of the verse: “like a

besieged city.” The first two similes were appdseanough to convey the idea that would have

been fulfilled in the actual siege of JerusalerQrT.E. For Tertullian the torn veil was a

precursor of the later and more severe divine pumésit that would be meted out to the J&ws.

% Tertullian has lengthy discussions of divine taition on the Jews for their rejection
of Jesus iMarc. 3.23;Adv. Jud.3; 13. Other third- and fourth-century writerpsass similar
sentiments in their work, and the practice contihinelater Christians as well. See, for example,
Hippolytus,Adv. Jud6-7. Hippolytus writes of the eyes of the Jews@pelarkened, their
stumbling, and the destruction of the temple, alaocount of their rejection of Jesus. Ps.-
Gregory of Nyssa'§estimonies against the Jeimsludes a chapter entitled “Concerning the
cross and the darkness that occurred” (ch. 7).teRfE quoted in regard to darkness during the
crucifixion are Amos 8:9; Jer 15:9; Zech 14:6-7re€k text and ET in Martin C. AlbPseudo-
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APOLOGETICSAND POLEMICSIN GP 5:20-8:28

If the author of GP has used his knowledge ofragiospel material for his own
composition, what has influenced him to rewritesehgtories in order to depict judgment on the
Jews? First and foremost, he was driven by aelé&sinave the actions of the Jews condemned
by God. He also wished to show that God was omsitihee of Christians in their claims about
Jesus. There was an apologetic move to show thexisuty of the Christian movement over
against Jewish groups. Since Jews were the sdleneaponsible for the death of Jesus in GP, it
is fitting that divine wrath should come only agaithem. GP’s author found in the NT gospels,
and likely elsewhere as well, three events thaldcbe depicted as signs of judgment: darkness,
earthquake, and the torn temple veil.

When it comes to the inclusion of Jerusalem’s fhk, author of GP represents a segment
of early Christianity that viewed the event as aiévietribution on the Jews for the rejection of
Jesus or their role in his deafhThere is a causal connection between the twoteveiGP. It is
likely that the culmination of God’s response,hie estimation of GP’s author, came in the defeat
of the Jewish nation by the Romans. God had huwihgd those who rejected Jesus and

vindicated those who had remained loyal to theifieacone.

Gregory of Nyssa: Testimonies against the J&BLWGRW 8; Atlanta: Society of Biblical
Literature, 2004).

* There is a thorough survey of early Christian usid@dings of the events of Z(. in
G. W. H. Lampe, “A.D. 70 in Christian Reflectiont Jesus and the Politics of His Désgd.
Ernst Bammel and C. F. D. Moule; Cambridge: Cang®idniversity Press, 1984), 153-71.
Some have concluded that it was Jesus himself vatoed in advance that tragedy would befall
the Jewish people if they rejected him and his amessas, for example, N. T. Wright, has done in
Jesus and the Victory of G@Mlinneapolis: Fortress, 1996), 320-68. Wrightesothat if his
reconstruction is near the mark, then Jesus belonte line of earlier prophetic critics who
stood within Judaism in their criticisms and calttie people (322-26). If true, this would
potentially push the origin of Christian belief aibthe fate of Jerusalem to a pdueforeit
actually happened. However, even if Wright's gositabout Jesus is granted—a conclusion that
itself is questionable—what we find in GP, Melitmd other second-century Christian sources is
something much different from critique from withifhese Christian writers stand firmly outside
Judaism and its traditions.
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The forty or so years that separated the crucifixiod the fall of Jerusalem did not
prevent early Christians from drawing a close liektween the two events. Brown notes that it
became characteristic of many early Christian wgite blur the line between Jesus’ crucifixion
in 30C.E. and the events of ZTOE.>" He cites three possible reasons for this: 1) seanky
Christians encountered references in Jewish thatséferred to events at the temple that took
place four decades before its destruction andlthkad these events to the destruction itself; 2)
many Christians held the belief that the templ&side was divine retribution for the death of
Jesus; and 3) it was thought by some Christiarislésaus had foretold the temple’s destruction,
an event whose precursor was the tearing of tHewv#ie time of the crucifixiof? GP fits
squarely into Brown'’s second category. What wd fmGP is a fusing of events that are thought
to be part of God’s judgment. The author is logKirmck at the events of 8. through the lens
of Jerusalem’s destruction and this provides hith¥uirther material he can use in his anti-
Jewish narrative.

Highly significant historical events have often kmme religious people to offer
theological explanations for them, and this is wliboth the early Christians and others.
Josephus, writing as an eyewitness to many ofvhats, provides an example of a Jew who
viewed the result of the Jewish-Roman war as dipimg@shment of the Jews for what he

considered to be their greatest misdeeds. Incladehg these are the proliferation of messianic

" Brown, Death of the Messial2:1116-17. Brown’s discussion focuses on Jereme’
role in the development of the veil tradition baiinformative also for the larger issue in early
Christianity.

%8 |bid., 2:1116. Many have noted the role that dalem’s fall played in early Christian
understandings of OT prophecy. Other early Clanstiviewed the event as a means of
authenticating the church’s status as true Istiaelrightful heir of God’s promises. Gurtner
(Torn Veil, 72-96) provides a survey of Jewish views on tihgpte veil during the Second
Temple period. He notes that the veil came tormerstood in diverse ways: it symbolized the
temple itself (Sir. 50:5), was associated in soaress with “heaven” (Josephus), and during the
rabbinic period its removal depicted “the revelatad biblical truths” (ibid., 96).



141

claimants and the zealot movement. Josephus ththeghGod's authority was present in the
Romans and that the Jewish refusal to submit soathihority had led to their demiSe.

For some early Christians, one of the greatestvgassthe killing of their leader. In the
previous chapter | described how early Christiammy often assigned blame for this event
solely to Jews. Likewise, the Christian undersitagof divine retribution frequently emphasized
the misfortunes of the Jewish people and assigivistedagency or, at the very least, divine
permission, to those difficulties and calamitiéfsa particular group of people were associated
with the death of the leader of the Christian mogetnand if a brief time later that group were to
suffer a terrible tragedy, it is not surprisingttpaople prone to looking for theological
explanations on such occasions would connect tteid@ way that viewed the group’s earlier
misdeeds as the cause of later troubles. Thifiét dosephus did, and it is also what the author
of GP has done by including Jerusalem’s destru@sothe fourth and climactic sign against the
Jews.

The apologetics and polemics of GP 5:20-8:28 aneifested in the depiction of Jews as
perpetrators of a great sin, in the divine symbold acts of judgment of which they are
recipients, in their fearful response to thesesignd in the vindication of Christian claims about
Jesus. The apologetic move to place God on tleeddi@hristians and in opposition to the Jews
is present in GP and other texts. Melito doeswhiy thing in his homily—employing among his
signs the four | have identified in GP— in ordestmw that God has both judged the Jews and
communicated his displeasure through specific aveBt seems to allow for the possibility of
Jewish repentance, as indicated in the recognitidesus’ righteousness by some Jews. What

we find in GP 5:20-8:28, then, is part of the lardispute between emerging Christianity and

¥ See, for example, Josephds)N.2.254-266; 5.288-309, 366-367, 37281t 20.164-166.
The sentiments of Josephus are well exemplifigtiénvords of Jesus, son of Ananus, who
allegedly began warning the inhabitants of Jermsaittheir impending doom four years before
the start of the war with the Romans (Josephw¥,5.300-309).
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contemporary Jewish groups, as each sought to ttagel’s God as its own, often to the

exclusion of those competing sects.

CONCLUSIONS

In the synoptic analysis of GP 5:20-8:28 | settbetparallels between this section and
the material in the NT gospels. | noted detail&mthat are unique to only one other gospel in
the cases of Matthew, Luke, and John. For exargieshares with Matthew the earthquake at
the time of the crucifixion and Jesus’ burial itoenb belonging to Joseph. Both GP and Luke
refer to the beating of chests and the lamentatiacghe Jewish people at the crucifixion. John
parallels GP in the location of Jesus’ tomb in alga and in the description of the disciples in
hiding after the crucifixion. These parallels hest explained as reflecting knowledge of the NT
gospels, although their stories have been rewadrk&P. As | mentioned in my discussion of the
Passion Narrative in Chapter Two, this is the spraetice that is reflected in the Qumran
TempleScrolls handling of the Pentateuch.

Conversely, GP contains details without known pealslincluding the request for Jesus’
body comingbeforethe crucifixion, separate references to the disapce and reappearance of
the sun, and the Jewish reactions of fear to sdrtteeeevents accompanying the crucifixion.
These differences are best accounted for by pgsatiinee use of sources on the part of the
Petrine evangelist, a use that is indicative natheoh of simple “dependence” as of a free
rewriting of earlier traditions in order to serv@articular purpose.

In the second section of this chapter | suggeigidan important purpose in the
reworking of earlier gospel traditions was the oe8d include signs of judgment against the Jews
for their role in Jesus’ death. | proposed fowtssigns: darkness, torn veil, earthquake, and the
fall of Jerusalem. In the course of expoundinghas claim | noted some specific reasons that

they should be taken in the manner suggested.
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| then reviewed early Christian parallels to mggwsed understanding of the phenomena
accompanying the crucifixion and showed that M&itdomily on Pascharovides the strongest
affinities with GP. In order to demonstrate furttiee plausibility of my suggestion, | surveyed
several other early Christian texts that interprete four symbols in the way suggested for GP.
Included among these were Justin Martyialogue with TryphptheGospel of Bartholomew
the Pseudo-Clementii@ecognitionsTestament of Levand excerpts from Tertullian.

| concluded that the apologetic interest to shawd Gn the side of Christians over against
Jews was the key factor in the rewriting of eatjespels. The desire to have divine wrath come
upon the Jews led to the portrayal of these foenpmena as symbols of God'’s disfavor toward
them for their role in the death of Jesus. Thenaution of this judgment came in the events of

70C.E., thus vindicating the Christian claim in the epé®ur author.
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REWRITTEN GUARD STORY: GP 8:29-9:34
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This chapter concerns the first portion of the dusacount, which appears in GP 8:29-

9:34. | will argue that the author of this gospas used the Matthean guard story as the primary

source for his own retelling. First, | will addsethe general similarities between GP and

Matthew in the opening synoptic analysis. In teeosid portion of the chapter, | will discuss

seven specific ways in which GP differs from Maitttend claim that these alterations function

to assure the reader that the tomb was secureptharaking less likely the possibility that the

disciples could have stolen the body of Jesuslowoig this, a review of early Christian

references to the guard at the tomb will be pravid€he chapter concludes with a discussion of

the role that criticisms of the Christian resuri@ticlaim have played in the tradition history of

GP’s guard story.

SYNOPTIC ANALYSISOF GP 8:29-9:34

GP 8:29-9:34

Matt 27

Mark 15

Luke

John

8:29 The elders
were afraid and
came to Pilate,

beseeching him
and saying:

30 “Give us
soldiers, so that we
may have his
sepulcher guarded
for three days, lest
his disciples come
and steal him
away, and the
people believe that

62 The next day,
that is, after the
day of Preparation
the chief priests
and the Pharisees
gathered before
Pilate

63 and said, “Sir,
we remember wha
that impostor said
while he was still
alive, ‘After three
days | will rise
again.’

64 Therefore
command the tomk
to be made secure
until the third day;
otherwise his
disciples may go
and steal him
away, and tell the
people, ‘He has

[
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he has risen from
the dead, and they|
do us evil.”

31 But Pilate gave
them Petronius the
centurion with
soldiers to guard
the tomb. And
with them there
came elders and
scribes to the
sepulcher.

32 And having
rolled a large
stone, all who
were there,
together with the
centurion and the
soldiers, set it at
the door of the
sepulcher.

33 And they
affixed seven
seals, pitched a
tent there and kept
watch.

9:34 But when the
morning of the
Sabbath dawned, a
crowd from
Jerusalem and the
region round about
came that they
might see the
sealed sepulcher.

been raised from
the dead,” and the
last deception
would be worse
than the first.”

65 Pilate said to
them, “You have a
guard of soldiers;
go, make it as

secure as you can/’

60b [Joseph] then
rolled a great stone
to the door of the
tomb and went
away.

66 So they went
with the guard and
made the tomb
secure by sealing
the stone.

46b [Joseph] then
> rolled a stone
against the door of
the tomb.

At the conclusion of the previous section of GRnemf the Jewish people come to

acknowledge Jesus as righteous, and this happgedylas a result of the signs they have
witnessed at the crucifixion. In response to tthie,Jewish leaders become afraid and approach
Pilate to ask him for a contingent of soldiers tagl the tomb of Jesus (GP 8:29-30). Only one
of the NT gospels—Matthew—includes an account tfiecs at the tomb (Matt 27:62-66).

Because of this, our synoptic analysis will foclmast exclusively on a comparison of GP and
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Matthew! To be more specific, | will be concerned in thegent chapter primarily with the pre-
resurrection portion of the guard episode. Matthdull account of the guard is scattered in

Matt 27:62-66; 28:4, 11-15, and in the extra-cacalnjospel it appears consecutively in GP
8:29-11:49. The pre-resurrection sections incMadét 27:62-66 and GP 8:29-9:34. The fact that
the guard episode in GP is one consecutive act@msibeen used by some to argue that it
preserves a more original form than Matthew, ot tihe Petrine evangelist must have used

another source in addition to Matthéw.

! Among treatments of the Matthean guard story, Brevs one of the most thorough
(Death of the Messial2:1284-1313). Regarding the sources of Mattlgwywn concludes that a
“consecutive story about the guard at the sepuichere to Matt from the same collection of
popular tradition that he tapped for previous addg he made to Mark’s PN” (2:1287). In his
estimation, GP is a later development than Mattimewhich “the author oGPetdrew not only
on Matt but on an independent form of the guarthatsepulcher story” to form his own account
(ibid.). As I have been contending in this stualyd as | will do for the guard stories, it may not
be necessary to follow Brown in positing the Pet@vangelist’'s knowledge of any other account
besides that of Matthew as his source here.

2The form-critical arguments that the consecutivieirgaof GP’s guard story is indicative
of it being more primitive than Matthew’s versicainche found in Johnson, “Empty Tomb
Tradition”; Koester, “Apocryphal and Canonical Gelyy” 126-30; idemAncient Christian
Gospels231-40.

Though he does not judge GP to be more primitiaa fatthew, Brown uses as one of
his primary arguments the claim that the conseeutature of GP’s guard story is unexplainable
if his only source is Matthew’s already broken gpaunt (cf.Death of the Messial2:1306-9).
This assumes that GP’s author must have Hathaof the story after which he modeled his own,
a claim that | find unpersuasive. It also igndfesfact that in other instances GP does not follow
the same form as its predecessors, as Brown hismseffis to acknowledge. For example,
Joseph’s request for the body of Jesus is movedh adier in GP, to a point before the
crucifixion (GP 2:3-5). Therefore the consecuseenes with Joseph that are found in the NT
gospels (Matt 27:57-61; Mark 15:42-47; Luke 23:%0)-%ohn 19:38-42) are divided into two
separate episodes in GP (2:3-5; 6:23-24). Yet Broaver posits a honcanonical source to
explain GP in the case of Joseph (cf. ibid., 2:3123P So it appears unnecessary to do so in the
case of the guard story. If the author of GP cadivtle what was unified in the accounts of
Joseph, then is it not plausible to suggest thablid have unified what was divided in the
Matthean guard scenes?

Susan E. Schaeffer, Brown'’s student, poses a questnilar to my own when she asks,
“In the case of the guard story, is it not possthb the elements of the legend in Matthew may
have been reshaped in the retelling to becomdyafirimed and unified epiphany story in the
GosPet—precisely because of the storyteller’s interesheamiraculous per se?” (Schaeffer,
“The Guard at the Tomb [Gos. Pet. 8:28-11:49 antt RI&462-66; 28:2-4, 11-16]: A Case of
Intertextuality?”SBL Seminar Papers, 19¢dd. E. H. Lovering; SBLSP 30; Atlanta: Scholars
Press, 1991], 502). Where Schaeffer suggestestter the miraculous as an influence on GP’s
author and the form of his guard story, | will aleapologetic interests are at work. The two
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The burial in GP takes place a few verses bef@®pening scene of the guard episode
(GP 6:23-24; 8:29-9:34), a characteristic thatedgffrom Matthew’s uninterrupted narrative
which runs directly from the burial (Matt 27:57-@b)the story about the guard (Matt 27:62-66).
As | mentioned in the previous chapter, GP 7:2B&lows for a description of the various
responses and actions of the different partiesarattermath of the crucifixion and burial. This
interlude is not of present concern, as our focillde on the burial and, to a greater extent, the
guarding of the tomb. Both GP and Matthew seemstothe termgvnusiov andtados
interchangeably to refer to the burial Sit&here is thus no significance to be found in the
differences in terminology at any given point iritistories.

In Matthew it is the “chief priests and the Phagsewho go to Pilate with their request
for a guard, while in GP it is “elders” who do 9@t 27:62; GP 8:29). The Jewish leaders in
Matthew are not said to be afraid as they are iniBPthey are at least concerned enough to

approach Pilate for a favor. Both stories givesame rationale for the petition to post the guard:

factors are not necessarily mutually exclusiveSeisaeffer herself acknowledges in subsequent
comments. As a further counterexample to the foritical argument and Brown'’s claim,
Schaeffer notes the nearly perfect chiastic formaftt 27:26-31 where the earlier gospel, Mark
15:15-19, is less formally structured (“Guard & Tromb,” 501-2).

% uvnuetov is used in Matt 27:60; 28:8; GP 9:34; 12:51, 5&dos appears in Matt
27:61, 64, 66; 28:1; GP 6:24; 8:31; 9:36, 37; 1013945; 13:55 (2X). GP also includes the
synonymousiviuo at several points: GP 8:30, 31, 32; 11:44; 12520,

* CrossanCross That Spok@70) supposes that Matthew has added the Pratiséis
scene, since they are the primary enemies of Jesus gospel. In his estimation, GP 8:28,
which includes “the scribes and Pharisees andgldsrpart of the redactional stratum of the
gospel (i.e., it was added to the original versiart)ile GP 8:29, which mentions only elders, is
original. KoesterAncient Christian Gospel235) also concludes that “the best solution is to
assume that the original story mentioned only tders.” However, Koester's summary table is
misleading in giving the impression that in GP shebes, Pharisees, and elders all go to Pilate
with the request (ibid., 234-35). While the thggeups are mentioned in GP 8:28 as convening
in response to the reaction of the Jewish peodhe8@9 specifies only “the elders” as the ones
who are afraid and beseech the Roman governor.
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to prevent the disciples from stealing the body eladning that Jesus had risen from the dead
(Matt 27:63-64; GP 8:30).

A comparison of the two requests for a guard Wiidva for a closer examination of the
similarities and differences:

“Sir, we remember what that impostor said whilentaes still alive, ‘After three days |

will rise again.” Therefore command the tomb tantede secure until the third day;

otherwise his disciples may go and steal him awaag,tell the people, ‘He has been

raised from the dead,” and the last deception wbald/orse than the first.” (Matt 27:63-

64)

“Give us soldiers, so that we may have his sepulgharded for three days, lest his

disciples come and steal him away, and the peagieve that he has risen from the

dead, and they do us evil.” (GP 8:30)
In the First Gospel, the Jewish leaders echo thdigion of Jesus that he would rise after three
days. This is presumably an allusion to the soeihatt 12:38-42, where Jesus, in an encounter
with the scribes and Pharisees, says that the Sdamwill be in the heart of the earth for three
days and three nights (Matt 12:40). The requebtatt 27:63-64 indicates that the scribes and
Pharisees have recalled this prediction, and theyew taking measures to prevent its
fulfillment. Their concern is that the followerg Zesus will steal the body and then tell “the
people” faos) that he has been raised from the dead. In @Pe i no resurrection prediction,
but the concern is still that the disciples widatthe body, which would lead “the people”
(Axos) to think that Jesus had risen. We can see thatgeople” and their response to the
Christian resurrection claim are of central imporboth gospels.

The English translations of Matt 27:64 and GP &@86ted above blur the fact that we
have here the longest verbatim agreement betweeam@Rny known gospel. The eight-word

Greek phrasgnmote EABovTes ol pabnTal auTou KAEWwatv auTov kol appears in both

gospels. An agreement of this length poses soffieuttly to those who reject any literary

® GP 8:30 uses the active formafioTnpt for its resurrection language (cf. GP 13:56),
while Matt 27:64 has a passive formegtipco (cf. Matt 11:5; 14:2; 17:23; 20:19; 27:52, 63;
28:6, 7). GP does not include any usesyefpcw, and Matthew never employsictnut in
contexts involving resurrection. What we likelykaare differing authorial preferences for
resurrection terminology.
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relationship between the two gosptl¥, however, GP’s author has rewritten earlieriss and
is well acquainted with them, we should not be gsegal to find an instance such as this where
there is identical wording.

The Jewish leaders ask Pilate to give thamoTicotan (GP 8:30). That the soldiers are
Roman is clear from GP 8:31, as here Pilate gthetsask to Petronius tikevtupicov and his
otpaTi@dTal.” In contrast, the scene in Matthew is ambiguous aghether the soldiers are
Roman or Jewish.When the Jews ask Pilate to guard the tomb, riheupator respondgyeTe
kouoTwdia (Matt 27:65)7 Pilate’s response has been understood in vaways. Is he, in
effect, saying that the Jews themselves alreadg halewiskouoTtwdia at their disposal and

that they have his permission to employ them imgeg the burial site? Or does Matthew’s

® Brown seeks to downplay this verbal agreemenaying, “While | think that the author
of GPetwas familiar with Matthean phrasing, too much dtigwt be deduced about literary
dependence from this claus®dath of the Messiah:1292 n. 16). Not surprisingly, Vaganay
and Crossan provide exactly the opposite explamditeom one another on this point. Vaganay
(Evangile de Pierre282) argues that GP’s author has copied Matthdwe CrossanGross
That Spoke271) claims that Matthew has copied GP.

" The GreekevTupicwv is a Latin loanworddenturig and is synonymous with
ekaTovTapxns/os. See BDAG, s.v.ekaTtovtapxns/os,” 298-99; ibid., s.v. kevtupicov,” 540.
The terms refer to a Roman officer in command giragimately 100 soldiers. Swetgkhmim
Fragment 15) notes that Petronius was a common name gfdtied. But | am not convinced of
his proposal that its appearance here “may have fsggested by the similarity in sound of
Metpcovios andTTetpos” (ibid.). Vaganay Evangile de Pierrg284) finds in the name the
Christianization of the centurion: “it signifiesisgiple of Peter.”” This, too, is questionable.
Bruce M. Metzger (“Names for the Nameless in thevNestament: A Study in the Growth of
Christian Tradition,” inrKyriakon: Festschrift Johannes Quasfed. Patrick Granfield and Josef
A. Jungmann; 2 vols.; Minster: Aschendorff, 19707,9-99) demonstrates that many early
Christians, at least from the second century onwfaequently assigned names to characters who
were left unnamed in the NT gospels, and he ind@le’s centurion as an example of this
tendency.

® Matthew writes, at a later point in his own accotimat theotpaTicotai—a term used
frequently throughout GP—are bribed by the Jewéstdérs (Matt 28:12).

? All three NT uses ofouotwdia appear in Matthew’s guard story (Matt 27:65-66;
28:11). This term, likeevtuplcv, is a Latin loanworddustodid. Brown Qeath of the
Messiah 2:1295) uses the appearancemfotwdia as an argument for viewing the Matthean
guard as Roman rather than Jewish, since suchiradmtcomports best with this understanding.
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account indicate that Pilate is granting their e=iuby giving them Roman guards for the t&5k?
Any lack of clarity in Matthew is gone in GP’s sgorWhile the Roman soldiers are prominent
throughout Matthew’s earlier account of the crugifn (Matt 27:27-37), their appearance in GP
comes for the very first time here in the protattid the tomb. In both GP and Matthew the
Jewish leaders accompany the guard to the tomit @Ma86; GP 8:31).

Matthew and GP differ in their accounts of the stbring rolled in front of the tomb.
Each gives the same description of the starfisis uéyas (Matt 27:60; GP 8:32). The Petrine
version has the centurion and his soldiers, aloitig thve Jewish elders and scribes, arrive at the
sepulcher with the stone not yet placed beforeetiteance. This is implied by the fact that it is
they who actually roll the stone. In contrast, shene in Matthew has already been set before the
tomb by Joseph of Arimathea at the time he perfdrthe burial (Matt 27:60-61).

In GP 8:33 the Roman and Jewish authorities, upling the stone to block access to
the burial place, seal it by affixing seveppoy18es. This securing of the tomb is mentioned
again in GP 9:34, when a crowd comes the next mgrimi order to see “the sealed sepulcher”
(To pvnuelov eappayiopevov). The Matthean story also includes a sealindgpeftomb, and this
is expressed with the veddpayilw (Matt 27:66). Unlike GP, no crowd comes to theiddu
location in the First Gospel.

In this brief synoptic analysis we have lookedanhs of the similarities between the

guard stories in Matthew and GP. Their generabgbear a strong resemblance to one another.

% The key grammatical question is whetherte should be taken as imperative or
indicative. In the former instance, a Roman gweodld be implied (“Take a guard!”); in the
latter, a Jewish referent would be intended (“Yaludady] have a guard”). Arguments in favor
of viewing this as a Roman guard appear in CrogSargs That Spok@71-72; William D.
Davies and Dale C. Allison, JA, Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gogelording
to Saint Matthew2 vols.; ICC; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1988-1991)635; Brown,Death of the
Messiah 2:1294-96; GundryMatthew 584; Donald A. HagneMatthew 14-28Word Biblical
Commentary 33B; Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 19953, 86xamples ofxw being used in the
imperatival sense of “take” or “request grantedi b& found in Kevin Smyth, “The Guard at the
Tomb,”HeyJ2 (1961): 157-59. Proponents of the view thagwaish guard is intended include
William L. Craig, “The Guard at the TomiNTS30 (1984): 273-81. Similarly, Koestekr{cient
Christian Gospels235) claims that “it is clearly a Jewish guardatis bribed in Matt 28:11-15.
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Each has Jewish individuals approach Pilate wittgaest that the tomb of Jesus be protected so
that his disciples are not able to steal the bodlguard is granted, and together the soldiers and
the Jewish authorities make the tomb secure. Betdps general agreement between the two
stories, however, there are also key differencasrttay hold potential significance. It is to these

that we now turn.

GP 8:29-9:34: A MORE SECURE TOMB

Bultmann identifies the guard story in Matthew asapologetic legend” whose primary
purpose is to enhance the evidence for the regiameaf Jesus® In what follows | will propose
that the parallel account in GP moves further endliection proposed by Bultmann. The Petrine
version provides an even stronger apologetic piardhe security of the tomb than what we find
in the First Gospel. Though the alterations tothtaw by GP’s author are in most instances
minor, together they serve to enhance the impresdithe preservation of the tomb’s integrity
and to reduce the possibility that the disciples@steal the body, which is the primary motive
behind the need for protective measures (GP 8:BO)this end, | will examine seven features of
GP that, when compared with Matthew, are indicatif/this: the chronology of the guard’s
deployment, the timing of the placement of the stdhe identity of those who move the stone,
the sealing of the tomb, an alibi for the discipltbe diligence of those guarding the tomb, and
the visit of a crowd from Jerusalem. The cumulagifect of these changes to Matthew’s earlier

account is significant, as they reveal the apologebtives of the author.

(a) The Chronology of the Guard’s Deployment

The first detail to notice is the timing of the iars events related to the securing of the

tomb. In Matthew we find the following chronolodl} Jesus is buried on Friday evening (Matt

1 Bultmann History of the Synoptic Traditioi281-82. For Bultmann, “apologetic
legend” is primarily a form-critical classificatipalthough he also concludes against the
historicity of this legend.
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27:57-61); 2) the chief priests and the Phariseet® filate “the next day, that is, after the day o
Preparation” to request the placement of the g(Medt 27:62); 3) the guards are dispatched to
the site sometime on Saturday (Matt 27:65-66). fEmminology used in Matt 27:57 regarding
the time of burial on Friday iSJias yevopévns, and it is probable that Matthew has taken this
time reference from Mark 15:42. The adjectivaos most often functions as a substantive in
early Christian literature, as it does here, inchitéases it typically signifies the period between
late afternoon and the onset of darknésklatthew, then, is probably envisioning a burkett
occurs in the early evening hours (i.e., beforeset)nso as not to violate the Sabbath.

The First Evangelist is explicit in stating thag tthief priests and Pharisees do not visit
Pilate to request a guard until “the next dagtqupiov) (Matt 27:62). Matthew does not specify
when on Saturday the meeting with Pilate takeseplaat even if he intends it to be very early in
the day, the tomb has been left unguarded fromalgrédening until Saturday morning. The
Matthean account implies that those sent to sebergrave arrive at a tomb that has been
unattended for no less than twelve hours, mosthaéhwwere during darkness when theft is most
likely to have taken place.

The Petrine author has changed the timing of tleatsvin a way that tightens this
chronological gap in Matthew, the time when theliamas left unprotecte. Although GP
occasionally includes unclear time indicators, Il @ontend that its chronology is to be
understood as follows: 1) Jesus is buried on Fradsrnoon (GP 6:21-24); 2) the elders go to
Pilate on Friday afternoon/evening asking for sagl{GP 8:29-30); 3) the soldiers are

immediately sent to the burial place on Fridayraften/evening (GP 8:31j. GP specifies that

2BDAG, s.v. ‘dy1os,” 746.

13 Schaeffer offers a line of argument similar to @wn on the significance of GP’s
chronology, both in her dissertation (“Gospel ofdPg 226-28) and essay (“Guard at the Tomb,”
505-6).

“ Brown claims that the chronological variation beén Matthew and GP is likely due
to there being “no precise time indication” in tmgginal guard story known to both authors
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Jesus died no later than the ninth hour (i.e. dyrifternoon). This is deduced from noticing that
Jesus dies in GP 5:19 while it is yet dark, betbeesun reappears in GP 6:22 at the ninth hour.
After receiving the body from the Jews, Josephdsudiesus in the mid- or late afternoon. The
impression left by GP 6:21-24 is that the buri&kwplace very soon after Jesus’ removal from
the cross, that is, during the mid-afternoon hours.

Concerning my second claim regarding GP’s timefiree, the request for the guard
occurring on Friday), we need to remember that @B-27 is an interlude that breaks up the
narrative chronology. These two verses serve sorie the actions of the disciples during the
period presumably from the arrest of Jesus urgildéwy after the crucifixion, and as such, we
should not take the reference to the Sabbath (@&atum GP 7:27 as a time indicator that is
relevant to the actions of the Jews in GP 7:25&#28-30. That GP 8:28 picks up the narrative
from 7:25 is made clear by the reason given fontleeting of the scribes, Pharisees, and elders:
they had heard the people murmuring and lamentieg $esus’ death and the signs which
accompanied it (GP 8:28). This is certainly refegyiback to the mourning that took place in GP
7:25.

Granted this alone, we would be led to view thdipetfor a guard as taking place on
Friday. However, there are two further and clearéicators that GP is describing a Friday
meeting. When the Jewish group makes its reqad3ildte in GP 8:30, they ask for the soldiers
“so that we may have his sepulcher guarfdedhree day$(emi Tpels nuépas). In GP, as in
Matthew and the other NT gospels, the resurrectikes place on Sunday. This is found in GP

in the expression kupiakn, which, by the second century, had become a comeranfor

(Death of the Messiat2:1288-89). While this is possible, it cannotdeenonstrated. In

addition, according to Brown'’s own theory, GP’stemitknows Matthew's report, which means
that the Petrine evangelist is familiar with theartology (Brown’s “precise time indication”) of

at least one earlier guard story. When lookindhatcumulative differences between the guard
stories in Matthew and GP, as | will present tharehl find more compelling the suggestion that
the Petrine evangelist has consciously choserta@otak timing of the events in order to make
less credible the claim that the disciples stoelibdy. In other words, it is not a mere
coincidence that GP’s chronology differs from Matils in the way that it does.
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Sunday?® So by referring to the need to have a guardtfue® days,” the request from the Jews
is best understood as occurring on Friday, in wkase the three days would entail Friday,
Saturday, and Sunday. By way of comparison, the Je Matthew also know that the
resurrection is expected on Sunday and, in makieiy tequest, they specify that the guard be
kept until the third day: “Therefore command thekoto be made secuuatil the third day

(Ewds TNs TpiTns Nuépas) (Matt 27:64). The third day here would, of cayrise measured from
the day of death, since that is the context obttegliction that the Jewish leaders are recalling.

Finally, GP 9:34 states that a crowd from Jerusalemes to the tomb as the Sabbath
morning dawns. This takes place after the soldiax® come to the tomb, sealed it, and pitched
a tent in order to keep watch. The only way toarathnd this chronological marker is to view
the posting of the guard as occurring someti@®reSaturday.

In light of these three indicators, it appearsaiarthat in GP Pilate dispatches the
soldiers to accompany the Jewish leaders to thddegy immediately after a Friday meeting.
Therefore, the tomb is guarded very soon aftebtiv@al. We can see that the substantial time
gap that was present between the burial and thngasf the guard in Matthew has been
drastically reduced, if not all but eliminated,Gf*. By rewriting the chronology of this episode,
the author of GP has rendered it far less like&t #ny theft of Jesus’ corpse could have taken

place'®

!> On two occasions, GP marks the day of the resiimreasn kuptokn (GP 9:35;
12:50). This use of the term appears in Rev 1rtDeecomes more frequent from the second
century onward (e.gDid. 14:1; Ign.Magn 9:1). On this development in the early Christian
movement, see Bauckham, “The Lord’s Day,Fiom Sabbath to Lord’s Day: A Biblical,
Historical, and Theological Investigatidied. D. A. Carson; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1982),
197-220.

' Brown, being unconvinced by this sort of argumésbubt[s] that better apologetics
caused the author [of GP] to move the sealing stprio Friday afternoon. That dating is related
to another motive for sealing the tomb, namelyeaction to what the people were saying in
response to Jesus’ death that had just taken (82®-29)” Death of the Messial2:1309 n. 53).
But this is not entirely persuasive, since the tieawf the people has nothing to do with
resurrection, tomb sealing, or grave robbery. Bathcomes from their recognition of the divine
judgment that has come upon them. The motiveh®iguard and tomb sealing is the same in GP
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(b) The Timing of the Placement of the Stone (G328:

Closely related to the chronology of the guardhéstiming of the placement of the stone
at the tomb. The final step in ancient burial ieae or tomb was to place an object before its
entrance in order to keep out scavenging birdsionals, or to make tampering with the contents
of the tomb more difficult. In his detailed studfyburial practices in ancient Palestine, Byron R.
McCane notes that in most instances the rockscthadred entrances to Jewish tombs were not
round but rather square or rectangtlaRound stones, which could be rolled, were rack an
appear to have been used almost exclusively dfutal sites of the wealthy. All of the NT
gospels state that a rock was at the entrancesosJ®mb (Matt 27:60; Mark 15:46; Luke 24:2;
John 20:1), and three of these describe the rdikgeither before or after the resurrection
(Matt 27:60; Mark 15:46; Luke 24:2). Similarly gfifetrine gospel includes a rock that rolls (GP
8:32; 9:37).

In two of the canonical stories—Matthew and Marke-placement of the stone at burial
is described as the final step in the burial pre¢®&att 27:60; Mark 15:46). This occurs in these
two stories on Friday evening. GP, however, hdiffarent timeframe. When Joseph performs
the burial in GP 6:23-24, nothing is stated aboudck at the tomb. The placing of the stone does

not occur until the Roman soldiers and Jewish leadegive at the site a brief time later: “And

as it is in Matthew: to prevent the disciples fretealing the body (GP 8:30; Matt 27:64). | also
would not wish to use Brown'’s term “better apoléggtto describe what is happening in GP’s
guard story. Both Matthew and the Petrine evaagate driven to a certain degree by
apologetics, but each is telling his own tale veithawareness of antecedent stories. As Matthew
likely formed his account with knowledge of eari@rsions, GP’s author did likewise. The very
fact that Matthew is motivated by a desire to refiie allegation that the disciples stole the body,
but yet leaves a large time gap between burialgaragdding, seems to indicate this. As Hagner
(Matthew 14-28863) writes, “If Matthew created this stagy nihilg ... it is more likely that he
would have had the guard posted immediately dfieirtterment.”

" McCane Roll Back the Stone: Death and Burial in the WaldesugHarrisburg, Pa.:
Trinity Press International, 2003), 33.

' Ibid.
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having rolled a large stone, all who were thergetber with the centurion and the soldiers, set it
at the door of the sepulcher” (GP 8:32)At first glance, this appears to make theft fribwe

tomb more likely, as it is left open from the timieburial until the guards and Jewish leaders
arrive to close it. As | will suggest in the nexiction, though, this may actually be a means by

which the charge of theft by the disciples is miatdess plausible.

(c) The Identity of Those Who Move the Stone (GB28:

All of the NT gospels and GP depict Joseph (of Atinea) as the individual primarily
responsible for the burial. In the four canongtakies, a person or persons sympathetic to Jesus
sets a rock at the entrance to the tomb. In tleegwepels that explicitly describe the placement
of the stone, Joseph performs this act (Matt 2@k 15:46). The implication in the Third
Gospel is that Joseph does so, but it is not stateehht (Luke 23:53; 24:2). Similarly, John
implies that Joseph and Nicodemus move a rockaaaimb’s entrance (John 19:41-42; 20:1). In
contrast to all of the canonical accounts, wiware or two peoplevho aresympathetid¢o Jesus
place the stone, GP finddaage group of peoplevho areunsympatheticf not hostile, towards

Jesus in this role (GP 8:32). Why might this be?

¥ have slightly altered the translation of Kramsl &licklas Petrusevangeliunf1),
which is lacking grammatically: “And all who wereere rolled a large stone together with the
centurion and the soldiers, set it at the doohefdepulcher.”

There is also a textual issue here. Behind thdignfjogether with the centurion and
the soldiers” lies the GreadTa Tou KevTUPIGIVOS Kol TV OTPATIWTAVY in the Akhmim
manuscript. This would, of course, mean sometlilkeg‘againstthe centurion and the soldiers,”
which seems to make little sense contextually. belgi\W. Smyth Greek Grammafrev. ed.;
Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1958)) summarizes the range of meanings for
koo with the genitive, the first being a local sensg( “down from, down toward, under”), the
second—though very rare—is a temporal sense (Ritation), and other senses connoting such
things as “against” or “by.” Swetdkhmim Fragmentl5) takekata as the intended word in
GP, resulting in the translation “to exclude thentDeon and soldiers.” He understands this to
indicate that the Romans might be bribed to hareat dgsus’ body to the disciples. Swete’s
explanation is not convincing. | find more compglthe suggestion of others, going back to
Harnack, who have argued thatra is a scribal error where we should reada, thus providing
the more coherent meaning of “together with thewsmn and the soldiers.” See, for example,
VaganayEvangiIe de Pierrg285; CrossarCross That Spok@72-73.
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Swete, Vaganay, and many later commentators hrguedthat this change in GP is to
reflect the strength that would have been requivedove a\ifos peyas (Matt 27:60; GP
8:32)%° “How large a stone was it, if one man could mid®&might have been the question
from skeptics hearing Matthew or the other candrstmies, which all depict Joseph (and
perhaps Nicodemus) setting the rock at the bunbace. To indicate the strength needed to
place the stone at the tomb, GP 8:32 states thatla were there, together with the centurion
and the soldiers” rolled the large stone. In giiene—with Jewish leaders and Roman soldiers—
we are probably to envision something close tagtieeip of twenty individuals mentioned in the
variant reading of Luke 23:53. This is a stronguanent, and I think it has a good deal of merit
when it comes to explaining one difference betw&frand Matthew (and the other NT gospels).
While it accounts for the increased number of peaplolved in moving the stone, thus
emphasizing its great size, this explanation de¢sddress the other significant difference
between Matthew and GP: placement by friends esgphent by enemies. | wish to suggest a
possible reason for this.

In my judgment, thinking apologetically might assis in this endeavor, since we need
to bear in mind once again the motive behind trerdystory in both Matthew and GP: to refute
the claim that the disciples made off with the hotty Matthew, we have a tomb with a stone at
its entrance that has been left unattended overmigtich would be for at least twelve hours.

The guards arrive at the burial site the next dayseal it. Might a doubter not wonder if the

guard ever moved the stone to check that the badysi! inside, in which case they would have

2 Swete Akhmim Fragmentl5; VaganayEvangile de Pierre285. In support of this
understanding of GP, they note a variant readirigu&ge 23:53 in the fifth-century manuscript
Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis: “And after he (Jelsag)been placed [there], he (Joseph of
Arimathea) set at the tomb a stone that twenty ceeid hardly roll” ko 6évTtos auTou
emeBNKeV TG pvnueicy AiBov ov poyts eikoot ekUAiov). This reading also appears in other
manuscripts and in some Coptic and Sahidic versidie hyperbole in these readings of Luke
23:53 is obvious, and it is certainly possible sath apologetic also lies behind GP’s account.
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been protecting a tomb whose body had already steéen?’ This may sound trite, but at the
level of story those who would wish to make it dbtaly certain that Jesus’ body was not stolen
may have entertained such real or potential olgjesti It is easier for the soldiers to check
whether a body is still in the tomb if there is adtifos ueyas already covering its entrance
when they arrive on the scene.

More significantly, Joseph of Arimathea, who idiscipleof Jesus in both Matt 27:57
and GP 6:23, is not the person to carry out orthemost important steps in securing the tomb if
an author is attempting to refute the claim of thgfthe disciples!The stone is an important
measure in ensuring that grave robbery does natrodherefore, it makes little apologetic sense
to have one of the prime persons under suspicishirtahe role of security administrator. To do
S0 is counter to the entire purpose of the guaisbep. It is here, | would suggest, that we may
find a more specific reason for the altered idgriftthe stone movers in GP. Because the stone
was part of the apologetic to counter the ideadkatis’ friends stole his corpse, and because GP
is retelling the guard story, it improves upon Matt in this area by having enemies of Jesus
carry out the act of ensuring the security of theevg site. This understanding provides a fuller
reading of GP’s version than does the suggesti@wafte and Vaganay alone. For example, if
the only concern of GP is to have a greater nurabpeople perform the stone placement in

order to signify the size of the boulder, this cbibbve easily been accomplished by introducing

2 Brown (Death of the Messial2:1309 n. 53) finds this reading of Matthew
unconvincing: “If the authorities were smart enotiglhemember and understand a statement of
Jesus about resurrection made long ago, they wareedy so naive as to guard an empty tomb.”
What Brown says is certainly true if we are spegkihsympathetic readers or hearers of
Matthew, but for those not favorable to the Chaistmovement any holes in the story could be
exploited. Brown seems to reveal as much in hi$ cemment, “We are left to assume that the
Jewish authorities would have taken the elemerauyion to have the sepulcher checked to see
that the body was still there before they sealed iSaturday” (ibid.). An author concerned to
refute the claim that the disciples stole the baahyg who is rewriting earlier sources, as Brown
himself contends for GP, may not be prone to “assgira generous reading of Matthew like the
one Brown proposes. Writers with apologetic mativespond to objections—real, perceived, or
potential—in formulating their responses. If afjeation was conceived, perhaps similar to the
one | mentioned about the guard arriving at a tentb the stone already in place, then an author
retelling the story may simply change this detiavoid a potential problem.
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other characters allied with Joseph. But to ch@ssamies of Jesus for this task, when this
specification is not found in any earlier gospekmss to call for an explanation. The one | have

suggested fits weff

(d) Sealing the Tomb (GP 8:33)

The sealing of the stone at the tomb, like theesitself, is one of the means of
preventing theft. Among the NT gospels, only Matttmentions itol 8¢ mopeubevTes
NodaAlcavTo TOV Tadov oppayloavTes Tov Albov peTa Ths kovotwdias (Matt 27: 66). A
question has sometimes been raised about the mexpering of this versg. It is grammatically
possible to translate it so that it carries a mabaipal meaning: “And they went and made the
tomb secure by sealing the stone with a gu&rdr this view, then, the guard functions
symbolically as a seal would, protecting the tomdnT intruders. There is no actual seal placed
on the stone. But this rendering is not generfalypred.

Most English translations instead transkap@oyicavtes Tov Aifov to indicate a literal
sealing of the tomb. In this understanding Matthewdescribing a process whereby wax is
placed on the stone in such a way that any moveaighe rock would result in the wax

breaking, thus indicating a breaChlf the stone and the guard are the first twodiogdefense,

2 One of the central suppositions of Crossan’s rsiraation is that the earliest version
of GP (the Cross Gospel) “seems to take it so absglfor granted that Jesus’ burial was under
the total control of those who had crucified hiratth was not necessary to state that fact
explicitly or describe it exactly"Gross That Spok&37). Later gospel writers (i.e., NT
evangelists), according to Crossan, change buwyiahlemies to burial by friends. This is nearly
the reverse of what | have been arguing.

% See the discussion in Hagnitatthew 14-28863.

' This is listed as a possible understanding of I#a166 in BDAG, s.vodpayilew, 637.
The verb conveys a similar metaphorical sensehin 3033.

% Brown, Death of the Messial2:1296. Hagnematthew 14-28863) mentions Dan
6:17 as reflecting this same practice: “A stone trasight and laid on the mouth of the den, and
the king sealed it with his own signet and with signet of his lords, so that nothing might be
changed concerning Daniel” (Dan 6:17).
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the seal is the third means of ensuring the integfithe burial site. This is the case in Matthew
and, as we will see, it is also true of GP. Buvhrat way does the author of GP retell the sealing
incident?

We notice two references to the seal in GP. Trkei§ when the Roman soldiers and
Jewish leaders affix seven seatsta oppayides) to the tomb (GP 8:33). Some have found in
this an allusion to various OT texts. Zecharighi8:often included among these: “For on the
stone that | have set before Joshua, on a simmhe stith seven facets, | will engrave its
inscription, says the LORD of hosts, and | will ra the guilt of this land in a single d&y.”
Vaganay, on the other hand, dismisses this OT baukg as unwarrantéd. Instead, he
suggests that they symbolize “the perfect sealfrigeotomb that God alone can opéh.This is
perhaps similar to the scene in Rev 5, in whicbralkis sealed with seven seals and “no one in
heaven or on earth or under the earth was ablpdn the scroll” except for the lamb who had
been slain (Rev 5:1-10). | find Vaganay’s suggespersuasive, and | would like to supplement
it with some further thoughts. But in order tottlat, some comments about GP’s second
reference to the seal are necessary.

On the morning after the guard is posted, a crivauth Jerusalem comes to the site in
order “that they might see the sealed sepulchet (8ot To pvnueiov éadparyiopévov) (GP
9:34). The circumstantial participial phrasepvnueiov eodparyiouévov might more literally be
rendered “the tomb in-its-having-been-sealed-stateich emphasizes its sealed nature. By
including thelva clause, the author makes apparent his concethdasecuritiy of the tomb. It is
sealed by the guard on Friday and is still intacSaturday. These twin references to the seal

indicate a heightened emphasis on this aspecediuhal. Where Matthew makes only a

,26 Swete Akhmim Fragmentl5-16) surmises that this verse may have beegigin
Mara Evangile de Pierrgl69-70) claims that GP echoes Dan 6:17.

2" \aganayEvangile de Pierre286.

%8 |bid.
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general, and possibly even only metaphorical, egfez using the versbparyilew, GP removes
any ambiguity by referring to the affixing of sevesals. And where Matthew has only a single
reference, GP includes two statements about theaseaof which is quite specific. In my
estimation, the Petrine author has rewritten theat of Matthew’s earlier guard story in order to

highlight further this issue.

(e) An Alibi for the Disciples (GP 7:26-27)

Commentators have offered a range of explanatimmthé description of the disciples’
actions in the aftermath of Jesus’ arrest and fixiam in GP 7:26-27:

But | mourned with my companions, and having beeanded in heart, we concealed

ourselves. For we were being sought after by tagmnalefactors, and as persons who

wanted to set fire to the temple. Because ohat¢ things we fasted and sat mourning

and weeping night and day until the SabBath.
Vaganay mentions the piety of their actions inifegtand claims that it is indicative of their
exemplary conduct during the passiBrHe, along with Mara, also proposes that thigly a
reflection of second-century debates among Chnist@mncerning the pre-Paschal fast and other
guidelines for the practice of fastiffg.Crossan includes these two verses among thetieuizic
insertions that were not part of the original vensof GP but were added later “to prepare for the
later insertion of another scene from the intrac&a tradition, namely, an apparition to the

disciples by the Sea of Galilee in 14:60, basedadm 21.2* Their demeanor—mourning, being

wounded in heart, fasting, and weeping—signifiesgioper response to the fate of Jesus,

2| have provided my own translation “having been naed in heart” where Kraus and
Nicklas (Petrusevangeliugbl) have “with disturbed senses.” Their tramstatin my judgment,
lacks the proper connotation of the Greekpwuévol kata Siavoiav. By referring to the
mourning and weeping, GP focuses on the emotidatd sf the disciples, a sense better captured
with my more literal “having been wounded in héaifhe phrase is intended to convey sorrow.

% vaganayEvangile de Pierrg271-75.
% |bid., 273-75; MaraEvangile de Pierre156-60.

% CrossanCross That Spoke65.
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according to Crossafl. These suggestions may very well lie behind GB-22, but Schaeffer
has offered an additional explanation of the desiom of the disciples in these verses: an alibi
for those who were alleged to have stolen the Bbdy.

The disciples could not have stolen the body, atingrto GP, because they were
nowhere near the tomb. Instead, they were in githight and day until the Sabbath” in order to
mourn properly the death of their Lord (GP 7:%7hose alleged to have removed the corpse
were not involved in theft but rather were actimgusly during the time in question. This might
be contrasted with the silence in Matthew conceytiire disciples’ whereabouts after the
crucifixion. The First Evangelist says nothingloé matter, thus leaving open the question in the
minds of potential skeptics. The storyteller of @&¥es not allow for this; he states explicitly

what the disciples were doing during the time tbeyld have stolen the body.

() The Diligence of Those Guarding the Tomb

The competence of those protecting the tomb inéaittis less than impressive. The
little we are told of their activities does notrigito mind images of excellence in the execution of
guard duties. Nothing beyond the stationing ofghards in Matt 27:66 is said concerning their
work, that is, until they grow so fearful as tontfele and become like dead men (Matt 28:4).

In GP, we find soldiers with a much greater levigbficiency than their Matthean
counterparts. Having secured the tomb with a stmuksealed it seven times, those responsible
for protecting the burial place in GP “pitched attthere and kept watchsgnvnv exel

mEavTes edpulaEav) (GP 8:33). The pitching of a tent indicates tihat Roman soldiers were

3 bid., 266-67.
34 Schaeffer, “Guard at the Tomb,” 506.

% There has been some debate about the meaningtifthe Sabbath.” Is this the day
after the crucifixion or is it eight days later7o€san Cross That Spok@66) suggests the latter.
Swete Akhmim Fragmentl3-14) also discusses the alternatives. Regardiieone’s judgment
on this question, the disciples have an alibi astentil a point in time well after the guardns i
position at the gravesite.
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diligent in carrying out their assignment of enegrthe integrity of the grav&. As a place of
shelter, thesxnvr also shows their fixed presence at the tomb fewiiration of the task. This
point is reiterated in GP 9:35, where the soldegeskeeping guard two by two at their post, a
further sign of the attention they have paid tarthesignment.

The author of GP seems to be painting a picturedies not allow for anyone to claim
that the guard was incompetent. Perhaps the acobtire guards in Matthew left some readers
with the impression that those responsible for seguhe tomb were anything but diligent. How
reliable could such soldiers be if they “trembled decame like dead men” at the appearance of
an angel at the tomb (Matt 28:2-4)? Those guarttisgomb in GP express no such fear. The
details | have just cited from GP—the building d€at, and the references to “two by two” and
“at their post"—have no Matthean counterparts. iTpeesence in GP is best explained as an
effort to improve upon Matthew’s portrayal of thengpetency of those protecting the site. A
closer comparison of the vocabulary in Matthew &#will reveal more in this regard.

The primary verb used to describe the actions@fuards in Matthew odpoAifeo. It
appears three times in Matthew's story: 1) in #guest from the Jews to have the tomb secured
(Matt 27:64); 2) in Pilate’s reply granting the gis (Matt 27:65); and 3) in the pursuant action
of the guards (Matt 27:66). GP uses a differenb MsAaoocw, in all of its three parallels to

Matthew: 1) in the request from the Jews to haegtdmb guarded (GP 8:3%)2) in Pilate’s

% vaganayEvangile de Pierre286.

¥ The Akhmim manuscript reagsAoEco (“1 might guard”) at GP 8:30, which is clearly
in error. Commentators have been divided as tdivenéehis should reagiuha€copev (“we might
guard”) orpula€wotv (“theymight guard”). Crossan suppodtshawpev “because the general
picture in [GP] ... is that the Jewish authoritiesian in charge of the proceeding€rfss That
Spoke 270-71). The translation of Kraus and Nicklasadopts this reading@¢trusevangelium
38, 51). On the other hand, Vagankydngile de Pierre282) argues fapulaEcooiv as
original, claiming that the Roman soldiers arefihiacipal guardians of the tomb in the following
scene and therefore would make a better subjethi®werb. Little hinges on this determination,
but I lean toward Vaganay’s judgment.
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reply granting the soldiers (GP 8:31); and 3) im plursuant action of the soldiers (GP 8:33). Is
there a connotative difference between MatthemggoA il and GP’spulacow? Perhaps.
While 1 do not wish to put too much weight on #pearance afulcoocw in GP, it may
have been chosen for a readbmMatthew’s vertoodaliles normally signifies “to fortify” or “to
secure.*® Louw and Nida define it as “to cause somethinge®ecure in the sense of something
which could not be tampered with or open&d Outside of Matthew, it appears in the NT only in
Acts 16:24, describing feet being fastened in stk
The term used by the Petrine authjprAacocw, very often connotes protection from
outsiders. BDAG gives three primary definitiony tb carry out sentinel functions”; 2) “to
protect by taking careful measures”; and 3) “tmhene’s guard against” According to
TDNT, the verbpuhcoow “comes frompuha€ ‘watchman’ and denotes the activity or office of
a watchman whose job is ‘to protect’ those whoasleep from harm during the nighi."We
can see this emphasis on protection from outsigkat represented in the following uses of
dulcoow:

He drove out the man; and at the east of the gasfiEden he placed the cherubim, and a
sword flaming and turning to guar¢iacceiv) the way to the tree of life. (Gen 3:24)

| am going to send an angel in front of you, torgu@uAa€n) you on the way and to
bring you to the place that | have prepared. (EX&@0)

% The two verbs under discussion are unique to tlaedgstory of each evangelist, which
is to say that Matthew never usgs\acow in his account of the guards (the word appearg onl
once in the entire gospel, at Matt 19:20), andRétine evangelist does not usebohifeo.

¥ These are the first two definitions given in L&, “dodaAile,” 266.

O L&N, s.v. “codaile,” 240.

*I The verb also appears in Codex Bezae Cantabrigiahécts 16:30 in the same
context and scene as its use in Acts 16:24.

*2BDAG, s.v. ‘bulacow,” 1068.

* G. Bertram, hulaaoe, pulakr,” TDNT 9:236-44. The quotation here is on 9:236.
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In that region there were shepherds living in ibll§, keeping watch over
(duhaccovTes) their flock by night. (Luke 2:8)

When a strong man, fully armed, guardisXcoon) his castle, his property is safe. (Luke
11:21)

But the Lord is faithful; he will strengthen youdaguard ¢ulaEer) you from the evil
one. (1 Thess 3:3)

These my brethren hated me, and the Lord lovedhmg:wished to slay me, and the
God of my fathers guardeéphoaEev) me. {T. Jos.1; ANF 8:32)

These examples represent the connotation thatsuggesting for the appearance of this verb in
GP.

In light of this brief review of the two verbs gquestion, it may be possible to suggest that
dulcoow was chosen because it carried stronger connosatibprotection from outsiders,
which is the very impetus behind the threat thatieto the need for a guard in the gospel stories.
The disciples are the outsiders who were allegddte plotted to rob the tomb of Jesus’ corpse.
It is perhaps the case thathacow better represents the actions of well-trainedfigient
Roman soldiers working to prevent such a theft.ilghe MattheamodoaAilew signifies an
effort to make the tomb secure, the term appedbs tmore inwardly focused on the tomb itself.

In contrast, by usingulaccw GP highlights the outward alertness of the guaraly potential
threat.

A further indication that GP emphasizes the pitadacof the tomb more than Matthew
does can be found in the sheer volume of refereiocss act. As | stated above, GP’s first three
uses ofpuhacow very neatly parallel the three appearancessdfoA (o in Matthew: GP
8:30=Matt 27:64; GP 8:31=Matt 27:65; GP 8:33=Mau6b. However, where Matthew has no
further mention of guarding the grave, GP inclutthese additional references to the act, in each
instance using the preferred venb\cooco.

The first comes in GP 9:35. The soldiers are kepguard uloaccovTwv) two by two

at their post early on Sunday morning as the restion is about to take place. That the guarding
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is still diligently being carried out on Sunday mimg serves to confirm again the strength of the
security present at the burial site and rendersabable any theft. Then again in GP 10:38 we
read that not only the Roman soldiers, but alsaémurion and elders, are present guarding
(dulcooovTes) the tomb. This is a joint effort between the Ronand Jewish authorities. The
sixth and final appearance comes in GP 11:45, ratfis instance the reference is to “the tomb
which they were guarding’tbv Tadov ov épuhaccov). The repeated use dpbcoow
undoubtedly indicates the assurance that soldiers wonstantly present, protecting the grave
from any threat that might have come from wouldHieves. This occurs in GP to a degree

significantly beyond what we find in Matthew’s aco.

(9) The Crowd from Jerusalem (GP 9:34)

There remains the need to explore one final det&P not present in Matthew. On the
morning after the guards in GP come to the tomdd, iseand set up camp at the site, “a crowd
from Jerusalem and the region round about camettegtmight see the sealed sepulcher” (GP
9:34). This crowd scene serves as a further testjrto the protected state of the grave. The
point of this statement is revealed by the conjoendva, which indicates purpose: they came “in
order that” they could see the sealed gfdvin this brief episode a group of people “sees”
(I8caa1[v]) the tomb in its sealed state on Saturfafhe inclusion of the verbpacs points

toward language used to describe witne§%ds.seeing the sealed grave, these particular

“While Tva does not always indicate purpose, that is its mostmon function and
clearly its role here.

*5 Crossan concludes that the narrative logic of SRat “the authorities want the tomb
guardedso that the people will have time to visit it ae@ shat Jesus is dead and buried, gone
and finished, once and for all. . .Once the crowd has seen the sealed tomb, ibaitbo late for
the disciples to do anythingC¢oss That Spok@80 [emphasis original]). In Crossan’s
estimation, there is at this point in GP a divieévieen the Jewish authorities and laypeople; the
former are attempting to dissuade the people fimnirjg the Christian movement.

“ Beginning as early as the Pauline literatapajc was used of witnesses to the risen
Jesus, who “was seen” by his followers (1 Cor 1):5The NT gospels also use this verb
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individuals serve as witnesses to the integritthefburial site. In much the same way that Paul
appeals in 1 Cor 15:6 to five hundred witnesses dthseen the post-mortem Jesus in order to
bolster his claim that Jesus had been raised, G&dies this crowd from Jerusalem in an effort to
have further support for the claim that the tomis wafe, secure, and sealed. Not only do the
Roman soldiers, a centurion, Jewish elders, anbeserall authorities of one sort or another—
testify to the Christian claim of tomb securitytBugroup of Jewish laypeople does likewise. GP
has included this crowd to add yet one more layéisteffort to refute the notion that the

disciples had any possible means of stealing tlg bbJesus.

EARLY CHRISTIAN PARALLELS

Several early Christian texts refer to the guarthatomb. As the following survey will
demonstrate, these parallels most often appea teferring to the Matthean account. For this
reason we cannot say with certainty that any afitheflect a familiarity with GP, though there
are a few texts that share details that are urtig@P rather than Matthew. My goal here is to
demonstrate its lasting significance for some Qs of the first few centuries, especially in the
area of apologetics and polemics.

TheGospel of Nicodemuscludes an extended account of the guards tleas¢o be
based largely on Matthew’s version. It is thedstlextant guard account from the pre-Nicene era
outside GP. In this gospel the Jews arrest JoskeAlimathea for his association with Jesus and
his desire to provide a proper buri@lds. Nic.12.1). While the Jewish leaders are determining
the fate of Joseph, “there came some of the guhichvthe Jews had asked from Pilate to guard
the tomb of Jesus, lest his disciples should camdesteal him” Gos. Nic.13.1). The soldiers tell
the religious authorities that they saw an angsteed from heaven, roll away the stone at the

tomb, and sit upon it. The Jews begin questiottiegactions of the guards by asking them what

frequently in emphasizing the witnesses to therrestion (Matt 28:7, 10; Mark 16:7; Luke
24:34; John 20:8, 18, 25, 29).
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the women at the tomb said, what time the angelaeked, and why they did not apprehend the
women Gos. Nic.13.2). In their own defense, the soldiers refilye were like dead men
through fear, and gave up hope of seeing the &ifjday; how could we then have seized them?”
(Gos. Nic.13.2). At the conclusion of the exchange the devigures “feared greatly and said:
‘(Take heed) lest this report be heard and alirecto Jesus™ Gos. Nic.13.2).

After the Jews receive further confirmation of Jsasurrection they become even more
fearful, and we read the following:

But Annas and Caiaphas said: “Why are you troubléd?y do you weep? Do you hot

know that his disciples gave much money to thedgiaf the tomb, took away his body

and taught them to say that an angel descendednfearen and rolled away the stone
from the door of the tomb?” But the priests arglalders replied: “Let it be that his
disciples stole his body. But how did the soukeiaigain into the body, so that Jesus

now waits in Galilee?” Gos Nic. 14.3;NTApoé 1:516)

There is an interesting twist in tiBospel of Nicodemua the statement of Annas and Caiphas
that thedisciplespaid the guard in order to succeed in their criffibis is a significantly different
retelling of the Matthean account in which treavsbribe the guard to say that the disciples stole
the body (Matt 28:11-15). This revisionism thatfivel in theGospel of Nicodemusears a
resemblance to what happens throughout GP. Neryridccurs in GP, primarily because it is
unnecessary since the Jewish leaders and the R@rapsesent as witnesses of and participants
in the burial, guard, and resurrection events.

The guarding of the tomb in tli&ospel of Nicodemysrovides several other points of
comparison with GP and Matthew. This text presdrgguard as Roman rather than Jewish,
since they are those “which the Jews had asked Ritate” (Gos Nic. 13.1). The reason that a
guard is needed is expressed in the same langsdges® and Matthew: “lest his disciples

should come and steal him (and{3ds Nic. 13.1). These are the same consecutive eighkGree

words found in Matt 27:64 and GP 8:36imote eéABovTes ol pabnTal auToU KAEYWOov auTov
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kai.*” The level of competence of those responsibl@fforecting the tomb is not high in this
gospel. They justify their ineptitude by appealioghe overwhelming fear they experienced, a
feature that has much more in common with Matthaggiction than with that of GP. None of
the other references to the guard that | will sytvelow contains a level of detail as great as the
version in theGospel of Nicodemusbut the various features of these other accanatsvorth
exploring.

There is a Jewish-Christian gospel that containstaiguing detail that may have
relevance to our examination of GP. Jerome statess Lives of Illustrious Merthat he had
recently translated into Greek and Latin a godpai ©rigen had frequently used, which was
called “according to the Hebrew&”Jerome quotes the following from this gospekene that
he says comes after the resurrection:

But the Lord, after he had given his grave clotiogthe servant of the priest, appeared to
James. \(ir. ill. 2; NPNF 3:362)

Although this gospel proceeds to describe the appea of Jesus to James, the incidental
reference to Jesus giving his clothes to the sénfahe priest seems to point toward the
presence of Jewish authorities, particularly psieat the tomb of Jesus when the resurrection
takes placé? This would parallel the presence of such figuethe grave in GP. While priests
are not specifically mentioned in this Petrine pttiney are included in the immediately
preceding scene of GP 7:25.

In the Pseudo-Clementifiecognitionsve find two statements related to the story about

the guards:

*" Greek text of th&ospel of Nicodemta Constantin von TischendoByangelia
Apocrypha(2d ed.; Leipzig: Mendelssohn, 1876; repr., Hild@m: Georg Olms, 1966), 210-332.

8 On Jewish-Christian gospels and the possibleioektiip between th&ospel of the
Hebrews theGospel of the Nazareneand theGospel of the Ebionitesee A. F. J. KlijnJewish-
Christian Gospel TraditiofVCSup 17; Leiden: Brill, 1992); Craig A. Evang,He Jewish
Christian Gospel Tradition,” in Skarsaune and Hikalyewish Believers in Jesus41-77.

9 VaganayEvangile de Pierre286.
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For some of them [i.e., wicked men], watching thece with all care, when they could
not prevent His rising again, said that He was gion@n; others pretended that he was
stolen away. (Ps-ClerRec 1.42;ANF 8:88)
And their [i.e., the Jews’] fear grows all the geabecause they know that, as soon as
they fixed Him on the cross, the whole world showgohpathy with Him; and that His
body, although they guarded it with strict cargyldonowhere be found; and that
innumerable multitudes are attaching themselvétigdaith. (Ps-ClemRec 1.53;ANF
8:91)
In contrast to th&ospel of Nicodemughe Pseudo-Clementine author gives the impresbatn
Jews are among those guarding the tomb. We atsagsgn that the guard is mentioned in
relation to the charge of a stolen body, thoughdikeiples are not explicitly identified as the
perpetrators of this act. These passages refiieiewish polemic, the desire to depict the Jews
in a negative light and to rebut their allegatioiifie charge that Jesus was a magician is coupled
with the claim of theft by the disciples.
The Christianized version of tihdartyrdom and Ascension of Isaialitludes a passing
mention of the guard:
For Beliar harboured great wrath against Isaiahamount of the vision and of the
exposure with which he had exposed Sammael, araibechrough him the coming
forth of the Beloved from the seventh heaven hahlvevealed, and his transformation,
... and that the twelve who were with him would bfepfled because of him, and the
watch of the guards of the graveMdrt. Ascen. Isa3.13-14;:NTApoé 2:608)
Little can be deduced from such a brief referemca)y estimation, but Crossan is among those
who have argued from the surrounding literary cxintigat this passage is independent from GP
and the canonical gospéfs Of course, it is true that the original versidritee Martyrdom and
Ascension of Isaials probably independent of both Matthew and GH,iarfact predates the
Christian era. But the later Christian interpalas often seem to be based on details found in

Christian gospels, canonical or otherwise. TheegfGrossan’s claim that this is an independent

witness to the guard at the tomb seems to go belymnavailable evidencé.

* CrossanCross That Spok@76, 341-45, 368-73.

** Scholars are divided on the question as to whéetietext is a composite of two or
three original works, at least one of which is 3wand pre-Christian in nature, or whether itis a
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Tertullian, writing at the end of the second ceptgives us a glimpse at a slightly more
extended parallel account:

Then, when His body was taken down from the crosispdaced in a sepulchre, the Jews

in their eager watchfulness surrounded it withrgdanmilitary guard, lest, as He had

predicted His resurrection from the dead on thelttiay, His disciples might remove by

stealth His body, and deceive even the incredul@usg, lo, on the third day there was a

sudden shock of earthquake, and the stone whidbdsdee sepulchre was rolled away,

and the guard fled off in terror: without a sindisciple near, the grave was found empty
of all but the clothes of the buried One. But néwaess, the leaders of the Jews, whom
it nearly concerned both to spread abroad a lie¢ kaep back a people tributary and
submissive to them from the faith, gave it out thatbody of Christ had been stolen by

His followers. Apol. 21; ANF 3:35)

As in the Pseudo-Clementine text, Tertullian prés#me guard as comprised of Jews. The
apologist here follows Matthew in linking Jesusagiction of his own resurrection to the
disciples’ plan to steal the body. As we have seanther literature, the competence of the guard
is low in Tertullian’s account: they flee in terrotastly, the Jewish leaders discourage Jews from
joining the Christian movement by continuing tormpuade the idea that the resurrection was a
hoax.

Writing a few decades after Tertullian, Origenatiéses the actions taken by certain Jews
to refute Christian claims about Jesus. In thiedohg passage he provides this comparison of
their work:

Their action was akin to that of those who won dhersoldiers of the guard at the tomb

who were eyewitnesses of his resurrection frondéead and reported it, and persuaded

them by giving them money and saying to them: “ay his disciples stole him by night
while we slept. And if this comes to the goversarars we will persuade him and rid

you of care.” Cels 1.51; Chadwick 48)

One potentially significant detail appears in Onigestatement: that those protecting the tomb

“were eyewitnesses of his resurrection from theddedhis would fit much better with the story

unified whole that was composed by Christians. abgument for this being a composite work
appears in R. H. CharleBhe Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testaimé&nglish:

With Introduction and Critical and Explanatory Net® the Several Book2 vols.; Oxford:
Clarendon, 1913), 2:155-58. For two proposals stjpm the unity of the text, see Bauckham,
“The Ascension of Isaiah: Genre, Unity, and Date idem,The Fate of the Dead: Studies on the
Jewish and Christian Apocalyps@s$ovTSup 93; Leiden: Brill, 1998), 363-90; Elgviidewish
Christian Editing,” 292-95.
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in GP than it would in Matthew, since in the camahiversion the guards appear to be withesses
only of the descent of the angel. It certainlnas true that they are said to observe the
resurrection. In contrast, those guarding thegiavGP do see the resurrection. In all other
regards, Origen appears to be dependent on Matthgngpel. For this reason, it may be that his
description of the guards as eyewitnesses is ietttmbe understood in a looser sense: they saw
the events that accompanied the resurrection. a&dben true of several other texts, the guards
appear in Origen along with a reference to thdisgaf the body’?

These parallels indicate the continuing understendf the episode about the guard in
some circles. When alluding to this account, e@hyistian authors appear to be most familiar
with the Matthean version, though there is soméattbn of familiarity with non-Matthean
details. In reviewing these parallels, we haventbnothing analogous to GP in its extended
effort to retell the guard account, except for wisdbund in theGospel of NicodemusOne
reason for this perhaps lies in the respectiveageof these texts. The nature of a guard story is
such that an extended discussion of details woulsk iikely appear in a narrative genre,
especially a gospel, and such burial and resuomrciarratives are scarce in early Christian

literature.

*2 Lactantius is one further example of a writer véfiologetic interests who employs the
guard story in his works. HISivine Institutesvas composed early in the fourth century, and in i
he retells the burial and resurrection episodeyjrgg very close to the details found in the
canonical gospels:

But since He had foretold that on the third daysHeuld rise again from the dead,
fearing lest, the body having been stolen by tkeiglies, and removed, all should believe
that He had risen, and there should be a muchegrdsturbance among the people, they
took Him down from the cross, and having shut Himirua tomb, they securely
surrounded it with a guard of soldiers. But onttiied day, before light, there was an
earthquake, and the sepulchre was suddenly opanddhe guard, who were astonished
and stupefied with fear, seeing nothing, He camith faninjured and alive from the
sepulchre, and went into Galilee to seek His dissigout nothing was found in the
sepulchre except the grave-clothes in which thelydmelosed and wrapt His bodyngt
4.19;ANF 7:122)
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APOLOGETICSAND POLEMICSIN GP 8:29-9:34

In light of the differences between the storieMimtthew and GP, how are we to explain
the details in the extra-canonical version thatehasen discussed in this chapter? As | stated
previously, the guard episode is to be includedragrbe early Christian defenses and
proclamations of the reality of the resurrectiodde$us. Any such defense requires that there be
another side to the matter under dispute; an affeme might say. The Christian use of the guard
at the tomb was primarily a means of attemptingefate a particular claim being made by
opponents. In this case, the opposing claim waistbie body of Jesus had been stolen from its
burial place—taken, in fact, by his own followensarder to perpetuate their claim that he had
been raised from the dead. We are seeing in narfarm an instance of resurrection
apologetics. The author of GP has been heavilygnted by competing claims from outsiders
in his rewriting of the guard episode. One respdnbjections to any story is to change the
story, either through the addition, alterationsobtraction of details. The attempt to rebut the
claims of Jews, who seem to be behind the eadmstterclaims refuting the Christian
resurrection proclamation, falls under the genes¢gory of anti-Jewish polemics. As we have
seen in previous chapters, this is a trait thakesmplified in much of GP. The guard story thus
exemplifies both resurrection apologetics and detish polemics.

In a short essay on early objections to the restion of Jesus, Stanton provides three
reasons why astute historians and theologians gtistén to the voices of “outsiders” when it
comes to this issue:

(1) Criticisms of early Christian claims concernihg resurrection of Jesus give us some

limited insights into the variety of ancient atties to life after death. (2) They help us to

appreciate more keenly the ways Christian proclamatf the resurrection was
understood or misunderstood by both Jews and pad@8h8y paying attention to early

criticisms we may be able to trace more readilygbiats at which early Christian
traditions about the resurrection have been shapegologetic concerns.

%3 Stanton Jesus and Gospel48.
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It is Stanton’s third point that in my judgmentisntral for understanding GP and, for the present
purpose, its account of the guard at the tomb. gifaed story in GP almost certainly has been
shaped by apologetic concerns that have arisessponse to criticism of earlier versions of it.

Great significance was assigned to the resurmecfidesus in early Christian
communities, and apologetic interests are detezi@n in the earliest sources that treat the
issue. In 1 Cor 15 Paul gives a detailed defehbésgosition on both the past resurrection of
Jesus and the future resurrection of Christiartés domes in response to the claim by some in
Corinth that there is no resurrection of the dda@¢r 15:12-195* As | will discuss more
thoroughly in the next chapter, Paul’'s inclusioranfappearance of Jesus “to more than five
hundred brothers and sisters, most of whom aleaBtie” is likely driven by apologetics (1 Cor
15:6). But what might be said about the objectifpos thoseoutsidethe Christian movement as
it relates specifically to the guard at the tomb?

In nearly every early Christian text that includeseference to the guard, there is also
mention of the disciples stealing the body. The tkaims—qguard at the tomb and theft of the
body—seem inextricably linked in the sources. Muste concluded that the rise of the guard
story came in response to the charge of theft.aRikgss of judgments about the historicity of the
guard, there has been a general consensus onvéleglaent of the exchange between
Christians and outsiders. Reginald H. Fuller,i;ygtudy on the formation of the resurrection
narratives, comments that the guard episode asssewesal earlier developments in the tradition
history:

1. 'I;]he(:je(:jarliest resurrection kerygma of the resumwaatif Jesus from the dead on the

third day.

The story of the burial and empty tomb in its Maréarm.
The Jewish polemic against that stoty.

wnN

*Fora summary of the various reconstructions ef@brinthian view of resurrection,
see Thiseltonkirst Epistle to the Corinthiansl172-76.

5 Fuller, The Formation of the Resurrection Narrati@sl ed.; Philadelphia: Fortress,
1980), 73.
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According to Fuller, it was in response to Jewigticisms of the empty tomb account—
particularly the allegation that the tomb becametyras a result of the disciples’ theft—that the
guard story arose as an apologetic legend to réfat@ewish counterclaim.

N. T. Wright has argued for a similar understagdifthe tradition history of the guard,
though he goes much further than Fuller in clainihmeg the Matthean version may have a
significant degree of historicifyy. Most importantly, he finds it implausible to caude that
Christians would have invented the charge of thefthe disciples. This conclusion appears on
firm ground even if we doubt his judgment abouthistoricity of the guard itself. Like Fuller,
Wright alleges that the guard story presupposesrihieism from outsiders, which itself
presumes the Christian claim of an empty tombother words, the criticisms of those outside
the Christian movement appear to provide the keyftocking the explanation for the inclusion
of the guard scene. When both Christians anasr@ssumed the tomb to have been empty, each
group provided a competing explanation foY itChristians proclaimed the resurrection as the

cause, while some others explained it by allegiraye robbery?

5 Wright, The Resurrection of the Son of Gdinneapolis: Fortress, 2003), 636-40.

" This is not to argue for or against the histoyicit the empty tomb; | am speaking
solely of the competinglaimsbeing made by first-century people and groupsthéaomore, | am
not attempting to assign a date to the claims aiityhmore precision than to say that they must
have predated the writing of Matthew’s gospel, piap by at least several years. At the
conclusion of the guard episode in Matthew, thé@@uadds his explanatory note about the
accusation of theft by the disciples, “And thisrgtis still told among the Jews to this day” (Matt
28:15). Itis not likely that Matthew has inventéds scene in its entirety, and he seems to be
under the impression that the Jewish counterclasbdeen in circulation for some time.

Some wish to place the Christian empty tomb claira time only a few days after the
death of Jesus, while others contend that suchim elas invented decades later by the author of
Mark’s gospel. In the former instance, alternagxplanations for the empty tomb claim could
have arisen immediately in the days and weeks tiftealleged resurrection, while in the latter
scenario the rebuttals would have obviously posttiMark. These are not the only options,
either. The empty tomb claim, along with criticsof it, theoretically could have arisen at any
period between the two extremes | have mentioned.

*® Some have appealed to the so-called Nazarethptiscrias having possible relevance
to the specific charge that Jesus’ body was stoldms inscription appears on a marble slab,
bears the titl\ ictaypa Kaloapos, and has been dated anywhere from the first cgBtare.
to the second centuryE. Its twenty-two lines of text issue a stern wagnagainst the theft of
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The charge of theft by the disciples apparenthtiooied to be used by some critics of
early Christian claims well into the second centamg beyond. Justin is still sensitive to the
objection that the disciples took the body, andlaans that the Jews of his day had sent out
counter-missionaries to spread this story:

[Ylet you not only refused to repent after you tesd that He arose from the dead, but, as
| stated, you chose certain men and commissiorezd th travel throughout the whole
civilized world and announce: “A godless and lawlesct has been started by an
impostor, a certain Jesus of Galilee, whom we ddiethe cross, but whose body, after it
was taken from the cross, was stolen at night fiteetomb by His disciples, who now

try to deceive men by affirming that He has arifem the dead and has ascended into
Heaven.” Dial. 108; Falls 315-16)

While Justin is clearly exaggerating by claimingttBuch travels have gone “throughout the
whole civilized world,” there is very likely a kezhof truth to his claim? At another point in his
Dialogue with Tryphdie refers again to this Jewish counter-mission:
After you had crucified the only sinless and jusirM.. you not only failed to feel
remorse for your evil deed, but you even dispataeethin picked men from Jerusalem
to every land, to report the outbreak of the gallesresy of the Christians and to spread

those ugly rumors against us which are repeatatidse who do not know usDi@l.
17; Falls 173f

corpses from burial places and other disturbantgeawesites. It closes by stating that violators
are subject to capital punishment. Huitio princepsof this archaeological find appears in Franz
Cumont, “Un rescrit impérial sur la violation depséure,” RevHist163 (1930): 241-66. Cumont
himself concluded that the inscription likely prezththe death of Jesus, though he allowed for
the remote possibility that the conflict betweerri§€fans and Jews over Jesus’ alleged
resurrection led Pilate to inquire of Tiberius, dhdt the emperor’s response is found in the
inscription. Metzger (“The Nazareth Inscriptiond@mgain,” inJesus und Paulus: Festschrift
fur Werner Georg Kiimmel zum 70. Geburtdeedy E. Earle Ellis and Erich Gral3er; Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1975], 221-38) has re\ddite potential significance of this
inscription and provides an English translationit.ofMetzger concludes, correctly in my opinion,
that “all attempts to identify the emperor and éteimine the date and occasion of the inscription
end in conjectures that neutralize one anothe®)2For this reason, the most we can claim is
not a lot: stealing corpses from tombs was a senalation in the ancient Greco-Roman world.

%9 On the alleged Jewish activities of which Justiites, see Stanton, “Aspects of Early
Christian-Jewish Polemic and ApologetiblTS31 (1985): 377-92, esp. 379-84; Setdenyish
Responses 39-40.

® There may also be a further allusion to the Jewismter-mission imial. 117.
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Stanton has argued persuasively that these excefigst “what Justirfielt to be the heart of
Jewish arguments against Christianity.Whether perception was reality in this instarscedt
significant. What we can state with confidencthat in the middle of the second century,
probably within a few decades of the writing of GRChristian with strong apologetic interests
was still concerned to rebut critics of the restiiom claim who were explaining the empty tomb
by alleging a conspiracy on the part of Jesusofedirs.

Christian apologists after Justin reflect a simgancern about the counterclaims of
skeptics. At the end of the second century, Tatuprovides these comments:

“This is He whom His disciples secretly stole awt#mat it might be said He had risen

again, or the gardener abstracted, that his lettonight come to no harm from the crowd

of visitants!” What quaestor or priest in his mfisg@nce will bestow on you the favour

of seeing and exulting in such things as thesgfect 30; ANF 3:91)

[T]here were given to Him both “the wicked for Higrial,” even those who had

strenuously maintained that His corpse had bedarsttand the rich for His death,”

even those who had redeemed Him from the treadfelydas, as well as from the lying

report of the soldiers that His body had been takeay. Marc. 3.23;ANF 3:341-42)
In the first reference Tertullian is sarcastica&hoing the claims of the critics. He includes the
allegation that the actions of a gardener neataimd of Jesus may have led to the mistaken
claim of resurrection. By including this chargéigh is probably based on John 20:15,
Tertullian is most likely echoing criticisms thaewe still being made in his day rather than
simply repeating what is found in early Christiarts known to him.

In the post-Constantinian era, it is difficultascertain how popular this line of
argumentation was among critics of Christianityut Bie claim that the disciples stole the corpse

of Jesus was resurrected in the 18th century bynblen Reimaru® The actions of the

disciples, according to Reimarus, were motivatethieytransformation of their beliefs about

®1 Stanton, “Aspects,” 379 (emphasis original).

®2 The title of the work waspologie oder Schutzschrift firr die verniinftigemetieer
Gottes though Reimarus himself never published it. Afis death, G. E. Lessing published
excerpts from it iffragmente des Wolfenbuttelschen Ungennanten: Hradgizu dem
Fragment vom Zweck Jesu und seiner JuigBerlin: Wever, 1784).
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Jesus. Before his death, they believed that hédraemd Roman domination and establish
himself as Israel’'s Messiah. This conviction caman abrupt end at the crucifixion, and led
them instead to claim a new view of Jesus in whigldies for the sins of the world, rises from
the dead, and will soon return to establish théthBamessianic kingdom. In order to “prove”

that Jesus had risen from the dead, they stoledug and kept it hidden until it was no longer
identifiable. The stream of Christian apologeéisponses to arguments against the resurrection
has seemed to swell into a mighty rushing tornemecent year$.

Much like Matthew, Justin, Tertullian, and modapologists, the Petrine evangelist was
influenced by the criticisms of Christian clainidis knowledge of the charge of theft is apparent
by its inclusion in the story (GP 8:30). Where mdapologists would never consider altering
the canonical stories to enhance their argumdmtsaathor of GP was apparently under no such
compunction. His familiarity with the Matthean aaat of the guard, and perhaps other
traditions related to it, led him to retell the sgile in ways that make certain objections to the

Christian resurrection claim much less convincing.

CONCLUSIONS

In the opening portion of this chapter | reviewkd parallels between the guard accounts
in Matthew and GP. As the only text to include guard story and to predate GP, my
comparison with GP looked almost exclusively as gmrticular gospel. In the course of the
analysis, | suggested that it may not be necessggsit as sources for GP any other accounts

beyond Matthew’s.

% Among the apologetic responses to Reimarus wasaniilPaleyA View of the
Evidences of Christianitft ondon: Faulder, 1794). In recent decades, pbagof attempted
defenses of the historicity of the bodily resuni@tican be found in Stephen T. Dawisen
Indeed: Making Sense of the Resurrecfi@rand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993); Wright,
Resurrection of the Son of Gd/lobert B. Stewart, edThe Resurrection of Jesus: John Dominic
Crossan and N. T. Wright in Dialogklinneapolis: Fortress, 2006).
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In the second section | noted seven characteristi€ that differ from Matthew in an
effort to counter the claim that the disciples esuls stole his body from its burial place. While
the tale of the guards may have initially arisenefoite this charge, it seems that it continued to
evolve as both proponents and critics reflectechupoThe seven features illustrate this. First,
GP’s timeline of the deployment of the guards gm#icantly different from that of Matthew, a
change that does not leave the tomb unguardedgdiiminfirst night after burial, a prime time for
would-be thieves. Second, while the timing of pteecement of the stone in GP would seem to
make the tomb less secure, it allows for the tléedure—the identity of the stone movers—to
have a prominent role in ensuring the securityheftomb, whereas in Matthew’s story this
important act was carried out by one of those stiegeof conspiring to steal the body.
Removing the prime suspects from security rolesis small way to reduce the plausibility of the
claim that a theft had occurred.

Fourth, while Matthew may not be describing an alcsealing of the tomb, or, if he is,
he provides no detail, GP makes twin referencesvery specific act of sealing. By including
seven seals, there is little doubt that any tampgawiith the tomb would have been detectable.
Fifth, in GP the disciples have an alibi for theuaje that they stole the body, while their location
and actions during the window of opportunity arfé lestated in Matthew. Prior to the posting
of the guard in the Petrine version, the disciplesin hiding, mourning the death of Jesus, and
nowhere near the tomb. Sixth, the competenceeo$didiers in GP is vastly superior to that of
their Matthean counterparts, thus making the lil@d remote that a band of eleven Galilean
peasants could successfully steal the body. Ldsglgescribing a visit from a crowd of
onlookers on Saturday, the author of GP providabdu witnesses to the secure nature of the
burial place.

In surveying early Christian references to the dwdrthe tomb, we found that in nearly
every instance they appear together with a chargeett. While this may be a remnant of their

being linked in Matthew, these parallels indicdte tontinued significance of the guard story
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among many early Christians. The final sectiothefchapter demonstrated the role of both
resurrection apologetics and anti-Jewish polenmdhe formation of GP’s guard story.
Examples from Second Temple rewritten Bible tegtemble GP’s handling of the NT gospels.
Just as the Petrine evangelist has altered thén&aitstory to counter ongoing claims that the
disciples did or could have stolen Jesus’ bodyhsauthor ofubileesaltered stories from
Genesis and Exodus in his effort to show that #reds of Genesis practiced pentateuchal laws
long before the time of Moses. Likewise, wherewiger of theGenesisApocryphoradds a
name to one of the Egyptian princes in the storglmfiham and Sarah, GP assigns the name

Petronius to the centurion who is left unnamedheNT stories.
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CHAPTER FIVE

REWRITTEN RESURRECTION: GP 9:35-11:49

The present chapter explores the ways in whiclatiieor of GP reworks the earlier
accounts of the resurrection in order to providecse persuasive demonstration of the event. |
analyze the few direct NT parallels to GP 9:35-81béfore showing how the latter describes the
resurrection itself, emphasizes the witnessindnefavent by those present, and alters the identity
of these first withessésFollowing this, | examine two early Christian atkels—theMartyrdom
and Ascension of Isaiadnd a textual variant in Codex Bobbiensis—that beauch stronger
resemblance to the resurrection story of GP thas day NT version. | then briefly review the

role of resurrection apologetics in thpistula Apostolorunm order to offer an analogy for the

! Throughout this chapter | am presupposing thatisgyof the term “resurrection,” as it
relates to the ancient texts and individuals uméeiew, should be understood to refer to the
belief that Jesus was raised bodily from the ddadhe estimation of the authors of the gospels
(GP and NT), the resurrection was an event in histd his is not to say that there were no early
Christians who denied a physical, bodily resurgegtor some who may have conceived of
“resurrection” in non-physical terms. | mean otdyclarify that when the term “resurrection”
appears in this chapter, it refers to physicaljlpadsurrection. Many contemporary theologians
would follow Bultmann (“New Testament and Mytholggin Kerygma and Myth: A Theological
Debate[ed. Hans Werner Bartsch; trans. Reginald H. FuNew York: Harper & Row, 1961],
41) in claiming that resurrection can be undersioaglays other than being historical, physical,
and bodily, and thereby conclude that “faith in tbsurrection is really the same thing as faith in
the saving efficacy of the cross.” Arguments foderstanding the resurrection in terms that do
not involve the transformation of Jesus’ physicadiypare found, for example, in Stephen J.
Patterson, “Why Did Christians Say: ‘God Raisediddsom the Dead?Forum 10 (1994): 135-
60; Gerd LudemannVhat Really Happened to Jesus?: A Historical Apphoi the
Resurrection(Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1995); Mich&bulder, “The Baseless Fabric
of a Vision,” inResurrection Reconsiderg¢eld. Gavin D’'Costa; Rockport, Mass.: Oneworld,
1996), 48-61. However, as Bultmann himself ackedged, the empty tomb and appearances in
the gospels are intendeddperate as apologetic proofs for the historicitydfodily resurrection
(“New Testament and Mythology,” 39).

In this way, the arguments of Patterson (“Why DHtti€tians Say,” 135-60)—who
concludes that the earliest understanding of restion assumed only the martyrdom of a
righteous person pursuing a divine cause—are béselpoint. The NT gospels and GP do not
depict resurrection solely in the terms propose@atgerson. Instead, resurrection in these
stories includes something happening to the bod\esfis, though it may also entail such things
as the vindication of his cause or mission.

Similarly, the attempt by WrighResurrection of the Son of GdiB5-738) and others to
show that the earliest belief about the resurraaifolesus was that he had been raised in bodily
form is equally irrelevant to the topic of this pi@r. | am not concerned with what the earliest
belief was, but with what is presented in the s®of GP and the NT gospels.
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motives at work in GP. The chapter concludes watime proposals as to why the writer of GP

has retold the story of the resurrection in a Weat differs from previous authors.

SYNOPTIC ANALY SIS OF GP 9:35-11:49

GP

Matthew 28

Mark 16

Luke 24

John 20

9:35 But in the
night in which the
Lord’s day
dawned, as the
soldiers kept guard
two by two at their
post, there was a
great voice in
heaven.

36 And they saw
the heavens
opened, and two
men descend from
there in a great
brightness and

approach the tomb|.

37 But that stone
which laid at the
entrance started of
itself to roll and
move sidewards,
and the tomb was
opened and both
young men
entered.

10:38 As those
soldiers saw this,
they awakened the
centurion and the
elders, because
they also were
there to keep
watch.

39 And while they
were telling what

they had seen,

1 After the
Sabbath, as the
first day of the
week was
dawning, Mary
Magdalene and the
other Mary went to
see the tomb.

2 And suddenly
there was a great
earthquake; for an
angel of the Lord,
descending from
heaven, came and
rolled back the
stone and sat on it
3 His appearance
was like lightning,
and his clothing
white as snow.

4 For fear of him

the guards shook
and became like

dead men.

(1 When the
Sabbath was over,
Mary Magdalene,
and Mary the
mother of James,
and Salome bough
spices, so that they
might go and
anoint him.

2 And very early
on the first day of
the week, when thg
sun had risen, they
went to the tomb.)

(5 As they entered
the tomb, they saw
a young man,

dressed in a white
robe, sitting on the
right side; and they
were alarmed.)

—

(1 But on the first
day of the week, at

> early dawn, they
came to the
tomb...)

(4 While they were
perplexed about
this, suddenly two
men in dazzling
clothes stood
beside them.)

(1 Early on the
first day of the
week, while it was
still dark, Mary
Magdalene came
to the tomb...)

(12 And she saw
two angels in
white, sitting
where the body of
Jesus had been
lying, one at the
head and the other
at the feet.)
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again they saw
three men coming
out from the tomb,
and two of them
supporting one,
and a cross
following them,

40 and the head of
the two reaching td
heaven, but that of
the one who was
led by them
overpassing the
heavens.

41 And they heard
a voice out of the
heavens, saying:
“Have you
preached to those
who sleep?

42 And a response
was heard from the
cross: “Yes.”

11:43 Therefore,
those men resolved
with one another tg
go away and
announce this to
Pilate.

44 And while they
were still
deliberating, the
heavens were
again seen open, a
man descended
and entered the
sepulcher.

45 When those
who were with the
centurion saw this,
they hurried by
night to Pilate,
leaving the tomb
which they were
guarding, and
reported
everything that
they had seen.

(27:52 The tombs
also were opened,
and many bodies
of the saints who
had fallen asleep
were raised.

53 After his
resurrection they
came out of the
tombs and entered
the holy city and
appeared to many.

(2 ... for an angel
of the Lord,
descending from
heaven, came and
rolled back the
stone and sat on

it.)

11 While they
were going, some
of the guard went
into the city and
told the chief
priests everything

that had happened,|

(27:54 Now when

(15:39 Now when
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They were greatly
distressed and
said: “In truth he
was the Son of
God.”

46 Pilate answered
and said: “ am
clean from the
blood of the Son of
God; but you have
concluded this.”

47 Then they all
came to him,
besought him and
entreated him to
command the
centurion and the
soldiers to say
nothing of the
things they had
seen.

48 “For it is better
for us,” they said,
“to make ourselves
guilty of the
greatest sin before|
God than to fall
into the hands of
the people of the
Jews and be
stoned.”

49 Pilate therefore
commanded the
centurion and the
soldiers to say
nothing.

the centurion and
those with him,
who were keeping
watch over Jesus,
saw the earthquak
and what took
place, they were
terrified and said,
“Truly this man
was God's Son!”)

(27:24 [Pilate
said]: “l am
innocent of this
man's blood; see t
it yourselves.”)

12 After the priests
had assembled
with the elders,

they devised a plan

to give a large sum
of money to the
soldiers,

13 telling them,
“You must say,
‘His disciples
came by night and
stole him away
while we were
asleep.’

14 If this comes to
the governor's ears
we will satisfy him
and keep you out
of trouble.”

15 So they took
the money and did
as they were
directed. And this
story is still told
among the Jews to

the centurion, who
stood facing him,
saw that in this
way he breathed

e his last, he said,

"Truly this man
was God's Son!")

this day.
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The preceding section of GP concluded with the driem Jerusalem coming out to see
the sealed tomb on Saturday (the Sabbath) mormgne indicator in GP 9:35—"in the night
in which the Lord’s day dawned’—marks the beginniig. new scene. The next such marker
comes in GP 12:50: “At dawn of the Lord’s day.” €Téntire intervening episode thus narrates
the things that happened “in the night” and betbeedawn visit to the tomb by women followers
of Jesus. For this reason, there are few paralighsthe NT gospels, which, except for Matthew,
tell us very little about the period between buaat the Sunday morning visit by female
disciples’ The chronological references in Mark 16:2, Lukel2 and John 20:1 clearly refer to
this occasion, while Matt 28:1 requires furtherrakaation, which will be given below.
Therefore, the material in GP 9:35-11:49 is withdivect parallel in Mark, Luke, and John,
though there will be a few points of comparisorur ®ynoptic analysis will focus heavily on
Matthew, since it is the lone antecedent text ttuele both the guard story and an account of
what occurs between the burial and the discovethi@Empty tomb. The description of the
guard that had begun in GP 8:29 continues in GB-21349 and includes numerous events that
precede the discovery of the empty tomb.

Crossan and Koester conclude that the guard grehagnce stories of GP 9:35-11:49 are
more primitive versions of their Matthean counterpaThey argue that the chronological
reference in Matt 28:1 (“After the Sabbath, asfitet day of the week was dawning”) indicates
that the First Evangelist is “conflating two sow@e his account of the angel and the guatds.”
The awkward combination of “after the Sabbath” wak the first day of the week was dawning”
reflects the two sources employed by Matthew, @irtestimation. These two earlier texts, in

Crossan’s judgment, are Mark and @mss Gospel According to Koester, they are Mark and

2 Mark 16:1 states that on Saturday night the womsnspices for anointing. In Luke
23:56 the women prepare spices and ointments dayrand then rest on the Sabbath. John tells
nothing of what happens between Friday’s burial @adday morning.

3 CrossanCross That Spoké&52; quoted with approval in Koestémncient Christian
Gospels 236.
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GP’s unknown epiphany sourtdlt is far from certain, though, that this conétuscan be drawn
from the confused chronological statement of M8tii.2 It is equally likely that Matthew has
clumsily combined the two time references of Méwkhen the Sabbath was over”
(S1xyevopgvou Tou caBatou) (Mark 16:1); and “very early on the first daytbe week, when
the sun had risenA{av Tpwi T la TV caPPaTwy ... avaTteldavTtos Tol nAlou) (Mark
16:2). Therefore, there is no compelling reasatitak that there is any source other than Mark
behind the chronological indicator of Matt 28:1urtRermore, to my mind, the usewpioxmn in
GP 9:35 (cf. 12:50) indicates a later developmemiimparison withiia caBBatcov of Matt
28:1, despite the two terms being synonyntodsis poses a difficulty to the claim of Koester
and Crossan that GP 9:35-11:49 preserves an efarierof the story than Matthew. What is
clear concerning Matthew, although English tranatest frequently soften its force, is that he has
moved the timing of his scene to an earlier pdiantthat of his Markan sour€e.

The chronology of GP 9:35 is merely making explikét the events of 9:35-11:49
happen before those of 12:50-13:57. The secoriddh@P 9:35 describes the soldiers still being
on guard when there is a great voice in heavensugh voice is present in Matthew or the other

NT gospels.

* Koester Ancient Christian Gospel€35-38.

® So Brown,Death of the Messiat2:1297. All four NT gospels include a formjafx
ooPBaTwv to refer to the day of the resurrection (Matt 284ark 16:2; Luke 24:1; John 20:1),
whereas GP never uses that expression but instetetgxupiokn (GP 9:35; 12:50). On the rise
of kuptokm as a reference to the first day of the week itye@inristianity, see Bauckham, “The
Lord’'s Day.” This shift in terminology for Sund#&yyet another argument for GP postdating the
canonical gospels. So already Swetkhmim Fragmenliii) and Vaganay Evangile de Pierrg
292).

® There is a detailed redaction-critical discussibMatthean vs. Markan chronology in
Gundry,Matthew 585-86. According to Gundry, much of Mattheweslactional work in this
area is done in order to make the evidence fordberrection “more impressive” (586).
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Those at the tomb in GP see the heavens opemantén descend in great brightness
and approach the sepulcher (GP 9/3@his bears some resemblance to Matthew, in wtioh
angel of the Lord, descending from heaven, cameaailet! back the stone and sat on it” (Matt
28:2). Moreover, the image of the Matthean angéike lightning, and his clothing white as
snow” (Matt 28:3). We can see that although GRediffrom Matthew in some ways, there are
similarities in the descent from heaven, approagttie tomb, and brightness.

The stone at the tomb rolls of its own accord b @37. This is found in the expression
a¢’ eautou kuhicbels. Three of the canonical stories simply state thatstone had been
moved, leaving unstated the actual means by whislotcurs (Mark 16:4; Luke 24:2; John
20:1)® Matthew alone portrays the occasion: an angelatets from heaven and rolls it away
(Matt 28:2). The self-rolling stone of GP is witligarallel.

Having come down from heaven and approached thk,ttra two men enter it (GP
9:37). The single angel of Matt 28 does not etitetomb but rather sits upon the stone he has
just moved. The Petrine guards witness what Hantplace and awaken the centurion and the
elders (GP 10:38). In contrast, when those priotgthe tomb in Matthew see the angelic
appearance, they become so fearful as to shakieesane like dead men (Matt 28:4).

The contents of GP 10:39-42 are unparalleled inNifhigospel. As the guards begin to
relay to their superior what has transpired, tresythree men exiting the tomb. The implication

is clear: the third person is the one who had lbegied, Jesus. The two angelic escorts support

" Some have attempted to identify the two heaveaigds as Moses and Elijah, or the
archangels Gabriel and Michael. See the summavaganayFvangile de Pierre294. GP is
not consistent with the language it uses for therés from heaven, which are best understood as
angels both in the present instance and in thessulesit empty tomb scene. The two who appear
in GP 9:36-10:42 are identified &8dpes (9:36; 10:39). The lone figure who descends @ th
later empty tomb account is called bothcafipcomos (11:44) and a&caviokos (13:55). In Mark
16:5 the figure is identified asvaoviokos. In Matt 28:2 the heavenly being is an/theyelos
Kuplou.

8 It is uncertain whether we should follow Brownnclusion: “Mark, Luke, and
perhaps John imply that the angel(s) who appeat tihé tomb” performed this add¢ath of the
Messiah 2:1274 n. 78).
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the risen one as they come out of the sepulchdraamoss follows theth.All three are
enormously tall, as the heads of the heavenly lsai@ach to the skies and that of Jesus exceeds
them?

While the words of the earlier heavenly voice in @85 are not specified, the one in GP
10:41 asks, “Have you preached to those who sle@puEas Tols koluwpévols;). The cross
replies in the affirmative. A vaguely similar sees found in Matt 27:52-53:

The tomps also were opened, and many bodies sfihés who had fallen asleepigv

Kekolumuevawv) were raised. After his resurrection they cameobthe tombs and

entered the holy city and appeared to many.

Aside from referring to saints who have passed atteye is little in common between the two
episodes! In GP, Jesus preaches to those asleep durinignéaefter his burial on Friday. In
Matthew, Jesus does not preach to them; in faasetiivho are asleep are raised before the burial
of Jesus on Friday. The similarities are too remotindicate dependence or even a common
source, in my estimation.

Upon witnessing the talking cross and the thrgeréis leaving the tomb, those who had
been guarding the site decide to go to Pilateltdite what they have witnessed, but before they
can do so, yet another incredible occurrence tpke®. The heavens open again, and a man
descends and enters the sepulcher (GP 1¥:4hen those at the grave see this they rush to

Pilate and report everything, saying to the govertio truth he was the Son of GoddXnfcs

vios fv Beol) (GP 11:45). This confession is identical to éixelamation of the Roman

° On similar symbolic functions of the cross in gaChristian texts, see MarByangile
de Pierre 188-89; Crossargross That Spok&81-88.

19 Other examples of heavenly figures of great sizeairly Christian literature appear in
Rev 10:1-2; HermSim 9.6; 9.12.

! Crossan (Cross That Spoke, 391) notes that the EHentification of the “fallen
asleep” appears in Justdial. 72; Irenaeudilaer. 3.20.4; 4.22.1; 4.33.1; 4.33.12; 5.31.1; and
Epid. 78.

12 GP thus includes both the two figures of Luke dokn, and the one figure of Matthew
and Mark. SweteAkhmim Fragmen®0) remarks that in thRiatessaronTatian also
incorporates both incidents, but places them irrélrerse order from what is in GP.
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centurion and those with him at the crucifixiorMiatthew: aAn6cds vios fv Beou (Matt

27:54) The titlevios Beou is common in GP (3:6, 9; 11:45, 46). Howeverhbabrds are
articular in the other three occurrences of the@&sgion: 3:6, 9; 11:46. The fact that it is
anarthrous only here in GP 11:45 might be an indicahat it is dependent on Matthew in this
particular instanc&. It is possible that the writer of GP has transférthe Matthean saying from
the crucifixion scene to the present one becaussttiiement is associated with a Roman
centurion and no such figure is at GP’s crucifixiddut since one is now present, he puts the
statement on the lips of this centuridnBoth Jewish authorities and Roman soldiers aengm
those who have come to the governor. In contea&R, the guard in Matthew reports to the
chief priests, rather than to Pilate, after segihgt happens at the tomb (Matt 28:11).

In the extra-canonical account, Pilate hears tindsehave come from the tomb
declaring Jesus to be the Son of God, and he rdsgmnproclaiming his own innocence: “I am
clean from the blood of the Son of God; but youeheoncluded this” (GP 11:46). As | argued
above in Chapter Two, this is a relocation of thefgssion Pilate makes in Matthew when he is
seemingly forced to condemn Jesus to death: “Iramadent of this man’s blood; see to it
yourselves” (Matt 27:24% The Petrine evangelist has moved the sayinglafe?GP 11:46),
just as he has done with the proclamation of JasuSon of God.” He has taken sayings from

two entirely different scenes in Matthew, only tombine them in the same scene in his own

13 At the Markan crucifixion the centurion alone malesimilar expressionAndcds
oUTos o avBpwos uios Beol fv (Mark 15:39).

4 Crossan, on the other hand, presumes that “th@mnithkes no particular distinction
between the arthrous and anarthrous use of tee3itin of God™ Cross That Spok&9).

5 1n Crossan’s reconstruction, GP 11:45 reflectanst primitive tradition of the
confession of the centurion. Mark, using @mss Gospehs a source, relocates it from the
resurrection to the crucifixion, and Matt 27:54 &perfect combination of both his sources” (i.e.,
the Cross Gospel and Marlgross That Spoke&49).

16 Another Matthean saying may also lie behind tisepart of GP 11:46. The inclusion
of “but you have concluded thisti{iv 8¢ TouTo £8ofev) in GP 11:46 echoes the question from
the high priest to his fellow Jews concerning te of Jesus in Matt 26:66t U1V Sokel;
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gospel. This is not unlike what he does by merdfiregleg-breaking from John with the penitent
crucified from Luke (GP 4:13-14.

After Pilate’s self-defensive reply, those predery him to command the guard to say
nothing of what they have seen (GP 11:47). Thisiest must come from the Jewish authorities,
who then state that it would be better for therbéauilty of the greatest sin before God than to
be stoned by the Jewish people (GP 11:48). Rilatets their wish and orders the centurion and
soldiers to say nothing (GP 11:49). In the Matthst@ry, the chief priests meet with the elders
and devise a plan to bribe the soldiers and insthan to say that the disciples came during the
night and stole the body while they slept. Theidkwuthorities give reassurances to the guard
that if Pilate should hear of their failure, noubde will find them (Matt 28:12-14). Money is

exchanged and the soldiers do as they are told @3415).

GP 9:35-11:49: REIMAGINING THE RESURRECTION

Frangois Bovon has made the following summary remabout the portion of GP
currently under review:
It is the sole resurrection narrative that haseadiown to us with any pretense to
objectivity. For the first time, the resurrectibself is recounted (the canonical Gospels
only tell two results of the resurrection, in thepty tomb and the later appearances), and
the witnesses to this resurrection are not Jessaiples, but the guards who stand watch
about the tomp®
What Bovon has encapsulated in two sentencesnhltplaxamine in detail in the remainder of
this chapter. The synoptic analysis above shoegiémeral lack of direct parallels between GP
9:35-11:49 and the NT gospels. Because of thispmsent discussion will focus upon the

unique features of GP. How has its author rewrittee story of Jesus’ resurrection, a story that

each previous evangelist has already told in his omique manner? My treatment will be

" See Chapter Two above.

18 Bovon, The Last Days of Jes(sans. Kristin Hennessy; 2d ed.; Louisville:
Westminster John Knox, 2006), 17.
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divided into three broad categories: the descmiptibthe resurrection itself, the references to
seeing and hearing, and the characteristics dfr8tevitnesses of the resurrection. Together,

these three components reflect the unique natutteeaesurrection story in GP.

(a) Describing the Resurrection

None of the NT gospels describes the actual restion of Jesus. It is merely inferred to
varying degrees in each of the accounts. The tast important demonstrations of the
resurrection in these stories are the empty tonoktfaa post-mortem appearances of JéSus.
Mark is explicit in stating that Jesus’ body islanger in the tomb when the women arrive on
Sunday morning (Mark 16:4-6). When it comes toegppnces of the risen Jesus, Mark
apparently knows of such stories but does not dethem (Mark 14:28:; 16:79. In this gospel
nobody sees Jesus after his burial.

In the other three NT gospels, both the empty tambappearances are narrated.
Matthew follows Mark’s empty tomb account by havangangelic messenger tell the women

that the tomb is empty (Matt 28:6). But where Markls his gospel before Jesus appears to

19 Other signs of the resurrection include the angalicouncement of the event (Matt
28:6-7; Mark 16:6), the testimony of the discipleske 24:34), the statement of an evangelist
(John 20:9), and possibly the raising of the sdnats their tombs (Matt 27:52-53).

' This is the case if Mark 16:8 is the original emto the gospel. Perhaps the ending
has been lost, in which case Mark may have inclegdohany stories (cf. Mark 14:28; 16:7). On
the question of Mark’s ending, see the summariéxau L. DanoveThe End of Mark’s Story: A
Methodological StudyBibint 3; Leiden: Brill, 1993), 119-31; Michael Wolmes, “To Be
Continued ... The Many Endings of the Gospel of MaBRev17, no. 4 (August 2001): 12-23,
48-50.

2L A chart summarizing the various details of the gntpmb story in each of the NT
gospels is provided in Pheme PerkiRssurrection: New Testament Witness and Contemyporar
Reflection(Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1984), 91-93. Aailed study of the tradition history
of the appearance stories is found in John E. AlEbp Post-Resurrection Appearance Stories of
the Gospel Tradition: A History-of-Tradition Analgswith Text-Synopsi€TM A5; Stuttgart:
Calwer, 1975).
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anyone, Matthew includes two appearances of Jestst-tef the women and then to the male
disciples (Matt 28:9-10, 16-20).

Luke includes a variation of the Markan empty tostdry, as the women discover that
Jesus’ body is no longer in the grave (Luke 2423, TThe Third Gospel also has multiple
appearances of Jesus, though they differ fronwvtbdart Matthew. While walking to the village
of Emmaus, two disciples encounter Jesus (Luke3232). A separate appearance to Peter is
then inferred in Luke 24:34. After this, Jesusaen yet again by the disciples and others in
Jerusalem (Luke 24:36-53).

The Fourth Evangelist, like the synoptic authaefistof the initial arrival at the tomb on
Sunday morning by Mary Magdalene, who rushes tdtelnews to Peter and the beloved
disciple (John 20:1-2). The two men then run whbrial site and confirm that the body of Jesus
is no longer there (John 20:3-10). In the Fourtisii&l, Jesus first appears to Mary Magdalene
(John 20:14-17), then on two occasions to thoggsohner circle of twelve disciples (John
20:19-29)

The NT evangelists interpret the empty tomb ardaist-mortem sightings of Jesus as
indications that Jesus has been raised and, angaalthese writers, this is the only way to
account for these everfts.In Mark, the white-robed messenger in the tomidfioms this when
he states outright, “He has been raisetpon) (Mark 16:6). Matthew includes two statements
of the angel at the tomb verifying the resurrectitrHe has been raisedfyépbn) (Matt 28:6);
and 2) the subsequent instruction to the womealtthe disciples that “he has been raised from
the dead” {yepfn amo TV vekpdv) (Matt 28:7). In the Third Gospel the discipleaka the

resurrection proclamation “The Lord has risen imtigévtcs nyepdn o kupios) (Luke

2 John 21 is in all likelihood a later addendumtte gospel. For this reason, | will not
be including it in my discussion of John's resuti@t narrative.

2 Of course there are also predictions that Jesiiseviaised, which occur at earlier
points in the Synoptics (i.e., Matt 16:21; 17:22-23:18-19; Mark 8:31; 9:31; 10:33-34; 14:28;
Luke 9:22; 18:32-33). Presently, | address onbgéhstatements after Jesus’ death that confirm
he has been raised.
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24:34)** The Fourth Evangelist indicates that a resumadtias occurred through his statement
that the Scriptures teach that Jesus “must rise fhe dead”§¢1 aiTov £k VEkPOV GvacTHVOL)
(John 20:9).

It should be noticed that in the NT gospels tisuinection is expressed through some
combination of the empty tomb, post-mortem appeagsnand at least one statement from
reliable individuals that it is proper to conclutiat Jesus has been raised from the dead. But
there is no description of the resurrection ité&lHow did it happen? Was anyone at the burial
site when it took place? What did it look likeheBe types of questions are not answered by
Mark, Luke, or John, and are only indirectly addezsby Matthew.

In marked contrast, GP goes into great detaikjpicting exactly what the resurrection
looked like. GP contains an image of what the N$pgls leave unstated. There are still the
empty tomb and later appearances in GP 12:50-14@0no interpretation is required to lead to
the understanding that a resurrection has takexe ptance the Petrine evangelist goes into great
detail describing the event.

This narration of the resurrection is centere@m9:37-10:42, where numerous details

are given. The stone moves, two men enter the tambthree emerge, followed by a crgsé\

|t is possible that previously, in Luke 24:5, ta@® men at the tomb make a
proclamation very similar to their counterpartdatthew and Mark, but there is a text-critical
question there. Many manuscripts include thetestantouk eéoTiv c38¢, aAAa fyépbn (“He is
not here, but has risen”). Despite the UBS conaaittssigning a {B} rating to this reading, to
signify that it is likely original, th&irsv translators exclude it from their translation.otiginal,
this would be another resurrection statement inreLuRn the text-critical issue in this verse, see
Metzger,Textual Commentaryi57.

> Some might argue that Matt 28:2-3 does give anwtoof the resurrection. Even if
this is conceded, it is still true that no one obss the resurrection in this gospel. Matthew is
nearest to GP in the move to describe what hapgitethe raising of Jesus, but it does not come
close to the noncanonical account in terms of galer details.

% The two are “supportingUropfocs) Jesus. Swetdkhmim Fragmentl8) notes that
this word is very rarePGL (s.v., 1453) lists three appearances of it inye@Hristian literature:
Acts Thom37; Gregory of NyssaMart. 1.1; Macarius Magnesjom 16.6. None of these uses
appears in relation to Jesus’ resurrection. BDA®.(1040) lists GP 10:39 as the only instance
of it in early Christian texts.
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voice from heaven asks, “Have you preached to thesleep?” gknpuEas Tols

kolpwpévols;) (GP 10:41F" No reply comes directly from Jesus. Insteadctioss responds on
his behalf by confirming that Jesus has indeedghes to those who sleép.This is a further
development in Christian reflection on the workleSus during the time between his burial and
resurrection. The question “What did Jesus do eetwFriday evening and Sunday morning?” is
answered.

Where the NT gospels leave readers ponderingoiefc nature of the resurrection
itself, GP provides a description of the occasiblo. longer are such things left to the
imagination; the retelling of the story has filledwhat was previously left unstated. There is no
need to infer that Jesus has been raised fromeidie simply on the basis of an empty tomb, an

appearance, or the testimony of someone. Mereecinées are replaced by vivid descriptions.

(b) Seeing and Hearing

Although the inclusion of an account of the acteasurrection would seem to diminish
the need for testimony to support the Christiamtiiat Jesus had been raised, GP still places a
strong emphasis on witness language. It is ndicgrit merely to state what occurred; the writer

of our gospel makes it clear that people see aadweat is transpiring. Dependence on the

" The singulagxnpuEas indicates that the question is directed only gudeand not to
those accompanying him.

% The notion of Jesus preaching to the dead is ufseofound elsewhere in early
Christian literature. The earliest such examplag be those in 1 Pet 3:18-20; 4:6. The
interpretive issues surrounding these two passaigefeter are complex and will not be
resolved here. For a summary of the history @frjprietation and the maze of questions
surrounding these verses and the idea of Jesushimgao the dead, see William J. Dalton,
Christ’'s Proclamation to the Spirits: A Study oPéter 3:18-4:6(AnBib 23; Rome: Pontifical
Biblical Institute, 1965); Harold W. Attridge, “Lérating Death’s Captives: Reconsideration of
an Early Christian Myth,” irGnosticism and the Early Christian World: In HorafrJames M.
Robinsoned. James E. Goehring et &lgrFasc2; Sonoma, Calif.: Polebridge, 1990), 103-15;
Rémi GounellelLa descenteu Christ aux enfers: Institutionnalisation d'une camge(SerAnt
162; Paris: Institut d'Etudes Augustiniennes, 20@gher relevant early Christian texts on the
descent into Hades are Eph 4:8-10; iagn 9:2; JustinDial. 72; Irenaeudiaer. 3.20.4;
4.22.1; 4.33.1; 4.33.12; 5.31.3ib. Or.1:376-382; 8:310-31Qdes Sol17:9-16; 22:1-10; 42:3-
20; Ascen. Isa4:21; 9:7-18.
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testimony of witnesses to the resurrection is aadaristic of early Christianity, one that can be
seen in the earliest text to discuss the occasiamy detail (1 Cor 15¥.

The greatest attention in the area of witnessesrdegheir “seeing” those things that
accompany the resurrection and, more importandlyirty visionary experiences of the risen
Jesus. The most common verb for vision in Matt\2&ck 16, Luke 24, and John 20&50@,
and the NT gospels exhibit an increasing intereseking the signs of the resurrectidn.

The focus on “seeing” the resurrection is even nppomounced in GP than in the
canonical stories. This is all the more notewoktlnen we remember that the Akhmim text of
GP ends before Jesus begins appearing to his faigowAs the following analysis will suggest, it
is probable that the now lost conclusion to thepgbbad many more references to seeing the
risen Jesus.

The verbopae is a favorite of the Petrine evangelist. It appéhirteen times in the
extant portion of the gospel, and at least ninth@$e occurrences relate directly to withessing the
resurrectiori’ The first occasion is when the guards see thedmssopen and two men descend
and come to the tomb (GP 9:36). Second, the gsldex the stone roll from the tomb and the

two men enter it (GP 10:38). The third usepécw occurs when the soldiers tell the centurion

% The literature on 1 Cor 15 is voluminous. Foewew of the various positions that
have been staked out on the nature of these amoesarasee Thiseltofjrst Epistle to the
Corinthians 1197-1203.

%9 Mark 16 includes only two uses @fac, though neither is of an actual vision of the
risen Jesus. In Mark 16:5 the women see a youmgimine tomb, and in Mark 16:7 the young
man tells the women that they will see the risesuse There is also one useébabpew at Mark
16:4. Matthew 28 has four usesapico (vv. 6, 7, 10, 17), and one @dwpew (v. 1). Luke 24
has five occurrences opacw (. 23, 24, 34, 39 [2X]), two dfecopec (vv. 37, 39), and one of
BAema (v. 12). The resurrection narrative of the latesgpel, John 20, places the greatest
emphasis on seeing, with eight uses@c (vv. 8, 18, 20, 25 [2X], 27, 29 [2X]), three of
Becopewo (W. 6, 12, 14), and two @Aeme (w. 1, 5).

31 A tenth use of the verb that is related to themestion occurs in GP 9:34, where the
crowd from Jerusalem comes out to see the sealal tdhis detail, as | argued in Chapter Four
above, is also apologetic in that it serves ahéurproof of the security of the burial site. The
three uses obpaco that are unrelated to the resurrection occur irB@B; 12:52, 54.
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and elders “what thelyad seeth(GP 10:39). As they are relating their experentey see

“three men coming out of the tomb, and two of thempporting one, and a cross following them,

and the head of the two reaching to heaven, btibftthe one who was led by them overpassing

the heavens” (GP 10:39-40). These first four imséa form a recurrence of includiagoc with

everything that has happened thus far in the restion scene: the heavens open, two men come

down, and the guards see it; the stone rolls athaymen enter, and the guards see it; the soldiers

then relay all that they have seen and, as thegl@ng so, they see three figures emerge from the

tomb. That there is an attempt to emphasize theegsing of all these occurrences is obvious.
After Jesus rises, the heavens open again andkarlan descends in order to enter the

grave (GP 11:44). As we might expect, this is irdiately followed by the notice that “those

who were with the centuriosawthis” (GP 11:45). This leads to the witnessewigiing our

sixth example when they rush to Pilate in ordeefmort “everything that thelyad seeh(GP

11:45)* This statement is noteworthy insofar as it heslevant parallel in Matthew. When the

guards in Matthew report to the chief priests, ttadly/‘everything that had happened” (Matt

28:11). The two complete phrases are as follows:

ATMYYEIAGV TOIS GPXIEPEUCIV ATAVTH TO YEVOUEVK
[They] told the high priests everything that hagpened. (Matt 28:11)

eEnynoavTo TAVTA ATrEP E180V
They reported everything that they had seen. (G#&5)

%2 The two terms used to characterize the guardstiegdo Pilate aréppoaviCe (GP
11:43) and€nyeouat (GP 11:45). Swetedkhmim Fragmen0) definesudovifw here as “to
make an official report.” BDAG (s.vfidavilw,” 325-26) defines it as “to convey a formal
report about a judicial matter, present evidendeglcharges” and includes GP 11:43 under this
meaning. For comparable uses of this verb, see Z&15, 22; 24:1; 25:2, 15. Similarly, BDAG
(s.v. “eEnyeouan,” 349) classifies the use énysopoat in GP 11:45 under the definition, “to
relate in detall, tell, report, describe.” OtheF Bixamples are in Luke 24:35; Acts 10:8; 15:12,
14; 21:19. The connotation in GP is that thosentipg to Pilate carefully relate all the minutiae
of their experience at the burial site. Matthewtlwe other hand, uses the more general
amayyeMe for the guards’ report to Pilate (Matt 28:11). $tems far less concerned with the
details. Therefore, there is a discernible diffieeebetween the two gospels in the nature of the
account given to Pilate, and GP is better suitexzkbtoe apologetic interests.
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Where Matthew is content to say that they tell wiegipened, the author of GP specifies that
they report what they themselves haeen Matthew gives the impression that the guardeato
see anything after they quake and become as deadpoa seeing the angel descend and roll
back the stone (Matt 28:2-4). Therefore, we aiedain as to precisely what is included in their
relaying “everything that happened” (Matt 28:1Whether they ever see Jesus is uncertain, and
Matthew appears reticent to say that they did wggranything at the tomb after Matt 28:4. On
the other hand, GP could not be any clearer idagcription of what the soldiers have seen.
Because of this, the reader knows what they amrtiag in GP 11:45 when they inform Pilate of
“everything that they had seen.”

Those who come to Pilate beg him “to command #@muwrion and the soldiers to say
nothing of the things theyad seeh(GP 11:47), and this serves as the seventh iostafopaco.
This request that the soldiers say “nothing” of ithay have seen stands in stark contrast to the
“everything” they have witnessed in GP 11:45. Ha Matthean parallel, the priests make no
reference to what the guard has seen (Matt 28:)2-15

Though they fall outside the main portion of GPrently under review (GP 9:35-11:49),
the final two uses abpaco are directly related to witnessing the resurrectisvhen the women
discover the empty grave on Sunday morning, théyess “a young man sitting in the middle of
the tomb, beautiful and clothed with a brightlyrshg robe” (GP 13:55) Lastly, the messenger
in the tomb invites the women tgéethe place where he lay” (GP 13:56), a line thaddia
parallel in Matt 28:6° The recurrence afpac throughout the resurrection scene (GP 9:35-
11:42), the report to Pilate (GP 11:43-49), andwbenen’s visit to the empty tomb (GP 12:50-

57) suggests that it has been deliberately chogeubauthor and has not simply been inherited

% This is one of the few places where GP is closebtark. As the women enter the
tomb in Mark 16:5, they see “a young man, dressedwhite robe, sitting on the right side.” 1
will address this further in Chapter Six below.

3 GP 13:5618¢Te Tov TOTOV £va £kelTo; Matt 28:6:18Te TOV TOTOV OTTOU EKELTO.
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from source material. This choice, | contend, wagivated by the desire to emphasize that
many individuals saw the events at the resurrection

As important as “seeing” is in GP, it is also v&let to note that the author twice refers to
those at the tombearingthe things of which they are witnesses. They Heawoice from
heaven that asks Jesus if he has preached towthasgleep, and they also hear the reply from the
cross (GP 10:41-42). Just as the Petrine evahf@lswvs each visible detail from the
resurrection with a reference to its having be@msso he also includes mention of hearing the
audible phenomerta. Unlike the NT gospels, which do not refer to tigaring of anything in
their respective resurrection accounts, GP probiablydes this detail because it reinforces the

claim that the witnesses perceived what was tagdage®®

(c) The Characteristics of the First Witnesses

Having reviewed the frequent references to settiegesurrection and hearing the events
accompanying it, we can recognize the promineneetoesses in this gospel. | have not yet
addressed are the differences between the firsesses of the resurrection in the NT gospels and
those in GP. What again should be rememberedisaR 9:35-11:49 is one large block of
material that does not find a direct parallel inrkjd.uke, or John, and is present in Matthew
only in fragmentary form. So, for example, eveiythin GP 9:35-11:49 takes place between
Mark 16:1 and Mark 16:2, or between Luke 23:56 lankke 24:1, or between John 19:42 and
John 20:1. Itis only beginning with GP 12:50 that find direct parallels in Mark 16:2; Luke
24:1; and John 20:1.

In particular, | want to address three differenoesveen the characteristics of the first

witnesses in the canonical gospels and those inlEAends vs. enemies; 2) women vs. men;

% An exception to this is that there is no referetockearing the voice of GP 9:35.

% A potential instance of hearing appears in MatL.28but this is not related to the
resurrection itself. It concerns the chance thlaté®’might “hear” of the plot between the guard
and the Jewish leaders.
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and 3) doubt vs. certainty. These shifts havequmadl effects. Collectively, these three traits

result in a different foundation on which apologetrguments for the resurrection can be built.

(i) Friends in the NT Gospels, Enemies in GP

In all four NT accounts the first witnesses of thiéial sign of the resurrection—the
empty tomb—are followers of Jesus. Mark identittes first visitors as Mary Magdalene, Mary
the mother of James, and Salome (Mark 18:Barlier in Mark these same three people are
present at the crucifixion, and Mark adds the contriteere that they “used to follow him and
provided for him when he was in Galilee” (Mark 1%:41). Mary Magdalene and Mary the
mother of Joses are also present at the buriademavhere Jesus’ body is laid (Mark 15:47), an
indication that they will know where to go on tleurn visit. On Sunday morning, the three
individuals enter the tomb and a white-robed yomnagn announces to them that Jesus is not there
because he has risen, and that they should duigadisciples that Jesus will appear to them in
Galilee (Mark 16:5-7).

Luke tells a similar story, referring to the fikgsitors to the empty tomb as “the women
who had come with him from Galilee” (Luke 23:53)he Third Evangelist later identifies them
as “Mary Magdalene, Joanna, Mary the mother of 3amred the other women with them” (Luke
24:10). Mary Magdalene and Joanna are named atherfgllowers of Jesus earlier, in Luke
8:1-3. As in Mark, these are clearly friends cfuke When they find the tomb empty, they are
informed by two men that Jesus has risen and isheo¢ (Luke 24:2-6).

The Fourth Gospel identifies Mary Magdalene aditisevisitor to the empty tomb (John

20:1). In the Johannine crucifixion scene she apamies the mother of Jesus and the aunt of

37| am following theNrsv in identifying the second individual as “Mary thether of
James.” The Greek Mopia 1’ lakedBou, which could be taken to mean either the mothée, w
or daughter of James. The same issue is prestfarin15:40, 47; Luke 24:10. See the
treatment of this by Vincent TaylofFle Gospel according to St. Mark: The Greek Tettt wi
Introduction, Notes, and Indexf&l ed.; London: Macmillan, 1966], 598, 602-3),onhcludes a
discussion of the manifold textual variants.
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Jesus at the cross (John 19:25). Again, there doabt that, as in Mark and Luke, Mary
Magdalene is a friend or follower of Jesus.

The question of the first witnesses in Matthew @encomplex. Initially, it may appear
as though the guards have this role. Howevemseclexamination of Matthew shows that while
the soldiers see the descent of the heavenly ngesisand the rolling back of the stone, they do
not receive the angelic message of the resurregtiam to the women in Matt 28:53%.At most,
then, the guards in Matthew may be witnesses oiriom of the resurrection events, but they do
not receive the full experience as the followerdadus do. Matthew identifies them as “Mary
Magdalene and the other Mary” (Matt 28:1), andrtB&tus as followers of Jesus is established
by their earlier presence at the crucifixion anddyMatt 27:55, 61). In Matthew the friends of
Jesus see and experience more than the guardse Brd@me the central withesses to the
resurrection in this gospel.

Since nobody sees the actual resurrection in atlyedfour NT gospels, the first to see
evidence of it are those who find the tomb empty this role belongs to friends and followers
of Jesus. They are witnesses of the first sighdsus has been raised. This is not the case in
our extra-canonical gospel. That role belongftosoldiers, the centurion, and the Jewish elders,
all of whom are understood to be enemies of J&SBs(35-11:49). It is these individuals who
twice see the heavens open, revealing one or twoadinessengers descending to the burial site.
They watch as the stone rolls away from the engaot¢he tomb. The very enemies of Jesus
witness his departure from the grave as he isyetidangelic figures. They hear the voice from
heaven and the reply from the cross. None ofdlewers of Jesus is included in the withessing

of anything that happens in GP 9:35-11:49; thik tedongs solely to his opponents, the ones

% | am in agreement with Hagneviétthew 14-28870) when he writes, “The angel [in
Matthew] has not opened the tomb so that Jesuscorag out. No one, indeed, saw Jesus come
out of the tomb.” The angel rolls back the stooé¢hsit the women might see that the tomb is
empty. The Matthean guards witness only the angelscent and the removal of the stone.
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who would wish to prevent the resurrection if tiney their way. The ones responsible for taking

Jesus' life see him return from the dead.

(i) Women in the NT Gospels, Men in GP

The preceding discussion may serve as supporiéoclaim that women are the first
witnesses to the empty tomb in the four NT accatintdoreover, it is the testimony of these
women that is supposed to convince the male disiplat Jesus has been rai€eth all four
NT gospels, either the women are told to send wwtbe male disciples about what has taken
place (Matt 28:7-8; Mark 16:7), or they do so dditrown accord (Luke 24:8-9; John 20:2). Of
the three gospels that include appearance stoned)ave Jesus appear first to women (Matt
28:9-10; John 20:14-17). The primacy of womenrhasé who first see the evidence for the

resurrection in the NT accounts is undeniable.

%9 Some have suggested that all of the NT evangaligtmpt to downplay the role of
women as the first witnesses. So while the womerewot eliminated from the stories—likely
because their involvement was well known in eaftyi§€tian communities—it is claimed by
some that the gospel writers had no desire to esmhéheir status as witnesses. See, for
example, Setzer, “Excellent Women: Female Witnessése ResurrectionJBL 116 (1997):
259-72. For a completely different perspectivey&dam (Gospel Women: Studies of the
Named Women in the GospfBrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002], 295-304) has drthed the
women are included in the NT accounts becausetagd as apostolic eyewitness guarantors of
the traditions about Jesus, especially his restioret and “their witness ... implies that it can
never have been regarded as superseded or unimp@Ra5) by the NT writers. Curiously, in
the later development of his thesis regarding etlymss testimony in the gospels, Bauckham
(Jesus and the Eyewitnessdses not include the women'’s roles in the restine accounts in
his discussion.

““To go back even further in the NT stories, the womlso attend the burial and thus
serve as witnesses of that occasion in each @yheptics (Matt 27:61; Mark 15:47; Luke
23:55). This anticipates their later role as atesmof Jesus’ body. Moreover, if the burial story
is pre-Markan, the Second Evangelist's comment &mikV15:47 that the women “saw where the
body was laid” might be an apologetic reactionti® ¢laim that they went to the wrong tomb on
Sunday morning. BrowrDath of the Messial2:1016) provides a table summarizing which
women are present at the crucifixion, burial, amgy tomb in each of the four NT gospels.
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Turning to GP, Setzer has claimed that its auteees to suppress the women'’s role in
the drama even more than the canonical Gosﬁ]elm”her estimation, GP “is a more extreme
example of the same discomfort that surfaced irctm®nical Gospels over the crucial role of the
women as resurrection witness&s.0n these points, | am in general agreement. vildraen are
not present either at the burial or, more impolyaiais the first withesses of the resurrection.
Joseph alone buries Jesus in his own tomb afteletive hand over the body (GP 6:23-24).
Unlike the Synoptic Gospels, where women are sigedf named as being present at the burial,
GP makes no reference to them in this context.

Even in the later empty tomb scene, the testimdnlyeowomen is not nearly as central
in GP as it is in the NT parallel3. The empty tomb story of GP 12:50-57 is utterlti-atimactic
because of its placement after the epiphany. Whher&T gospels have not yet indicated that
Jesus has risen when the women come to visit, GRlhsady given a detailed account of what
has caused the tomb to be empty.

Furthermore, in GP the women are no longer theaesiipposed messengers to the male

disciples. Mary Magdalene and “her friends” siltive at the tomb on Sunday morning and find

*1 Setzer, “Excellent Women,” 269-70. She goes &rrth speculating that behind GP
“may be a Jewish complaint that this group, theistians, defines itself on the basis of a tall tale
reported by an unreliable woman” (ibid., 270). d&s on women in GP are found in Ann
Graham Brock, “Peter, Paul, and Mary: CanonicaNan-Canonical Portrayals of Apostolic
Witnesses,'SBL Seminar Papers, 1999BLSP 38; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literatyre
1999), 173-202; Erika MohrMaria Magdalena: Frauenbilder in EvangelientextezsdL. bis 3.
JahrhundertdMTSt 63; Marburg: Elwert, 2000), 71-89; Josephh&yden, “Silent Witnesses:
Mary Magdalene and the Women at the Tomb in thep€lad Peter,” irResurrection in the New
Testament: Festschrift J. Lambreght. R. Bieringer, V. Koperski, and B. Lataire; BE165;
Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2002), 457-82.raM@vangile de Pierre198-200) concludes
that the women are portrayed positively in GP. iy, Mohri (Maria Magdalena 89) finds
the depiction of the women to be “thoroughly pesti In contrast, Brock (“Peter, Paul, and
Mary,” 199) and Verheyden (“Silent Witnesses,” 488-are in agreement with the judgment of
Setzer that the role of women is minimized in GR ttegree beyond what we find in the NT
gospels.

42 Setzer, “Excellent Women,” 270.
“3Some of my discussion in the remainder of this tdvapill address material from the

final portion of GP (12:50-14:60) that pertaingégurrection, while in Chapter Six | will be
discussing issues other than resurrection.
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a young man inside who tells them that Jesus bas &nd is no longer there, a scene with strong
parallels in the NT gospels (GP 12:50-13:57; M&8ttl8; Mark 16:1-8; Luke 24:1-9; John 20:1,
11-13). Butin GP the young man at the tomb da¢seatl the women to inform the disciples that
Jesus has risen, as in Matthew and Mark, nor davtimen take it upon themselves to apprise the
male followers of what has happened, such as oatlinske and John. There is no contact
between female and male disciples in GP. Theaflke women as intermediaries who carry the
news of the empty tomb is absent from this gospsharp difference from the NT texts. GP
represents a sizable shift from female to maleesites, though the presence of women in the
tradition is firmly fixed to the point that theyeanot entirely removed from the resurrection

account.

(iii) Doubt in the NT Gospels, Certainty in GP

In the NT gospels there is some degree of skeptiaisout the nature and reality of the
resurrection. When the male disciples in Matthimally see the risen Jesus, some (all?) doubt
(Matt 28:17). Being fearful, the Markan women ffeem the tomb, trembling in amazement and
saying nothing to anyone (Mark 16:8). In Luke thale disciples refuse to believe the testimony
of the women, thinking it to be a fanciful tale {eu24:11). Later, when Jesus appears among the
disciples, they think him to be a ghost and Jeshskes them for having such doubts (Luke
24:37-38). Even after Jesus shows them his hamtifeat, the disciples are unconvinced that he
has risen (Luke 24:41).

The witnesses in the Fourth Gospel are not imnbaeubt, either. Neither of the two
effects of the resurrection—the empty tomb and aggreces—initially convinces Mary
Magdalene that Jesus has risen. Her interpretafithe empty tomb is that someone has moved
the body to an unknown location (John 20:13), drelssipposes Jesus to be the gardener when he
appears to her (John 20:14-15). No more famousesof resurrection doubt can be found than

the one in John 20:24-29. Thomas, who is not ptesken Jesus first appears to the disciples,
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tells the others that he will not believe that 3esas been raised unless he sees for himself the
crucifixion marks on the body of Jesus. His wislgianted eight days later.

When we turn to the resurrection witnesses inv&Pdetect no such doubts about what
has happened. While there is some level of distupsn seeing this amazing spectacle, the
unease of the witnesses is the result of theirgmition that Jesus has been raised (GP 11:45).
None of those at the burial site who see Jesus cainef the tomb doubts what they are
observing. During their report to Pilate they #ireologically keen enough to know that the
resurrection indicates that Jesus is the Son of (G&J11:45). It seems that the resurrection
functions primarily in GP as a way to bring outsglmto the movement. Such is the power of
the event.

The importance of the resurrection in GP may & indicated by the statement of the
Jews who report the occurrence to Pilate: “Fa kieétter for us to make ourselves guilty of the
greatest sin before God than to fall into the hasfdee people of the Jews and be stoned” (GP
11:48). Commentators have been puzzled by thisreamh Swete, following Harnack, supposes
that the author has forgotten that he began avittbéper (“it is better”) and instead meant to say
“to have incurred a grievous sin is enough, withming stoned beside&'"These scholars
understand “greatest sin” to be referring to tHinkj of Jesus. The Jews are lamenting their
murder of the Son of God.

Vaganay has offered a different solution to tmigmatic versé® The religious
authorities prefer to admit their crime rather tih@amisk their lives if the people ever were tortea
of the resurrection. If the Jewish people werbdar of the resurrection, and consequently the
true identity of Jesus as the Son of God, they deutely stone their leaders. This is the
motivation for begging that the Roman soldierssathing about what they have seen. The

significance of the resurrection is shown by thiergy desire that the people be kept from

** Swete Akhmim Fragmen®1.

**VaganayEvangile de Pierre313.
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knowledge of it. The “greatest sin” is more absuppressing news of the resurrection than
killing Jesus. To know that Jesus has been rassedknow that the Christian claims about him
are true, and in GP there is ho doubt about whetleeresurrection actually happened and what

its meaning is.

EARLY CHRISTIAN PARALLELS

Outside of Matthew, there are few parallels togbene in GP 9:35-11:49. Early
Christian texts frequently recount appearancelhefisen Jesus or dialogues between him and
the disciples in post-resurrection contéXtBut it is rare to find accounts of the actualasion
on which Jesus leaves the tomb. In this regardh&Hew siblings. There are, however, two
noteworthy parallels that | will briefly review rder to show the uniqueness of GP’s version
and its emphasis on witnessing Jesus rising frendéad. In addition, | will provide an example
of another second-century text that, although ésdaot have a direct correlation with the details
of GP, also reflects apologetic interests relatetthé resurrection and thereby serves as a point of
comparison with our gospel.

There is an intriguing parallel to GP 9:35-10:42hivi the textual tradition of Mark’s
gospel. Codex Bobbiensis'fitdating to the fourth/fifth century, is one o&tharliest Latin
manuscripts of the New Testament. Furthermoref orid&cs have concluded that it preserves an
even earlier textual tradition. Kurt and Barbatarml state that it “was copied from an exemplar
of the period before Cyprian and presents a textselGreek base is thought by some to be
traceable to the second centufy.1t testifies, then, to ideas that were likelycaiating a few

centuries prior. At Mark 16:4 of this manuscripe following appears:

6 A brief introduction to early Christian dialoguasdathe difficulties involved in
defining the genre are provided in Schneemelcliziglbgues of the Redeemer,” NTApoé
1:228-31.

47 Kurt Aland and Barbara Alan@he Text of the New Testament: An Introductioméo t
Critical Editions and to the Theory and PracticeMdbdern Textual Criticisnftrans. Erroll F.
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But suddenly at the third hour of the day thers darkness over the whole circle of the

earth, and angels descended from the heavenssdtited ord] was rising in the glory of

the living God, at the same time they ascended lith and immediately it was light.
This fascinating anomaly in the textual historyMdrk preserves an early attempt to describe the
resurrection and ascension.

A second parallel to the resurrection account Bfi§&sfound in thévlartyrdom and
Ascension of IsaiahAfter recounting the events from Jesus’ lifés tiext then tells of his death
and resurrection as revealed in the vision of lsaia

For Beliar harboured great wrath against Isaiabecause through him the coming forth

of the Beloved from the seventh heaven had bearated, ... and that the twelve who

were with him would be offended because of him, twedwatch of the guards of the
grave, and the descent of the angel of the chuhibhais in the heavens, whom he will
summon in the last days; and that the angel oHtblg Spirit and Michael, the chief of

the holy angels, would open his grave on the tiiérg, and that the Beloved, sitting on

their shoulders, will come forth and send out hislte disciples, and that they will teach

to all the nations and every tongue the resurneafdhe Beloved, and that those who
believe on his cross will be saved, and in his @sioa to the seventh heaven, whence he

came. Klart. Ascen. Isa3.13-18;NTApoé 2:608)

There are similarities between the details in plaissage, Codex Bobbiensis, and GP that call for
further examination. Divergent judgments have beade about the nature of the relationship
between these texts. According to Mara, Harnatknated that GP was the source of the story

in Codex Bobbiensi&. On the other hand, Crossan finds “no reasondsymne any direct

literary relationship” between the twd.

Rhodes; 2d ed.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989), ABhd and Aland do not identify any of
those who trace the exemplar to the second centdioyvever, E. A. Lowe is mentioned as an
advocate of this view in Bruce M. Metzger and BarEhrman,The Text of the New Testament:
Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restorati@ith ed.; New York: Oxford University Press,
2005), 102. Metzger and Ehrman echo the conclubiainthe text of Codex Bobbiensis agrees
very closely with the quotations of Cyprian (ibid$ee the summary of the features of this
manuscript in MetzgeiThe Early Versions of the New Testament: Their i@yigransmission
and Limitationg(Oxford: Clarendon, 1977), 315-16.

*8ET in MetzgerTextual Commentaryl02. See below for more on questions about the
certainty of this translation.

*9Mara,Evangile de Pierre181.

* CrossanCross That Spok&44.
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Vaganay surveys the parallels between GP ani#rgyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah
and concludes that “the alleged relation betweer\ftension of Isaiaand GP does not rest on
any reliable foundation>* Similarly, Swete and Crossan find no compelliegson to suppose
literary dependenc®. The majority of scholars have judged that the beglanation for the

similarities between GP, Codex Bobbiensis, andvheyrdom and Ascension of Isaighthat a

common tradition lies behind all of them, and GBvies the fullest versioti.

Crossan has created a chart summarizing the @larallthe three texts:

Literary Motifs GP 9:35-10:42 Mart. Ascen. Isa. Mark 16:4 in
3.16-17 Codex Bobbiensis
Heavenly Beings Two men Two angels Angels
Beings’ Actions Descend Descend
Open tomb
Enter tomb
Assist Jesus Assist(?) Jesus Accompany Jesus
[Ascend?] Ascend
Special Phenomena| Voice
Darkness Darkness
Brightness Brightness’

The identity of those who come to the tomb is netimt same in the three sources. The “men” of
GP are not described as mere humans; they are myessdrom heaven, that is, angels. In both
parallels, too, these figures are clearly iderdifis angels. Codex Bobbiensis does not specify

the number of angels, other than to say that tiseagplurality, though some have claimed that

®l vaganayEvangile de Pierrel84. | take him here to be claiming that theraa
literary dependence between the two texts. Notdwas his review of the common vocabulary
in GP andViart. Ascen. I1sa2.4-4.4 (ibid., 183). But this is insufficient poove literary
dependence in either direction and can be attribisteommon subject matter, as Vaganay
himself judges.

°2 Swete Akhmim Fragmenixxvii) mentions, without explanation, that “arzeexion
has been supposed to exist between the PetrineelGaap theAscension of Isaigtbut the
coincidence is one of ideas only and does not exiethe literary form.”

%3 CrossanCross That Spok®&44) states this unequivocally as his own conafus
Vaganay is less specific in outlining his own piosit other than to reject literary dependence.

> Adapted from Crossagross That Spok&45.
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two are indicated> In GP and thdlartyrdom and Ascension of Isai#here are two who come
from heaven. So the three stories agree in havuigple angels.

The actions of the heavenly visitors have similesiin the three versions as well, the
angelic escort of Jesus from the tomb to the hesaleing the most prominent feature in
common. As for the special phenomena, darknasgiged in GP by the reference to it being
“in the night” (GP 9:35). In sum, thdartyrdom and Ascension of Isai@hl6-17 gives the story
in abbreviated form, which is typical of what wadithroughout that entire portion of this text.
Codex Bobbiensis provides a slightly fuller accoamd GP presents the most elaborate version.

If these three accounts are indeed dependent ommnan tradition for the core of their
stories, then we have another example of the Retvangelist supplementing the NT accounts
with oral tradition or other legendary materialhigtime it involves an account of Jesus’
departure from the tomb, a story without paraltethie NT gospels.

Most significantly, when GP’s author retells thig, is careful to integrate his frequent
commentary that those at the tomb see and hearisvtzing place (GP 9:36; 10:38, 39-40, 41,
42). This element is absent from Codex BobbieaststheMartyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah
| grant that it is speculative to suggest this, Ilfind it very likely that the common traditiondim
which these three authors drew did not includeatgzkereferences to the witnessing of the
resurrection events by those at the grave. Inudgtent, while it is impossible to know a great
deal more about the source from which GP drewP#teine evangelist has added the elements of
seeing and hearing to his own version of the staiyis reflects his apologetic interest: to have
witnesses for every aspect of the resurrectiomabthere might be no doubt about its

occurrence.

% See the discussion in Metzg&extual Commentaryl01-2. Metzger remarks that in
“one or two places the text of the gloss does ppear to be sound, and various emendations
have been proposed” (ibid., 101). A possible ativa is to readiri duo (“two men”) forvivi
Dei (“living God”) in the clause “as [the Lord] wasimg in the glory of the living God.”
Metzger rejects this and other suggested emendati®unnecessary.
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Another second-century text that reflects a sinalaslogetic interest to that of GP is the
Epistula Apostolorum® Miiller classifies this work as “anti-gnostit’.”One way in which this
TendenZs manifested is in the attempt to demonstratdotuily nature of Jesus’ resurrection, a
theme that is most prominenthip. Apost9-12. Hills states that there are two types obpat
work in this section of the text: “proof of the m#y of the risen one, and proof of his
resurrection.® When Mary, the daughter of Martha, and Mary Magpla discover the empty
tomb, the story continues:

But as [the women] were mourning and weepingLthrel appeared to them and said to
them, “For whom are you weeping? Now do not weéam he whom you seek. But let
one of you go to your brothers and say, “ComeMhster has risen from the dead.
Martha came and told it to us. We said to her, &wo you want with us, O woman?

He who has died is buried, and could it be posddlaim to live?” We did not believe
her, that the Saviour had risen from the dead.nBfe went back to the Lord and said to
him, “None of them believed me that you are alivelé said, “Let another one of you go
to them saying this again to them.” Mary came t@hdi us again, and we did not believe
her. She returned to the Lord and she also tatdhim.

Then the Lord said to Mary and also to her sistéest us go to them.” And he came and
found us inside, veiled. He called us out. Butth@ight it was a ghost, and we did not
believe it was the Lord. Then he said to us, “Codeenot be afraid. | am your master
whom you, Peter, denied three times; and now dadgmy again?” But we went to him,
doubting in our hearts whether it was possibly iken he said to us, “Why do you still
doubt and are you not believing? | am he who spok®u concerning my flesh, my
death, and my resurrection. That you may knowithatl, put your finger, Peter, in the
nailprints of my hands; and you, Thomas, put yingdr in the spear-wounds of my side;
but you, Andrew, look at my feet and see if theyndbtouch the ground. For it is
written in the prophet, “The foot of a ghost orearebn does not join the ground.”

But we touched him that we might truly know whethe had risen in the flesh, and we
fell on our faces confessing our sin, that we heehbunbelieving. Then the Lord our
redeemer said, “Rise up, and | will reveal to ychaiis above heaven and what is in
heaven, and your rest that is in the kingdom of/aea For my Father has given me the

56 Introductory matters related to this text are samped in C. Detlef G. Mdller,
“Epistula Apostolorum,” ilfNTApoé 1:249-51. Numerous similarities between GP aed th
Epistula Apostolorunare cited in Julian V. HillsTradition and Composition in the Epistula
Apostolorum(exp. ed.; HTS 57; Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Usite Press, 2008), esp. 67-95.

" Miiller, “Epistula Apostolorum,” 1:251.

8 Hills, Tradition and Compositiqri70.
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power to take up you and those who believe in n{Ep. Apost10-12;NTApo@ 2:255-
56)°

Unlike GP, theEpistula Apostolorundoes not describe the emergence of Jesus from the
tomb. This resembles the NT gospels in havingibimen’s discovery of the empty tomb and an
appearance to them as the first signs of the restion. But where the two extra-canonical texts
do resonate with one another is in their emphasiseeing the risen Jesus, and this firsthand
witness serves to prove the reality of the bodisurrection. In th&pistula Apostolorumone
woman, Martha, first tells the male disciples thegus has risen, to which they respond with
disbelief. Next, Mary brings the news and receifiessame skeptical reaction from the men.
Jesus himself then accompanies the women on ttikvikit, and the disciples still do not believe
at first sight. Ever patient, Jesus instructs R@teomas, and Andrew to confirm that it is his
own flesh and that he is not a phantom. It is wihery finally touch him that they believe that he
has truly risen from the dead. It is thus not fyeseeing the risen Jesus that convinces the
disciples; they must actually touch him or, in tdase of Andrew, see that Jesus leaves footprints.
The entire story is one prolonged attempt to ptoath that it was Jesus in their presence and that
he really had been raised.

Demonstrating the resurrection is the goal of thih@rs of GP and thEpistula
Apostolorumand each pursues this by different means. Hyistula Apostolorunappears
concerned primarily with intra-Christian issuesrsas refuting non-bodily understandings of the
resurrection or confirming apostolic witnesses. | Agll argue in the final section of this chapter,
the Petrine evangelist is retelling the resurrecsimry with an eye toward extra-Christian

objections and criticisms; those outside of theistian movement have influenced him.

APOLOGETICSAND POLEMICSIN GP 9:35-11:49

¥ The text is extant in both Coptic and Ethiopicthmiariations between the two. | have
followed the Coptic ilNTApoé.
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Regardless of one’s judgment concerning the higtprdf the empty tomb and epiphany
stories in the NT, it cannot be denied that the&yraeant to function apologetically as
demonstrations of the resurrection. And in tune, tesurrection proves the uniquely exalted
status of Jesus, according to these writers. \8&g®to the empty tomb and appearances are
integral to authenticating the event. The earlissbf resurrection witnesses, 1 Cor 15:5-8, is
considered by most to be, at least in part, amngitéo prove the resurrecti6h.Similarly, the
NT gospels reserve a prized place for those whmdesr the empty tomb and see the risen Jesus.
Thus far in this chapter we have séenv GP retells the resurrection story—by describirgude
rising in the presence of witnesses, and by hatfiage first withesses be male enemies rather
than female friends of Jesus. We have also notleedreat emphasis placed on observing the
event.

What I hope to do now is to offer an explanationcashy our author has rewritten his
account in the manner he did. Following the patt#rmy earlier discussion, | will attempt to
answer three questions: 1) Why does GP includsedbee of Jesus rising from the grave? 2) Why
are enemies among the first witnesses of the msion? and 3) Why is the testimony of the
women insignificant? In answering each of thesd|lisuggest that the voices of those outside
the Christian movement provide insight for underdiag the revised story. In my estimation, it
is their criticisms and objections that have infloed our evangelist. Clearly, this is not the only
factor influencing our author and his handling aflier texts, but it is a relevant one for the
present subject matter. After offering my propssaincerning these three questions, | will
conclude with a brief excursus in which | explon@ther potential example of how the criticisms
of earlier Christian gospels may have influencedemangelist, although this final case does not

relate directly to proving the resurrection.

% As in commentators as diverse as Bultmann (“Nestdraent and Mythology,” 39),
who puts it, “There is however one passage wheRa8ktries to prove the miracle of the
resurrection by adducing a list of eye-witnesseGdl. 15.3-8),” and WrightResurrection of the
Son of God322), who remarks, “But it is not enough for Raulthe early tradition, simply to
declare that the Messiah was in fact raised. \W#eg must come forward.”
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Why does GP include the scene of Jesus rising fhengrave? Beyond the vague
kerygmatic expression “Jesus has been raisedidipaevalent throughout early Christian
literature, there are relatively few attempts foare what happened on Easter Sunday in texts that
antedate GP* References to the resurrection are widespreadately are any features such as
people, places, times, or other details includBge earliest extant example is, of course, 1 Cor
15, whose meaning is widely debafédwhen the sources are limited to those that vikepyl
predate GP, the NT gospels are the leading camdidiat further examples that purport to give a
historical report of the resurrection.

People today often operate with the assumptiontiose in the ancient world were naive
about claims of the miraculous, as if those wheditwo thousand years ago would believe any
and every report about someone returning from éaelt But this is not the case. Perkins has
shown in her review of early Christian apologi$iatithey often attempted to refute the claim
from non-Christians that resurrection was not amigesirable but impossibfé.The people of

late antiquity were frequently sympathetic to tthea of some type of spiritual immortality (e.g.,

® The diversity of beliefs about resurrection in @&t Temple Judaism and early
Christianity is reviewed in PerkinResurrectionSetzerResurrection of the Body in Early
Judaism and Early Christianity: Doctrine, Communeynd Self-Definitior{Boston: Brill, 2004);
George W. E. Nickelsburdresurrection, Immortality, and Eternal Life in Irtesstamental
Judaism and Early Christianitiexp. ed.; HTS 56; Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Uit Press,
2006).

%2 various representative conclusions are found indHaonzelmanri, Corinthians: A
Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthignans. James W. Leitch; Hermeneia;
Philadelphia: Fortress, 1975), 248-93; Thiseltéirst Epistle to the Corinthiand169-1313.

% Beliefs about the nature of the afterlife werecadirse, highly diverse in the ancient
world. | will note again that my discussion of Sterection” here refers to a returning from the
dead into some kind of life such as humans expegi@na body.

® Perkins Resurrection348-55, 372-77. She cites examples from Jusétian,
Athenagoras, Theophilus, and Origen. The oppordriteese apologists vary, ranging from
Christian gnostics, to non-Christian gnostics, ¢tats, and Jews.
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of the soul), but certainly not to the notion oflidp resurrection. Post-Enlightenment Western
cultures were certainly not the first to be skegitf such belief§

Celsus, the second-century critic of the Christreovement, frequently expresses his
disdain for the idea of a physical, bodily resutimt. While Celsus is obviously personally
familiar with certain segments of Christianity, &so attributes some of his claims to an
unnamed Je. Ernst Bammel and others have concluded thatiéesifrom this Jewish source
can be traced back to the early second cefituSo although Celsus almost certainly wrote his
work after GP was composed, he often preserves e a much earlier period (100-12@.
or earlier). Therefore, these objections wouldehla@en circulating very near the time, if not
before, GP was written. | do not want to claimt thare is any type of direct connection between
GP and the Jewish source of Celsus, as if GP j@nekng specifically to the objections from the
source used by Celsus. My goal is more modestiggest that Celsus and his Jewish source
represent the types of criticisms and objectioas would have been known to the writer of GP
and to which his retelling of the resurrection i®action.

There are several points at which Celsus conveymbiedulity about resurrection, but
this statement captures his general sentiment:

The fact that this doctrine is not shared by somgu [Jews] and by some Christians

shows its utter repulsiveness, and that it is betolting and impossible. . . . As for the
flesh, which is full of things which it is not evaice to mention, God would neither

® On the general and widespread disbelief in tha afeesurrection among non-Jews of
the early Christian period, see WrigRgsurrection of the Son of G&P-38.

% John Granger CooK be Interpretation of the New Testament in Greco&o
Paganisn{STAC 3; Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000; repr. Pebbhd/ass.: Hendrickson, 2002],
27-28) suggests that, while Celsus presents hiss@s a real person, this may simply be a
rhetorical device. He may be familiar with Jewiekts, too, or with Christian texts responding to
Jewish claims.

®”Bammel, “Der Jude des Celsus,”Jndaica(ed. idem; 2 vols; WUNT 37/91;
Tubingen: Mohr, 1986-1997), 1:265-83. Stantdes(is and Gospel50) finds that “it is
impossible to say just how early they [i.e., theds in his Jewish source] are, but their value as
evidence for the views of Jewish opponents of Jasdshis followers can hardly be
overestimated.” Many of the claims that Celsusgsk to have come from his Jewish source
comport with early second-century data from elseehe
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desire nor be able to make it everlasting contitamgason. For He Himself is the reason

of everything that exists; therefore He is not d@bldo anything contrary to reason or to

His own character.Qels.5.14; Chadwick 274-75)

Origen later comments that Celsus frequently reBiisstian claims regarding the resurrection
(Cels.8.49)%® This aversion also shows up in the first-centcys of the Apostles, when some
of those in Athens scoff at the idea of resurrectiier hearing about it from Paul (Acts 17:32).
Ramsay MacMullen summarizes matters thus when gpgakthe situation during the first few
centuries of the Common Era, “Resurrection in teshf appeared a startling, distasteful idea, at
odds with everything that passed for wisdom ambegeducated®® Christians who desired to
convince others that Jesus had been raised ofted the obstacle presented by Celsus and
others: skeptics simply did not find such a notomprehensible.

The most well known stories (i.e., those in the d¢Epels) based their resurrection
claims on an empty tomb and some later post-moajgpearances to a few followers. However,
skeptics could and did present alternative expiansibf the empty tomb and epiphani®<ne
of the earliest and most prevalent alternative anxgiions for the empty tomb was that the
disciples stole the body, a point that was addess€hapter Four. Not surprisingly, critics also
accounted for the appearances through means btrethe one presented by Christians.

Celsus explains the supposed appearances of émJésus by suggesting that they were

not actual visions of a living person but ratheains or hallucinations:

% Another example of Celsus’ perspective comes iafrthe conclusions to his anti-
resurrection arguments: “And it follows from thisat Jesus could not have risen with his body;
for God would not have received back the spiritchithie gave after it had been defiled by the
nature of the body"Gels.6.72).

%9 MacMullen, Christianizing the Roman Empire: A.D. 100-406w Haven: Yale
University Press, 1984), 12.

0 As is clear from the entirety of his work, Celssiséry familiar with the NT gospels,
or at least with the traditions and stories presgim them. Therefore, his objections to the
Christian resurrection claim appear to be baseostlexclusively on those texts. On Celsus’
familiarity with the NT gospels, see Codkterpretation of the New TestamgeR6-61.
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Someone dreamt in a certain state of mind or girauishful thinking had a

hallucination due to some mistaken notion (an egpee ... which has happened to

thousands). Gels.2.60; Chadwick 112)

He knows many instances in Greek literature, amdapes through firsthand experience, in which
people supposed that they had seen someone ortéogittat, in reality, they had only dreamed
about or imagined to have seen while hallucinatihbis is one possible explanation for the
appearances of Jesus, though as we will see Gasus finds it equally or more likely that some
type of fraud or deception lies behind the allegppearances.

Given the assumption of ancient critics that restiions do not happen, and the NT
gospels’ evidence resting on only what must beriateprimarily from the empty tomb and
appearances, it is natural to suppose that a vimtint on proving the resurrection would
enhance the story by including a report of theaamergence of Jesus from the tomb. While no
amount of eyewitness testimony will typically ovente philosophical presuppositions when it
comes to judging a claim that someone has returoetdthe dead, the version of the resurrection
story in GP is a more compelling apologetic demmartisin than what is found in the NT
accounts. For those open to the chance, howewetee that resurrections really happen, the
story in GP 9:35-10:42 is far more convincing. sTisione potential reason why GP includes the
account of Jesus rising from the grave. If theysi®granted any credibility, there would appear
to be little opportunity for claiming that Jesusswet raised. Our author wanted to provide a
convincing demonstration of the resurrection andg tleft no room whatsoever for any objections
to his claims. For this reason, | turn now to ragand question.

Why are enemies among the first witnesses of tharrection? As | argued above in
Chapter Four, the shift from burial by friends efds alone (NT gospels) to a burial that is
overseen and completed by enemies (GP), is parbytalthe fact that the NT gospels unwittingly
fuel the charge that there was a conspiracy amalimners of Jesus to steal his body in order to
give the impression that he had been raised. S$wmgetery similar is behind the apologetic

motives related to the resurrection witnesses #ls Wanly the followers of Jesus saw him, then
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what is to say that they were not conspiring ambtiggnselves not only to steal the body but
then later to claim that they saw him alive? Ti@y is not persuasive to skeptics.
It is this very doubt that is expressed by Celsts) finds that, because Jesus appears
only to those who supported him, the NT accourgglaroughly unpersuasive:
If Jesus really wanted to show forth divine povier ought to have appeared to the very
men who treated him despitefully and to the man edredemned him and to everyone
everywhere. Cels.2.63; Chadwick 114)
This line of thought was prominent among early oppus of the Christian movement. The
greatest figure in this regard was Porphyry, atbi&ntury philosopher whom Wilken has called
|7.B

“the most learned critic of all’® He may have made a similar objection when he: asks

Why, after he had suffered and resurrected, didslaot appear before Pilate and claim
he did nothing worthy of death; or to King Herodtloé Jews; or to the high priest of the
Jewish race; or to many credible men; and partilyuta the Senate and people of Rome?
(Macarius MagnesApocrit. 2.14; Berchman 195)
For real proof of his resurrection and power, Jatimild have appeared not just to those who
admired him but to his opponents—in particulathimse who condemned and crucified him!
GP has precisely the version of the resurrecteanahded here by the skeptics. Jesus
does appear to those who mocked, abused, andieducifn. Not only does he appear to his

enemies, he does so even before he is seen bwhifothowers. In this way, the witnesses to the

resurrection include those who are hostile to thesftan message. Both friends and enemies

" This comes immediately after his argument thatibhgearances were actually dreams
or hallucinations. It is clear that a conspiragythe followers of Jesus is in view. Origen
includes Celsus’ identical statement agaif€eis.2.67, after he has responded to it.

2Wilken, Christians as the Romans Saw Th&&6. Summaries of Porphyry’s thought,
with specific reference to his refutations of Ctiais claims, are in Labriolld&Réaction paienne
223-96; Wilken Christians as the Romans Saw Thé&@6-63; Robert M. BerchmaRprphyry
against the Christian6€SPNP 1; Leiden: Brill, 2005).

3 This excerpt is from the fourth-century Christapologist Macarius Magnes. While
confidence is high when reconstructing Celsus’ wtrk same cannot be said for the writings of
Porphyry. Much of the evidence for Porphyry’s viefnChristianity has been based on
statements irpocriticus It once was commonly believed that Macarius praserving and
responding to the work of Porphyry, but this vieaseen challenged in recent decades. See
Wilken, Christians as the Romans Saw Thé&B8b-37; BerchmarRorphyry, 1-6.
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now know the truth of what happened on Easter mggrthe question becomes what to do with
this knowledge. The Jewish leaders attempt toregspt (GP 11:47-49). We have here the
answer to the question as to why GP includes erseasi¢he first withesses to the resurrection.
There remains one final query to address.

Why is the testimony of the women insignificanGP? The simplest explanation is that
they did not make for persuasive witnesses in tiogeat world’* There is evidence for this
reticence in Christian texts. When the women ikd_tell the disciples about the empty tomb,
the men suppose it to be an “idle tal&figos) (Luke 24:11). This Greek word might even be
translated “nonsensé> We noticed a similar reaction to the women'’s iplétresurrection
reports in theepistula Apostolorum Even stronger sentiments in this area are faumdn-
Christian writers.

In her study of pagan views of early Christiammen, Margaret Y. MacDonald has
shown that many Greco-Roman critics of the Chmstievement used the prominent role of
women in the sect itself and its foundational tegsin argument against Christian claifns.
Lucian of Samosata and Celsus are among those gettond century who write disparagingly of
Christian women. Lucian belittles certain womeragonount of their gullibility for following a

charlatan masquerading as an itinerant Christiaagbrer.’

™ This has been suggested as a reason for Pauksiomiof women as witnesses to the
resurrection in 1 Cor 15. Bauckha@dspel Womer804-10) includes a summary of the diverse
explanations that have been offered for the abseiwemen in 1 Cor 15. FulleFormation of
the Resurrection Narrativeg8) implies that either Paul did not know sudhealition or it had
not yet arisen.

" BDAG, s.v.Afjpos, 594. The full definition provided is “that whids totally devoid of
anything worthwhile, idle talk, nonsense, humbug@lieNrRsV's “idle tale” renders the single
Greek word\npos.

® MacDonald Early Christian Women and Pagan Opinion: The Poufethe Hysterical
Woman(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996).cMaald shares my conclusion that
GP has muted the role of women as resurrectioressts (ibid., 105-6).

" Lucian, The Passing of Peregrind®-13; see the commentary in MacDon&drly
Christian Women73-82.



218

Celsus’ criticisms of Christian women are more wialeging in scope. At several points
he mocks the women in the gospels, including paity their role as the primary witnesses to
the resurrectio® Citing his Jewish source, Celsus compares Jesuthér Greek miracle
workers before making this objection:

While [Jesus] was still alive he did not help hifthdaut after death he rose again and

showed the marks of his punishment and how hisshbad been pierced. But who saw

this? A hysterical female, as you say, and perBap®e other one of those who were
deluded by the same sorcery, who either dreamtertain state of mind and through
wishful thinking had a hallucination due to somestaiken notion (an experience which
has happened to thousands), or, which is moreylikednted to impress the others by
telling this fantastic tale, and so by this cockidull story to provide a chance for other

beggars. Cels.2.55; Chadwick 109)

For Celsus, the origin of the Christian resurrattitaim is a hysterical woman—probably Mary
Magdalene, since she is most prominent in the gesgigelsus offers three alternatives: 1) Mary
dreamed that she saw Jesus; 2) she hallucinaté®)ate concocted the story to impress the rest
of her rogue band. He finds the third option tahmemost likely. In any case, the identification

of the primary witness as a “hysterical female,'awltombined with his other remarks criticizing
Christian women, makes apparent that he finds thsiirmony wholly lacking in credibility.

In GP the witness of the women is not centrapfaving the reality the resurrection.

Not only are men the eyewitnesses to this evemntheuiwomen in GP do not even act as
intermediary witnesses to the male disciples ag diog(or should do) in the NT gospels. The
testimony of men, in the form of a Roman centurgwnidiers, and Jewish leaders, certainly is

more reliable than the chattering of idle taledpsterical women, in the estimation of ancient

skeptics”®

® MacDonald (ibid., 94-120) surveys several othaces where Celsus disparages the
fact that women played a prominent role in Chrisbaigins.

1t is sometimes alleged that the testimony of woinethe ancient Jewish world was
worthless. Some base this on the statement oplosehat the Mosaic law prohibited women
from acting as legal witnesses due to their “ligissiand presumption8ie koupoTnTo Kol
Bpacos) (Ant.4.219). However, it is not the case that womarictaot testify or that their
testimony was worthless. It is more accurate lioiothe conclusion of Carolyn Osiek (“The
Women at the Tomb: What Are They Doing TherERAud9 [1993]: 97-107), who summarizes
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The NT gospels were familiar to some opponenti@emerging Christian movement,
and the resurrection stories were among their aedafgets of criticism. What we have in GP is
a rewriting of the resurrection account, a revidiuat is largely inspired by the desire to develop
a stronger proof of the event. Several of thedilgas that were being made against the NT
gospels are rendered ineffective by the new stogR. It offers more persuasive proof that

Jesus truly was raised from the dead.

EXCURSUS: THE STONE AT THE TOMB (GP 9:37)

Since we are in the realm of early objectiondodlaims of the NT resurrection stories,
I wish to make one brief suggestion about anotbesiple way in which the Petrine evangelist
may have taken into account the questions andisrits of outsiders. Matthew is the only NT
writer to specify how the stone is moved away fittva entrance to the tomb: an angel does it
(Matt 28:2)%° The other gospels state only that the stone bad lemoved, not how or by
whom. Lest it be thought that naysayers could ewerout of criticisms, Celsus finds a flaw in
this angelic removal of the stone. At one poietcbncedes, for the sake of argument, that Jesus
might be special in some sense, perhaps compamabaieangel. But he then immediately
criticizes an apparent weakness of Jesus:

For the Son of God could not himself, as it seapen the tomb, but needed the help of
another to roll away the stoneCdls 5.52; Chadwick 305)

Jesus is inferior to other divine figures becauddgoneed to have someone else open his tomb,

or so the argument goes.

matters by saying that there was a “general rahgetén ancient Mediterranean society to see
women as public spokespersons or officeholdersA)1&ee also the treatment of this issue in
Moshe Meiselmanjewish Woman in Jewish LgiNew York: KTAV, 1978), 73-80; Judith
Romney WegneiChattel or Person? The Status of Women in the Mis(iNew York: Oxford
University Press, 1988), 120-26, 188-89.

8 The angels also open the gravéMart. Ascen. 1sa3.16.
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GP tells the story differently. On the morningloé resurrection, after the heavens open
and two men descend to the tomb, we read the foitpw

But that stone which laid at the entrance stafatself (a¢’ eauTton) to roll and move
sidewards, and the tomb was opened and both yoengemtered. (GP 9:37)

In his study of the miraculous in GP, David F. Witigemarks about the self-rolling stone that “a
rationale forEvPs version is elusive® Indeed it is. Wright suggests that Jesus shoeild
understood as the one who rolls the stone. Jush@sord” was responsible for the tearing of
the temple veil (GP 5:20), and the placement obibdy of “the Lord” on the ground caused an
earthquake (GP 6:21), so he is the one who alssesahe stone to move from the entrance.
Regardless of whether Wright is correct in propgsiesus as the agent here, the point is
that Jesus needs no assistance from another intord@ve the stone. According to this line of
thought, then, the Petrine evangelist chose todalay the role of the angel(s) as mover(s) of the
stone in order to avoid the charge that Jesus arastsow dependent on someone else for this

act. Another detail from Matthew has been alténeatder to avoid the objections of critics.

CONCLUSIONS

My synoptic analysis showed that Matthew is theyil gospel that has any substantive
material in common with GP 9:35-11:49. In the seteection of this chapter | looked at the
ways in which the resurrection story is retold,usiag on three aspects of GP’s account: the
description of the resurrection itself, the refeesto seeing and hearing, and the characteristics
of the first withesses of the resurrection. Byidiipg Jesus rising from the dead, GP does not
base its resurrection claim merely on the effetth®resurrection (i.e., empty tomb,
appearances, angelic pronouncement), as is tle N T versions. This apologetic

preoccupation to fill in gaps existing in earlitories is also found in Rewritten Bible Texts from

8 Wright, “Apologetic and Apocalyptic: The Miraculoirsthe Gospel of Petet in
Gospel Perspectivespl. 6: The Miracles of Jesugd. David Wenham and Craig Blomberg;
Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1986), 411.
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the Second Temple literature. For example GhaesisApocryphoranswers the question of how
Pharaoh learned of Sarah’s identity, and it dossty saying that Lot informed the ruler of this.

The extra-canonical gospel also places a strondnasigpon both seeing and hearing
what happens at the resurrection, to a point adtidgeness at each step. In GP, the primary
witnesses are male enemies of Jesus who have htsdhout what they see, which stands in
contrast to the female followers of Jesus in thead@ounts, who are skeptical of their
experiences of the empty tomb and appearancestfi@gthese three distinct features of GP
make for a more compelling demonstration of Jesisy from the dead than what is in the NT
gospels.

I then argued that a common tradition lies belingdstories in GP, thdartyrdom and
Ascension of Isaigtand Codex Bobbiensis. More importantly, | nateat the Petrine author
very likely added the element of seeing and heatrsgeveral points, and that this reveals his
interest in demonstrating the event and thus theeittentity of Jesus as the Son of God. The
second-centurigpistula Apostolorumvas then briefly compared to GP in order to shiosv t
apologetic motives common to both. The final setof the chapter has some specific proposals
as to why GP’s version of the resurrection diffiecsn those in the other gospels, and | suggested
that criticisms of those earlier stories influenced author’s rewriting of the account. In
particular, | proposed that the objections of thostside the Christian movement led him to
include the report of Jesus emerging from the tambto portray enemies and men as the

primary witnesses to the event.
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CHAPTER SIX

REWRITTEN EMPTY TOMB AND APPEARANCE STORIES: GP 12:50-14:60

In this chapter | review the final two pericopesGR, looking first at the emphasis on the
women’s fear of the Jews during their visit to thmb and then at the way Peter serves as an
apostolic witness throughout this text. The syimoghalysis reviews the similarities between the
empty tomb stories of Mark 16:1-8 and GP 12:50-13&hd the possible relationship between
the appearances of Jesus in John 21:1-14 and GB-68@: In the second section, | suggest that,
while GP relies on the structure of Mark for itsgygntomb account, it has imported the motif of
fearing the Jews from John. | then note the whgtReter acts as the first-person narrator in two
sections of GP. Following this, | summarize soxaneples of early Christian texts that reflect
these two traits: a fear of hostility from the Jeasd the purported apostolic testimony behind
the text. Lastly, | review the role of anti-Jew@blemic in GP’s repeated statements about
Christian fear of Jews, and the ways that earlysihns appealed to apostolic authority to lend

support to their claims and texts.

SYNOPTIC ANALY SIS OF GP 12:50-14:60

GP Matthew 28 Mark 16 Luke 24 John 20

(1 When the (23:56 Then they
Sabbath was over,| returned, and
Mary Magdalene, | prepared spices
and Mary the and ointments. On
mother of James, | the Sabbath they
and Salome bought rested according tg
spices, so that they the
might go and commandment.)
anoint him.)

12:50 At dawn of | 1 After the 2 And very early | 1 Buton the first | 1 Early on the first

the Lord’s day

Mary Magdalene,
a woman disciple
of the Lord, who,
through fear of the
Jews who were

Sabbath, as the
first day of the
week was dawning

on the first day of
the week, when thg
sun had risen ...

day of the week, af
2 early dawn ...

day of the week,
while it was still
dark ...
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burning with rage,
had not done at the
sepulcher of the
Lord what women
are accustomed to
do for their dead
loved ones,

51 took her friends
with her and went
to the sepulcher,
where he had beer
laid.
52 And they feared
that the Jews
should see them,
and said: “Even
though we could
not weep and
lament on the day
when he was
crucified, yet let us
now do these
things at his
sepulcher.

53 But who will
roll away for us
the stone that was
laid at the door of
the sepulcher, so
that we may go in
and sit beside him
and do the things
that are due?”

54 —For the stone
was great.— “And
we fear that any
one should see us
And if we cannot
do so, let us lay
down at the door
the things which
we bring for a
memorial of him,
we will weep and
lament, until we
come back into ou
home.”

13:55 And as they
departed, they
found the tomb

(26:12 By pouring
this ointment on
my body she has
prepared me for
burial.)

1... Mary
Magdalene
and the other Mary
went to see the
tomb.

(14:8 She has don
what she could;
she has anointed
my body
beforehand for its
burial.)

2 ... they went to
the tomb.

3 They had been
saying to one
another, “Who will
roll away the stone
for us from the
entrance to the
tomb?”

4 When they
looked up, they
saw that the stone
which was very
large,

b taking the spices

that they had
prepared.

1 ...they came to
the tomb.

2 They found the

had already been

stone rolled away

(19:40 They took
the body of Jesus
and wrapped it
with the spices in
linen cloths,
according to the
burial custom of
the Jews.)

1 Mary Magdalene
came to the tomb

and saw that the
stone had been
removed from the
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opened,

and as they went
in, they bent down
there and saw a
young man sitting
in the middle of
the tomb, beautiful
and clothed with a
brightly shining
robe,

who said to them:
56 “Why have you
come? Who do

5 But the angel
said to the women
“Do not be afraid;

you seek? Not that | know that you

man who was
crucified?

He is risen and
gone hence. But if
you do not believe
stoop down and
see the place
where he lay: He ig
not (there).

For he is risen and
is gone to the plact
from which he was
sent.”

57 Then the
women feared and
fled.

are looking for
Jesus who was
crucified.

6 He is not here;
for he has been
raised, as he said.

Come, see the

place where he lay,

7 Then go quickly
and tell his
disciples, ‘He has
been raised from
the dead, and
indeed he is going
ahead of you to
Galilee; there you
will see him.” This
is my message for
you.”

8 So they left the
tomb quickly with
fear and great joy,
and ran to tell his
disciples.

rolled back.

5 As they entered
the tomb, they saw
a young man,
dressed in a white
robe, sitting on the
right side;

and they were
alarmed.

6 But he said to
them, “Do not be
alarmed; you are
looking for Jesus
of Nazareth, who
was crucified.

He has been
raised; he is not
here.

Look, there is the
place they laid
him.

7 But go, tell his
disciples and Pete
that he is going
ahead of you to
Galilee; there you
will see him, just
as he told you.”

8 So they went out
and fled from the
tomb, for terror
and amazement
had seized them;
and they said

nothing to anyone,

from the tomb,

3 but when they
went in, they did
not find the body.
4 While they were
perplexed about
this, suddenly two
men in dazzling
clothes stood
beside them.

5 The women were
terrified and
bowed their faces
to the ground, but
the men said to
them, “Why do
you look for the
living among the
dead?

He is not here, but
has risen.”

8 Then they
remembered his
words,

9 and returning
from the tomb,
they told all this to

the eleven and to

tomb.

11 But Mary stood
weeping outside
the tomb. As she
wept, she bent ove
to look into the
tomb;

12 and she saw
two angels in
white, sitting
where the body of
Jesus had been
lying, one at the
head and the other
at the feet.

13 They said to
her,

“Woman, why are
you weeping?”

2 So she ran and
went to Simon
Peter and the othe
disciple, the one
whom Jesus loved
and said to them,
“They have taken
the Lord out of the
tomb, and we do
not know where
they have laid
him.”

[
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14:58 But it was
the last day of the
unleavened bread,
and many went
away and returned
to their homes,
because the feast
was over.

59 But we, the
twelve disciples of
the Lord, wept and
were grieved, and
each one (of us),
grieving for what
had happened,
returned to his own
home.

60 But I, Simon
Peter, and my
brother Andrew
took our nets and
went to the sea.
And there was

with us Levi, the

16 Now the eleven
disciples went to
Galilee, to the
mountain to which
Jesus had directed
them.

for they were
afraid.

Mark 16:9-20isa
later addition

10 She went out
and told those who
had been with him
while they were
mourning and
weeping.

all the rest.

10 Now it was
Mary Magdalene,
Joanna, Mary the
mother of James,
and the other
women with them
who told this to the
apostles.
11 But these words
seemed to them ar]
idle tale, and they
did not believe
them.

D

19 When it was
evening on that
day, the first day
of the week, and
the doors of the
house where the
disciples had met
were locked for
fear of the Jews,
Jesus came and
stood among them
and said, “Peace b
with you.”

John 21 isa later
addition

21:1 After these
things Jesus
showed himself
again to the
disciples by the
Sea of Tiberias;
and he showed
himself in this
way.

2 Gathered there
together were
Simon Peter,
Thomas called the
Twin, Nathanael of]
Cana in Galilee,
the sons of
Zebedee, and two
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son of Alphaeus, others of his
whom the Lord... disciples.

3 Simon Peter said
to them, “l am
going fishing.”
They said to him,
"We will go with
you.” They went
out and got into the
boat, but that night
they caught
nothing.

More than any previous section of GP, the emptybteisit has similarities to Mark. On
this point, there is a consensus among commentatges when it comes to determining the
specific nature of the relationship between GPMadk, there is a peculiar case of scholarly role
reversal. Brown, who typically finds GP to be degent on the canonical gospels when there are
similarities, concludes that “the tomb-story simitias leave too slim a basis for positiGget
dependence on MarK."Crossan, on the other hand, includes the vigheédomb in the
redactional stratum of GP, meaning that it wasaomigiinal but was added later to bring it into
alignment with the canonical storiégzor him, GP is dependent on Mark here. Similarly
Koester concludes that “there is nothing in thisoamt that could not have been derived from
Mark or from the source that Mark usédlt is almost as if each side in this issue hassed
over here, only to realize that the other has dilevise. What is it about the story that has
caused this? The following analysis will servexplicate the matter.

Because everyone who had been guarding the tomletiahe place in order to bring
news of the resurrection to Pilate, there is appbreo one present when the women arrive,

except for the man who descended from heaven aedeerthe grave earlier (GP 11:44). The

L For example, VaganaE,vangiIe de Pierrg315; CrossarCross That Spok@81-90;
Koester Ancient Christian Gospel238-39; BrownDeath of the Messial2:1327-28.

2 Brown, Death of the Messial2:1328.
% CrossangCross That Spoke84.

* Koester Ancient Christian Gospel239.
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women come to the tomb “at dawn of the Lord’s d@gbpou 8¢ Ths kuptakns) (GP 12:50).
This is the first clear chronological marker sitiicethe night in which the Lord’s day dawned” at
GP 9:35. All the NT gospels use a formiok oaBatwv, notkupiak, to indicate the day of
the visit (Matt 28:1; Mark 16:2; Luke 24:1; JohrtﬂﬁS

Those who come to the tomb are identified as Méagdalene and “her friends” (GP
12:50). Perhaps this a natural way to harmoniges#itious women named in the earlier
account$. GP is unique in referring to Mary Magdalene as@ntpia Tou kupiou, and it alone
adds the comment about fear of the JeWiie women have come to do “what women are
accustomed to do for their dead loved ones” (GBQ)2: This probably represents the same
reason that the women come to the tomb in Mark a6dlLuke 23:56-24:1. Matthew says
nothing of anointing by the women, while John imaplthat it was done by Joseph and
Nicodemus at Friday’s burial (John 19:40).

The women'’s statement about fearing the Jewsamdriting the death of Jesus (GP
12:52) is without parallel in the NT accounts. @t the tomb the women ask, “But who will
roll away for us the stone that was laid at theradahe sepulcher, so that we may go in and sit
beside him and do the things that are due?” (GB3)2:Mark is the only NT gospel to include a
guestion from the women, and it is very similathe first half of the Petrine one: “Who will roll

away the stone for us from the entrance to the ®r(dark 16:3). Likewise, statements about

® As | stated in Chapter Five, this is possibly mtidation that GP is to be dated later
than the NT parallels. Luke 24:1 also includesatiectiveopfpos when describing the time, as
in GP.

® CrossanCross That Spoke85-386.

"uabnTpia appears in the NT only once, in Acts 9:36. O#tatements about the fear
and piety of the women appear in GP 12:52, 54.

8 Earlier allusions to anointing for burial come irat126:12; Mark 14:8. On this
practice in early Roman Palestine, see McCRiod,Back the Ston@1-32. Those anointing the
body would wash it, sometimes with ointments offypees, before wrapping and binding it.
McCane refers to the description of Lazarus in JobhAd4 as an example of the manner in which
bodies were wrapped.
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the immensity of the stone follow immediately ir tlwvo accounts (GP 12:54; Mark 16:4), while
no other NT writer mentions this.

After the women express fear of the Jews and mahey discover that the tomb is open
(GP 12:54-13:55). Three NT evangelists includavdlar comment, though each of their
particular descriptions is different from the oth@ark 16:4; Luke 24:2; John 20:1). In order to
enter the sepulcher, the women must stoop dammpgkuTTtw) (GP 13:55). The angelic figure
will also use this term when bringing the resuigthews to them (GP 13:56). Both Luke and
John useTapaKu'rrTco to describe the movement of those at the tombél2412; John 20:5,
11), perhaps indicating that GP has been influebgezhe or both of the NT accourits.

Once inside the sepulcher, the women see “a ymargsitting in the middle of the tomb,
beautiful and clothed with a brightly shining roi{&P 13:55). Again, this most closely
resembles Mark, who identifies this figure as “amyg man, dressed in a white robe, sitting on
the right side” (Mark 16:5). In Luke, two men amehe tomb, and in the Fourth Gospel two
angels are sitting where Jesus’ body had been ({inke 24:4; John 20:12). Matthew is
ambiguous as to whether anyone (i.e., the womemgel) ever enters the tomb (Matt 28:2-6).

The man in the tomb asks the women three questidfisy have you come? Who[m]
do you seek? Not that one who was crucified?” {3f36). These are paralleled by Mark,
though he gives them as statements rather thatianges The women in Mark have come
because they are “looking for Jesus of Nazaretlo, wds crucified” (Mark 16:6). This tells why
they have come (to look for Jesus), whom they $éesus), and, yes, he is the one who was
crucified. The angelic statement in Matt 28:5 elggesembles the Petrine and Markan ones.

After the three questions, the figure at the graw@tinues, “He is risen and gone hence.
But if you do not believe, stoop down and see taegwhere he lay: He is not (there)” (GP

13:56). Again, Mark is similar: “He has been rdisee is not here. Look, there is the place they

°So CrossanGross That Spok&89-90. He also suggests that Jesus going tttue
from which he was sent” echoes Johannine thought.



229

laid him” (Mark 16:6). Matthew also follows Markosely: “He is not here; for he has been
raised, as he said. Come, see the place wheag’h@att 28:6). After the statement from the
man in the tomb, GP includes the comment thatvitbmen feared and fled,” which is closest to
the summary of Mark 16:8.

In light of these substantial agreements betwema@ Mark, Koester’s judgment
appears to be on target: GP 12:50-13:57 is defiwed either Mark or a pre-Markan sourCe.
What does Koester offer in support of a pre-Markanrce here? He claims that there are three
Markan redactional elements that are absent fromlE#e commanding of the women to tell
the disciples to go to Galilee (Mark 16:7); 2) “éweaggerated emphasis upon fear and
astonishment (Mark 16:5, 8)"; and 3) “perhaps #hsoreference to the purchase of spices (Mark
16:1).** The first of these | addressed in Chapter Filieere is a consistent trend in GP to
lessen the role of women as witnesses to the exgion. Crossan reaches a conclusion similar to
my own, though he assigns this not to the origindhor of GP (his Crogsospel) but to a later
editor: “The redactor did not deem it appropri@eénd messages to them [i.e., the disciples]
through the women but preferred to have Jesus eteotihem directly

Koester's second item—an exaggerated emphasisaprahd amazement—is not
actually missing from GP, as he claims. He citeskVvlL6:5, 8 as instances where GP is lacking
this element of fear. With regard to the firsttémece, he is correct; the women are not afraid of
the man in the tomb, which is the reason for tlae fie Mark 16:5 (cf. GP 13:55). However, the

parallel to Mark 16:8 does include a referencesty {GP 13:57), though it is not emphasized to

1 Koester Ancient Christian Gospel238-39. Frans Neirynck (“The Apocryphal
Gospels and the Gospel of Mark, The New Testament in Early Christianiggd. Jean-Marie
Sevrin; BETL 86; Leuven: Leuven University Pres889], 123-75) is perhaps closest to my own
position. He claims that GP is a reflection upod eetelling of the Markan episode. The
opening verse of the GP account answers questimfisas “Who is Mary Magdalene, why does
she go to the tomb, and why now, and not on theofldgsus’ death?” (ibid., 146).

" Koester Ancient Christian Gospel239.

12 CrossanCross That Spok&90.
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the same level as in Mark. More important, thoughtkoester’s silence regarditigreeother
placesin the Petrine account where the women are fef@&Bl 12:50, 52, 541)3. Certainly, then, |
cannot agree with Koester when he says that GRelénlg the Markan emphasis on fear or
astonishment’

The third instance of alleged missing Markan rédae—the purchase of spices—is
offered tentatively by Koester. But as is truataf element of fear, GP is not necessarily lacking
this one. Granted, the women are not said expli@tbuy spices. However, it is possible that
this act is inferred as part of their preparatit;mdo “what women are accustomed to do for their
dead loved ones” (GP 12:50). Moreover, Matthewtswompletely the purchase of spices, yet it
is obvious that he is otherwise dependent on Markis empty tomb story. The same can be
said of GP.

Koester’s proposals for dependence on a pre-Mas&arce are not compelling.
Therefore, it appears best to conclude that theneetvangelist does know the Markan empty
tomb account. In addition, he gives indicatioret the may also be familiar with elements of
Luke and John at this point as well.

After the flight of the women from the tomb, GRludes what looks to be the opening of
an epiphany story, though the text breaks off lef@sus actually appears to his disciples (GP
14:58-60). In these three verses there are elanmenbmmon with Matthew, Mark, and John.

In a fashion typical of the Petrine evangelist,thaochronological indicator marks a shift of
scene: “But it was the last day of the unleaverredd’ (GP 14:58). None of the NT gospels has
such a reference. Because the feast has endeg haam departed Jerusalem and returned home
(GP 14:58). The disciples have done this while mimg the death of Jesus (GP 14:59).

Presumably, this means that they have gone baGhlitee. In Matthew and the Johannine

'3 On this point, see Crossaiross That Spok&86-88; Neirynck, “Apocryphal
Gospels,” 146-47.

1 will say more about this below. John 19:38 20d19 refer to fear of the Jews.
These verses may be the source of the theme troau@P 12:50-13:57.
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epilogue the disciples certainly do return to @aliafter the crucifixion (Matt 28:16; John
21:1)°

Simon Peter, his brother Andrew, and Levi, soAlphaeus, take their nets to the sea,
and it is at this point that the extant portiorG# ends (GP 14:60). The verse is written in the
first person, Simon Peter being the narratoAside from this narrative perspective, the sisry
not unlike John 21:1-14, where Jesus appears tns#isciples by the Sea of Tiberidsln John,
these disciples are identified as “Simon Petermdmcalled the Twin, Nathanael of Cana in
Galilee, the sons of Zebedee, and two others adib@ples” (John 21:2). Because the text of GP
ends, we do not know how many or which discipleoaganied Simon Peter, Andrew, and
Levi.’® In comparing GP to John, Koester claims that tiiserepancies in the list of names
argues against any dependen@eThis is odd in that Koester judges GP’s storthefvisit to the
tomb to be dependent on Mark, despite the fact Hesides Mary Magdalene, “not one of the

other names [from Mark] ... appears” in &PAside from the difference in the list of names,

1> Mark apparently knows of appearance stories tfeseat in Galilee (see Mark 14:28;
16:7). Luke keeps the disciples in the area ardendsalem. Robert H. Lightfodtdcality and
Doctrine in the Gospelg-ondon: Hodder & Stoughton, 1938]) was amongfifs to suggest
that Mark 14:28 and 16:7 refer not to post-resuimacappearances but to the parousia. Against
this proposal, see Robert H. Stein, “A Short NoteMark xiv.28 and xvi.7,NTS20 (1974):
445-52; Ernest Beslark: The Gospel as StoffEdinburgh: T&T Clark, 1983), 76-78; Andrew
T. Lincoln, “The Promise and the Failure: Mark 187 JBL 108 (1989): 283-300.

'® This will be a topic of further discussion beloWhe narrator also employs first-person
language in GP 7:26-27. No NT gospel includesst-fierson narrator.

”Many have suggested a relationship between GP -60%hd John 21:1-14. See, for
example, SweteAkhmim Fragmen®4; Vaganaykvangile de Pierre338-39; MaraEvangile de
Pierre, 210-12; CrossarGross That Spok@91-93.

'8 Crossan conjectures 1) that the author “intendedhtoe twelve disciples since he had
mentioned twelve in the preceding verse,” and &) lle may have replaced Judas Iscariot with
Levi (Cross That Spok93).

19 Koester Ancient Christian Gospel240.
?bid., 239. CrossarCross That Spok@92) shares my sentiments here when he

remarks that “there were also major differencemenehe first verse of the last intracanonical
excerpt in 12:50-13:57.”
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Koester offers no further reason for rejecting Gdi8pendence on John here. It is therefore not
clear why the issue should be an obstacle in thegmt instance when it did not count against
judging in favor of dependence in the case of tbenen at the tomb.

It is interesting that the name “Levi, the son ¢pAaeus” (\euels o Tou  Aldaiou)
occurs in earlier gospels only at Mark 2:14. Tihdlicates a further possible parallel between the
uses of this name in GP and Mark. In GP, it isviLthe son of Alphaeus, whom the Lord...”
(Acugls o Tou AAdaiou Ov kUplos) who is mentioned just as the text breaks off (@R0). In
Mark 2:14 an individual with the same name isrjftat his tax booth when Jesus calls him to
follow and he does so. Does the missing portio@Bfs text continue with something like
“whom the Lordcalled? Whether GP gets this name from the Markan simypossible to
determine, but the suggestion is certainly plaasitWe know nothing more of what follows in
the original text of GP.

This synoptic analysis has shown that the stoth@fvomen’s visit to the tomb in GP is
based primarily on Mark’s version for its structurks | mentioned briefly and hope to elaborate
upon in my subsequent discussion, the theme ofitieen’s fear of the Jews may have been
picked up from John. Because of the fragmentamyraaf the closing verses of GP, | have
tentatively suggested that it is a retelling olappearance story like that found in John 21:1-14.

Therefore, our final section of GP has the mostoimmon with Mark and John.
GP 12:50-14:60: FEARING THE JEWS AND PROVIDING APOSTOLIC TESTIMONY

Because this final extant section of GP is begtldivinto two units—the tomb visit and
the beginning of an appearance story—I will addorssfeature from each that exemplifies the
ways in which the Petrine author has reworked therdterial. In the account of the women at
the tomb, | will examine the theme of the fearh@ dews. Following this, | will discuss the role

of apostolic witness in the closing epiphany stdrythe course of reviewing this material | will
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be suggesting that both features are integralgarthtives behind the rewriting of earlier texts

and traditions.

(a) Fearing the Jews

In the synoptic analysis, | contended that GP 12867 is by far the most “Markan”
section of the gospel. So, if we grant this knalgke of Mark, how has our author retold the story
of the women at the tomb? Both Crossan and Néirgne among the many who have
concluded, despite Koester’s claims to the contriéaat fear is a guiding motif in GP’s versitn.

I will be echoing many of their conclusions throoghthis section. Neirynck identifies the
women’s fear of being seen by the Jews as the ‘damitheme” of the Petrine tomb stéty.
Crossan judges that both this fear and the mouroindesus are the most noteworthy thefiles.
Before looking further at GP, | will collect andsass Mark’s references to fear.

Mark employs multiple words and expressions to egrfearfulness in his gospel. The
most common Greek verb indicating feabiBeco, and Mark uses it in the tomb story, in the
final phrase of his gospel: “And they said nothiaginyonefor they were afraidepoBoivto
yap)” (Mark 16:8). But there is another Markan teimattalso warrants discussion. The verb
exBouPew appears only four times in the entire NT, andhthese are in Mark (Mark 9:15;
14:33; 16:5, 6§* Two of these four uses appear at the tomb: 1jvtbreen are “alarmed” when
they see the young man in the tomb (Mark 16:5); 3rtthe young man reassures them by telling
them not to be “alarmed” (Mark 16:6). In BDAG thégm is defined as “to be moved to a

relatively intense emotional state because of dongalising great surprise or perplexity, be very

% CrossanCross That Spok@81-90; Neirynck, “Apocryphal Gospels,” 146-47.

2 Neirynck, “Apocryphal Gospels,” 146.

% CrossanCross That Spok@85.

4 The same is true of the related véetnBeco, which appears in the NT only in Mark
1:27; 10:24, 32.
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excited.”™ Surprise or shock is the idea conveyed in Mark-B5 This can also be deduced
from looking at the other two instances whe@ouRécw is used (Mark 9:15; 14:33). Therefore,
in Mark the women are not afraid of the young mapatrticular; rather, the focus is on their fear
and amazement at all they have witnessed at thie.tom

In addition to the references discussed thustiaretis one further occasion in Mark 16
where the women are fearful, and this comes neavely end of the story: “So they went out
and fled from the tomb, for terror and amazemepbtyios ko exoTacts) had seized them”
(Mark 16:8a). Theursv is not literal in its translation here. It would better to describe what
seizes them as “trembling and amazement.” So isltausing their fear?

Taylor claims that the message from the figurdatoémb leads to the women'’s
trembling and astonishment in the first half o8ybut then he finds a different explanation for
the concludingdofoutvTo yap statement’ He alleges that what would naturally follow
époPolvTo yap would be ain clause, which in itself is entirely possifleBut he goes further
in surmising that the subsequ@ntclause would refer to “the Jews or to the chafge o
madness?® This stretches the evidence beyond what it islokepof providing. There is no
reference to fear of the Jews anywhere in Markjsitrere anything in the context of Mark 16:1-
8 to indicate that Jews are in mifidThus, the closing Markan statement, “for theyeneiraid,”
does not refer to Jews; it is most likely a sumn@drghe emotions that have resulted from their

experience at the tomb. Crossan refers to thiswminous awe,” and | think that this is the idea

> BDAG, s.v. ‘tkBopBécw,” 303.

% Taylor, Gospel according to St. MarBp9-10.

*" Taylor’s position is that the original ending oB has been lost.
% Taylor, Gospel according to St. Mark;10.

2 As noted in Neirynck, “Apocryphal Gospels,” 146-47
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in Mark® Mark exhibits a flair for the dramatic. It isattefore only fitting that he ends on such
a note.

Likewise, in Matthew the cause of the women'’s fgdeft unstated. The angel at the
tomb tells the women not to be afrajd) (poBeicbe) (Matt 28:5). Here, Matthew is following
Mark but has changed the verb from Mar€8oufecw to poew (cf. Mark 16:6). When the
women depart from the tomb, Matthew again staysecto his Markan source in his description
of them going away “with fear'gta dpoBou) (Matt 28:8; cf. Mark 16:8). Then, as the women
leave the tomb they encounter Jesus, who insttiiets, “Do not be afraid’u poPeicBe) (Matt
28:10). In none of these three instances is therexplanation regarding the cause of the fear.
Matthew appears to be dependent upon Mark foiide&, though, like his source, he does not
expound on the reason for it.

Luke also includes the apprehension of the womdmsimccount. When they see two
men in the tomb, they are “terrifiedpdoPos) (Luke 24:5). This appears to indicate that the
women are fearful of the figures at the tomb. Gaoss notion of “numinous awe” is the best
explanation for their emotional state in each elSthaccounts. In contrast, something quite
different affects Mary and her friends in GP.

There is a very specific type of fear that pervatiesvisit to the tomb in GP: fear of the
Jews. To be sure, the closing statement of GBry §tThen the women feared and fled” in
13:57) has retained the expression of fear fromatsllel to Mark 16:8, and it leaves unstated the
specific cause. However, this has been precedd¢arég occasions on which the Petrine
evangelist indicates that the women are afraith®fliews (GP 12:50, 52, 54). In addition, GP
lacks the expressions of awe at the sight of theganan in the tomb (GP 13:55; cf. Mark 16:5).
But this merely highlights what is significant abdlie women’s apprehension. They are not
afraid of the angel or in awe over what they angeeiencing; rather, their fear is due solely to the

threat posed by the Jews.

% CrossanCross That Spoke&90.
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The synoptic chart at the beginning of this chapgeals three points at which the
author of GP has inserted additional dialogue amroentary that is not found in Mark or the
other NT gospels. The first instance comes in &B(d, where the “fear of the Jews who were
burning with rage” is what has prevented Mary Mdgda from doing “what women are
accustomed to do for their dead loved ones.” $ldenar friends have not been able to come to
the tomb because of the rage-filled Jews who, pnably, are out to harm followers of Jesus.
Neirynck suggests that GP is answering the queasdo why the women did not carry out this
act on the day of Jesus’ dedthThey were too afraid of the Jews. This is questble, though,
since the women still appear to be fearful two dages.

The second comment about fearing the Jews conmfesratisne later: “And they feared
that the Jews should see them” (GP 12:52). Cleagain, the inference is that harm will befall
the women if the Jews should happen upon them. syheptic table earlier in this chapter shows
how GP 12:52 fits between the parallel materidfark 16:2 and 16:3. The author of GP has
inserted this to reiterate his claim about the rea#&nd cause of the women'’s fear.

The third insertion comes after the descriptiothefsize of the stone: “And we fear that
anyone should see us” (GP 12:54). This appedre tosimple restatement of the previous two
comments about fear. While Jews are not mentigpedifically here, the fact that both of the
preceding references speak explicitly of “the Jesigjgests that they are also the referent here.
It is not a matter of just anyone seeing Mary aeddompanions. Instead, the concern is that the

Jews will find them.

3L Neirynck, “Apocryphal Gospels,” 146. McCarko{l Back the Stoné&1) notes that
“Jewish funerals in this region and period, whetheludea or the Galilee, generally took place
as soon as possible after death, most often betm®et on the same day.” It is not entirely clear
what is meant in GP by the women doing “what womenaccustomed to do for their dead loved
ones” (GP 12:50), but most likely this refers te gractice of anointing and wrapping the body
for burial. McCane (ibid., 32) notes the intenegtdetail that “some rabbinic texts argue that the
task of ‘wrapping and binding’ must be gender speainen, the rabbis suggest, may wrap and
bind the corpse of a man, but not that of a womalemen, by contrast, may wrap and bind
either a male or a female corpse.” It is rardrd fiender roles within ancient Jewish societies
that allowed greater freedom for a woman than a. nidns would seem to imply that women
were more often involved with burial preparations.
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From where has this motif come? Crossan and Ngirgaggest that GP has picked it up
from John, where Joseph of Arimathea is said ta becret disciple of Jesus because of his “fear
of the Jews” ¢oBos T 'loudaiwv), and the disciples are hiding in a locked houséhe day
of the resurrection because of their “fear of thes)’ (oBos T loudaicwv) (John 19:38;
20:19)% If we consider that GP’s author has exhibitedilianity with John at other points, it is
indeed likely that he has borrowed this idea a$.¥¥eThis is all the more likely when we
remember that earlier in our gospel there is asogj@ very similar to John 20:19. In GP 7:26-27
Peter and the disciples are hiding after the drsicif because they are being sought by the Jews
as ones who want to burn down the temple. Thigtiaddl scene well exemplifies the same fear
of the Jews that arises from the women at the sbpul In light of this, | concur with Crossan’s
conclusion about the women'’s visit to the tomb I &e structure and sequence of Mark’s
account has been supplemented with John’s therfigaohg the Jew¥' The story has been
retold by combining elements of two earlier gospelform an entirely new account, one that
continues to cast aspersions on the Jewish peapih as it did in its revision of the crucifixion

scene.

%2 CrossanCross That Spoke85; Neirynck, “Apocryphal Gospels,” 146-47. €san
(Cross That Spok&85) on two occasions cites John 20:9 as theceafrthe motif of fearing the
Jews, but this should be John 20:19. EarlierénRburth Gospel, no one will speak openly about
Jesus because of their “fear of the JewsRps tv "louSaicv) (John 7:13). Vaganay
(Evangile de Pierre320) offers two alternatives for explaining tlear of the Jews in GP: 1)
borrowing from John; and 2) an interpretation ofrk146:8. | have already offered some reasons
for doubting the second proposal.

On the nature and background of the anti-Jewistietecy in John, see D. Moody Smith,
“Judaism and the Gospel of John,Jews and Christians: Exploring the Past, Presend a
Future (ed. James H. Charlesworth; New York: Crossro860}, 76-96; Robert Kysar, “Anti-
Semitism and the Gospel of John,” in Evans and Eadmti-Semitism and Early Christianijty
113-27; J. Louis MartyrHlistory and Theology in the Fourth Gosg§at ed.; Louisville:
Westminster John Knox, 2003).

% For example, GP shows an awareness of the Jolalegjfbreaking scene. Regarding
GP 12:50-13:57 alone, Neirynck (“Apocryphal Gospelgd7 n. 126) lists no fewer than ten
possible points of contact with John 19-20, althosgme are less compelling than others.

% Crossan(Cross That Spok&85.
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(b) Apostolic Testimony

While this study has reviewed many similaritiesimen GP and antecedent texts, our
gospel is unique in its narrative perspective. Wiegospels are the only texts that antedate GP
and include appearance stories. Mark includesinb account, though he seems to know of
them (Mark 14:28; 16:7). Matthew and Luke recaepiphanies, yet both work strictly within a
third-person narrative framewotk. These two authors do not claim to have witnessgof the
events they describe. John, the likeliest soufeay, for GP’s appearance story, is unique
among the NT gospels in the perspective of itsatarf® My focus will be on John 19:35,
though | will not try to sort through the entire zeaof proposals regarding this issue, especially
as it relates to John 21:24: “This is the discipl® is testifying to these things and has written
them, and we know that his testimony is true.” Vifhthe disciple? To what do “these things”
refer? In what sense is it being claimed thatdikeiple wrote the gospel? Who are the “we” that
are mentioned? Addressing all of these questiodgtail would lead us too far afield.

We first note that John claims to have an eyewdras one of his sources, and perhaps

the author himself is claiming to be such a witn@séin 19:35§/ This source should in all

3 Luke’s second volume includes first-person naresti(Acts 16:10-17; 20:5-21:17,
27:1-28:31). These, however, are not related yos@oounts in his or any of the other NT
gospels. The “we” passages in Acts have of cduesa the object of intense scholarly scrutiny
at least since the groundbreaking work in Martibdlius,Studies in the Acts of the Apostles
(London: SCM, 1956).

% This matter is complicated further by the fact thehn 21, where this story occurs, is a
later addendum whose authorship may differ fromh #idohn 1-20. See the comments on this in
Barrett,Gospel according to St. Joh#79-80; Raymond E. Browithe Gospel according to
John XIII-XXI: A New Translation with Introducti@and CommentaryAB 29A; New York:
Doubleday, 1970), 1077-82. | follow the judgmehBoown (Gospel according to John XIlI-

XXI, 1080), that ch. 21 was composed by a later redawdt by the original author. Brown later
changed much of his reconstruction of the developroBJohn’s gospel in subsequent
publications. See, for example, idefine Community of the Beloved DiscifiNew York:

Paulist, 1979).

3" Bauckham Jesus and the Eyewitness@s8-437) argues at length that the Fourth
Gospel was written by someone who claimed to beyawitness of many of the events he
describes and that this individual was not a membédesus’ inner circle of twelve disciples.
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probability be identified with “the disciple whoresls loved” (John 13:23; 19:26; 20:2; 21:7,
20)3® The exact identity of this disciple is not imgortt for our purposes, nor is the disciple’s
historicity®° It is only relevant to note that the Fourth Goseims to have a disciple of Jesus
as an eyewitness to some of the events in Johri 1®Bauckham has argued, persuasively in my
opinion, that “the portrayal of the Beloved Disemlualif[ies] him to be the ideal witness to
Jesus, his story, and its meanifiy.The disciple’s putative status as a witness graim the
authority to interpret the significance of the eigdme narrates. Most importantly, the scene of
John 21:1-14—the potential source of GP 14:58-60er#s at which the beloved disciple is
present.

In summary, there are two items to be noted abol. First, it claims to be based on
the testimony of someone who was present at sorteafvents it describes, yet the Fourth
Evangelist still writes from a third-person perdpar Second, the source of this gospel is
anonymous. The beloved disciple is never named.

GP differs from John in these two regards. Theatar speaks in the first person and his
identity is made explicit. In GP 14:59 we readutBve, the twelve disciples of the Lord, wept
and were grieved.” This indicates that the authane of the “twelve disciples.” The exact
individual is noted in the next verse: “But I, SimBeter, and my brother Andrew...” (GP 14:60).
The story is told from a first-person perspectiyePeter, one of the twelve disciples. There is
also an instance of first-person narration eaiesP:

But | mourned with my companions, and having beeamwded in heart we concealed
ourselves. For we were being sought after by thaemalefactors, and as persons who

¥ Brown, Gospel according to John XIII-XX936-37.

¥ Brown (ibid., xcii-xcviii) summarizes various progais regarding the identity of the
beloved disciple and the question of whether tha ie intended to refer to a real person or is
merely symbolic.

“9Bauckham,Jesus and the Eyewitnessg89. We need not concur with Bauckham’s
judgment about the veracity of the Fourth Evangslidaim to be an eyewitness in order to
appreciate his point about the way in whichpbetrayal of the beloved disciple functions at the
narrative level.
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wanted to set fire to the temple. Because ohal¢ things we fasted and sat mourning
and weeping night and day until the Sabbath. (@B-27)

On those occasions where Peter is presumed tobegrepresent, the account is given from his
vantage point.

GP, then, is unlike any of its known potential e®s in two respects. First, it includes
first-person narrative. While John claims to bedzhon the witness of the beloved disciple, this
is at least one step further removed from the petsge of GP. Second, the implied source of GP
is not anonymous, as in John, but is explicitly edras a prominent apostle in the early Christian

movement.

EARLY CHRISTIAN PARALLELS

Expressions of fearing the Jews and works writtethhé name of a well-known Christian
leader are common in early texts. | will reviewesh separately because they are not directly
related to one another in GP. This survey willtlag groundwork for the next section, in which |
will make some proposals regarding the religio-alisackground that gave rise to the presence

of these features.

(a) Fearing the Jews

Because there are few accounts of the discovettyeofmpty tomb outside of GP and the
NT gospels, we will need to look more broadly a& éarly Christian literature in order to situate
this motif of fearing the Jews. As | stated abd®B,is most similar to John in locating Christian
fear of the Jews in the aftermath of Jesus’ delthr{ 19:38; 20:19). More often, though,
Christian authors refer to a general fear of thves)@articularly as it relates to the social cotgex
in which they were writing. This review will focus those texts that refer to fear of the Jews or

to circumstances in which Jews are said to threatérarm Christians.
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Paul claims to have been a persecutor of Christigior to his conversion to the
movement, though he never expounds on the preatsieenof his opposition (1 Cor 15:9; Gal
1:13, 22-23; Phil 3:6}" Eventually Paul goes from persecutor to one efprsecuted. The
clearest expression of his own experience com2garinthians:

Five times | have received from the Jews the flathes minus one. Three times | was
beaten with rods. Once | received a stoning. &hirees | was shipwrecked; for a night
and a day | was adrift at sea; on frequent journieydanger from rivers, danger from
bandits, danger from my own people, danger fromtil&sn danger in the city, danger in
the wilderness, danger at sea, danger from fatstadns and sisters. (2 Cor 11:24726)

Reference is made to Jewish persecution of Chmistial Thess 2:13-16:

And we also thank God constantly for this, that wigeu received the word of God
which you heard from us, you accepted it not asmbiel of men but as what it really is,
the word of God, which is at work in you believefsor you, brethren, became imitators
of the churches of God in Christ Jesus which atlugea; for you suffered the same
things from your own countrymen as they did from Jlews, who killed both the Lord
Jesus and the prophets, and drove us out, aneasspGod and oppose all men by
hindering us from speaking to the Gentiles thay thay be saved -- so as always to fill
up gle measure of their sins. But God's wrath bagecupon them at last! (1 Thess 2:13-
16)

Paul’s testimony that he once persecuted Christraheates that threats or real acts of violence

were carried out by Jews against Christians dutiedirst few years of the moveméfitHis

*1 On the nature of Paul’s opposition to the se@lufistians, see Arland J. Hultgren,
“Paul's Pre-Christian Persecutions of the ChurdteiTPurpose, Locale, and Natur@BL 95
(1976): 97-111. Substantial treatments of Pauesand travels, including his pre-Christian
activities, are given in Martin Hengdlhe Pre-Christian Paultrans. John Bowden; Philadelphia:
Trinity Press International, 1991); Martin HengetlaAnna M. SchwemeRaul between
Damascus and Antioch: The Unknown Yd#ians. John Bowden; Louisville: Westminster John
Knox, 1997); Udo Schnell&postle Paul: His Life and Theolo@tyans. M. Eugene Boring;
Grand Rapids: Baker, 2005); James D. G. D&a&ginning from Jerusalem: Christianity in the
Making vol. 2 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2009), esp. 322:97-954.

*2 Paul may also allude to persecution in Rom 15:B0c&l 5:11; 6:12.

3 See also my discussion of these verses in Ch@ipteabove. As | stated there, even if
this is an interpolation, it is a very early oneldrelevant to the question of Jewish-Christian
relations during the first two centuries.

* It is not possible to date Paul’s conversion witecision, but most have concluded that
it occurred within two to six years after the deatldesus. A summary of the data appears in
Hengel and SchwemePaul between Damascus and Antip24-35. Echoing a near-consensus
among modern scholars, they date the conversiapgmoximately three years after the
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later experience as a missionary provides a fimstleccount of one who came to be on the
receiving end of persecution from certain Jews.

Luke’s second volume gives the same general piag@mas Paul does on this tofic.
The pre-Christian Paul opposed the followers ofigéacts 7:58-9:2), and Paul himself is
eventually opposed violently by some Jews aftephis conversion (e.g., Acts 9:23-25; 14:2-5,
19; 17:5-9; 18:12-17; 20:3, 19; 21:27-32; 23:12:2If) addition, other Christians besides Paul
faced persecution at the hands of certain Jews (@#@t22; 5:17-42; 8:1-3; 12:1-3).

Reading the NT gospels with an eye toward thegioal audience reveals several points
at which hostility from Jews is indicated. Jeselsthis followers that the Jews will persecute
them violently (Matt 10:17-18; 23:34; Mark 13:9;keu12:11; 21:12; John 15:18-2‘*3).In some
of these accounts, most notably John, the fedreoféws is tied to the expulsion of Christians
from the synagogues (John 9:22; 12:42-43; 16:Z-3)he Fourth Evangelist alleges that some
will even push this opposition to the point of trgito kill the followers of Jesus (John 16:2-3).

As we move into the second century, further examajgpear. In th®lartyrdom of
Polycarp,Jews in Smyrna are among those who assist in ergdbe bishopNlart. Pol.12.2;

13.1)* An interesting example is found in the seconduasrEpistle to Diognetuswvhere

crucifixion, in which case Paul’s opposition to @hristian sect would necessarily have come
very early in its development.

* Setzer Jewish Responsg$4-82) groups the reactions of Jews to Christiadscts
into four categories: 1) neutral curiosity; 2) gedé¢olerance; 3) plots and spontaneous violence;
and 4) the use of official channels to punish Glanis.

“6 On this subject in Matthew and, to a lesser extéetother NT gospels, see Douglas R.
A. Hare,The Theme of Jewish Persecution of Christiansar3bspel according to St. Matthew
(SNTSMS 6; Cambridge: Cambridge University PreS§,7).

*"On the issue of synagogue expulsion in John, seyNl “A Gentile Mission That
Replaced an Earlier Jewish Mission?'Erploring the Gospel of John: In Honor of D. Moody
Smith(ed. R. Alan Culpepper and C. Clifton Black; Laiilie: Westminster John Knox, 1996),
124-44; idemHistory and Theology56-65.

8 ET and Greek text in Holme&postolic Fathers318-21.
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Christians are made enemie®hepow) by Jews Diogn. 5.17)*° Without a doubt, though,
Justin Martyr provides the greatest number of ezfees to opposition from and persecution by
Jews.

Space will not allow discussion of all of Justiascusations in this area. Setzer has
placed Justin’'s comments about Jewish actiongliwtdollowing categories: 1) verbal attacks
against Christians; 2) hatred of Christians; 3yaloor desired harm of Christiarfs] will survey
examples from each of these groups. Accordingistind, the verbal attacks include slander (
Apol. 49) and cursing of ChristianBi@l. 16; 93; 95; 96; 108; 123; 133). The two most
illustrative quotations are included here:

Now you spurn those who hope in Him, and in Hinovglent Him, namely, Almighty

God, the Creator of all things; to the utmost afitypower you dishonowriuagew) and

curse kaTapaouat) in your synagogues all those who believe in Ghr®ial. 16; Falls

172y*

For, in your synagogues you curgatapoopat) all those who through Him have

become Christians, and the Gentiles put into effeat curse by killing all those who

merely admit that they are Christian®id]. 96; Falls 299Y
At several points Justin refers to Jewish hatre@hoistians { Apol.36; Dial. 35; 39; 133; 136).
Examples of this type are reflected in these statsne

The Jews, who possess the writings of the Proptiigtsiot understand this; not only did

they not recognize Christ when He came, but thepdate |(icéw) us who declare that

He has come. 1(Apol.36; Falls 73

For this reason, too, we pray for you and for guee else who hatesypaive) us.
(Dial. 35; Falls 201

“ET and Greek text in ibid., 702-3.

%0 Setzer,Jewish Responses31-32. She has other categories as well, legethre the
most relevant to my discussion. Similar descrifgiare provided in Stanton, “Aspects,” 377-92.

*L Greek text in Edgar J. Goodspeed, Bik, dltesten Apologeten: Texte mit kurzen
Einleitungen(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1914), 109.

52 Greek text in ibid.210.
3 Greek text in ibid., 51.

> Greek text in ibid., 131.
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Slander and hatred, verbal abuses as it were oatbaonly accusation Justin lodges against the
Jews of his day.
Many times, especially in h8ialogue with TryphpJustin claims that Jews pursue
violence toward Christians, even to the point afikieg their deathl( Apol.31;Dial. 16; 35; 95;
96; 110; 122; 133; 136). He does, however, inditiaat Jews are relatively powerless to carry
out their wishes, though he has no doubt that wmyld kill Christians if given the opportunity.
I include here a few representative quotations:
But these Jews, though they read the books dajtdasp their meaning, and they consider
us as their enemies and adversaries, killing amisping us, just as you do, whenever
they are able to do so, as you can readily imaginghe recent Jewish war, Bar
Kocheba, the leader of the Jewish uprising, ordératlonly the Christians should be
subjected to dreadful torments, unless they rerediaad blasphemed Jesus Chridt. (
Apol. 31; Falls 67)
But if you curse Him and those who believe in Hang, whenever it is in your power,
put them to death, how will you prevent retributfoom being demanded of you for
having laid hands on Him, as of unjust and sinfahmwvho are completely devoid of
feeling and wisdom?Dal. 95; Falls 299)
Whenever you and all other men have the powercagtiout every Christian not only
from his own property but even from the whole woftdt you allow no Christian to live.
(Dial. 110; Falls 318)
But the proselytes not only do not believe, thiagpheme His name twice as much as
you do and they, too, strive to torture and killso believe in Him, for they endeavor
to follow your example in everythingDfal. 122; Falls 336-37)
Indeed, your hand is still lifted to do evil, besa, although you have slain Christ, you do
not repent; on the contrary, you hate and (whengwemhave the power) kill us who
through Him believe in God, the Father of All, arali cease not to curse Him and those
who belong to Him. Dial. 133; Falls 354-55)
Later writers, including Origen and Tertullian,@almake passing reference to Jewish persecution,
as does Eusebius, who quotes some earlier writ¢his regard’

The fear of the women in GP is not unlike the isests expressed in other Christian

texts of the first two centuries. How much was tipiounded in the actual experience of early

> Examples in Setzedewish Responsek51-57.
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Christians, and how often was it merely a litef&tion used to disparage those outside the

movement? This remains to be seen, but | wilhgtea brief answer later in this chapter.

b) Apostolic Testimony

Appeals to apostolic authority even predate the@is. Twice in 1 Corinthians Paul
criticizes his audience for their factionalism,ithmove to align with particular Christian apostles
or missionaries:

For it has been reported to me by Chloe's petpliethere are quarrels among you, my

brothers and sisters. What | mean is that eaglbwfays, “I belong to Paul,” or “I

belong to Apollos,” or “I belong to Cephas,” ortiélong to Christ.” (1 Cor 1:11-12)

For when one says, “l belong to Paul,” and anothdrelong to Apollos,” are you not

merely human? What then is Apollos? What is P&el¥ants through whom you came

to believe, as the Lord assigned to each. | ptapollos watered, but God gave the

growth. (1 Cor 3:4-6)

Paul's defense of his status as an apostle alsals®its importance at a very early point in the
emerging Christian movement (1 Cor 9:1-27; 2 Cofl41b; Gal 1:11-24). We find that most
early Christian texts carry the name of an earlyistian leader, are told from one’s perspective,
or have some close connection to one. This isliatle of texts that came to be included in the
NT canon and of those that did not.

Within the NT canon, the four gospels bear theaafran apostle or one affiliated with
an apostlé® The author of Acts implies that he was occaslgnalthe company of Paul, at least
judging by his use of “we” at times in the narrativThirteen letters purport to have been written

by the apostle Paul. Two epistles are attributeldter, foremost among the twelve apostles. Of

the remaining seven NT books, six (James, the Johampistles, Jude, and Revelation) bear an

*There is disagreement about whether the titlehefjbspels are original or were added
later (i.e., in the second century). Hengel (‘8stbf the Gospels,” 64-84) advocates the former
position, while Koester (“From the Kerygma-GospeWritten Gospels,NTS35 [1989]: 361-

81) represents the latter. In any case, by the toithte second century all four gospels were
associated with an apostle or a figure connecte¢o
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apostolic name or the name of one of Jesus’ allsimitigs®’ Some scholars have also proposed
“schools” that were associated with various apesllgring the first few centuries and in which
Christians claimed to carry on the legacy of agasfigures

Among texts that did not find their way into th& Kanon, the majority of them are
named after one of the first followers of Jesuarerpurportedly based on their testimony. This
extends to the four main literary genres: gosjaaits, epistles, and apocalypses. Early Christian
gospels exemplifying this include ti@ospel of Thomas, Gospel of Philip, Gospel of Mary,
Gospel of Nicodemus, Infancy Gospel of Thomad,theProtoevangelium of Jamedhe
various acts that circulated in the first few ceiatsiinclude thécts of Peter, Acts of John, Acts
of Paul, Acts of Andrew, Acts of Philip, Acts oflfew and Matthiasand theActs of Thaddaeus
Apostolic epistles are representedTihyrd Corinthians the Epistle to the Laodiceanthe
Epistles of Paul and Senedhe Epistle of Titusand theEpistle to the Alexandriand_astly,
apocalypses that carry the name of an apostledacheApocalypse of Peter, First Apocalypse
of James, Second Apocalypse of James, Apocalypseibind theApocryphon of John.

It is not surprising that Peter, who was perhapsmost well-known apostle of the early
Christian era, is associated with numerous texBeter, 2 Peter, GEhe Apocalypse of Petethe
Acts of Peterthe Kerygma Petrithe Acts of Peter and the Twelve Apostiasd thekerygmata
Petrou(pseudo-Clementine source). In the final seabbthis chapter | will discuss apostolic

authority in early Christian texts, especially GP.

" Of course, in the case of the Johannine epistiéRawelation it is uncertain whether
the authors were claiming to have been the apasha. A helpful summary of pseudepigraphal
issues related to NT epistles in particular is thimBauckham, “Pseudo-Apostolic LettedBL
107 (1988): 469-94.

8 Examples of these “school” theories appear in KriStendahlThe School of St.
Matthew(2d ed.; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1968); Oscarr@ai, The Johannine Circlérans. John
Bowden; Philadelphia: Westminster, 1976); Jame€hérlesworthThe Beloved Disciple:
Whose Witness Validates the Gospel of Jdhtalley Forge, Pa.: Trinity Press International,
1995); Gregory J. RileyResurrection Reconsidered: Thomas and John in Guetsy
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 1995).
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APOLOGETICSAND POLEMICSIN GP 12:50-14:60

I will now offer explanations for the two featuréhat we have surveyed in this chapter.
Why is there an emphasis on the fear of the JewkY is the gospel written from the perspective
of Peter? In my estimation, anti-Jewish polengs lbehind the answer to the first question, and

intra-Christian apologetics are the motivating éadtehind the second.

(a) Fearing the Jews

As | mentioned in my treatment of Jewish respohisidor the death of Jesus in Chapter
Two, any discussion of anti-Jewish polemic in tingt tenturie<.E. must strive to recognize that
the subsequent two millennia of history had notwdblded. At the time GP was composed,
Jews were a much larger social group than Christiaere much more widely recognized by
outsiders, and generally had a higher social stey3di What little political power Jews had in
communities, Christians possessed even less.

John’s gospel, which refers to fear of the Jews,demerally been judged to have arisen
during the aftermath of the exclusion of Christi&nosn Jewish synagogues. The portrait in John,
therefore, is of “a defensive and threatened Garistommunity, attempting to reshape its
identity isolated from the synagogue and its Jewdsis.®™ TheSitz im Lebemwf this gospel can
be detected in verses such as John 9:22; 12:4Z@&aAd Martyn has gone so far as to argue that

John 16:2 indicates that some of those from thardaihe community who had been expelled

*90n the relative social status of the two groups,GeantJews in the Roman World
97-169; Jack T. SandeiS¢chismatics, Sectarians, Dissidents, Deviants:Hirst One Hundred
Years of Jewish-Christian Relatiofalley Forge, Pa.: Trinity Press Internation&93);
Wilson, Related Strangerd.ieu, Image and RealitySmallwood Jews under Roman Rule

8 Kysar, “Anti-Semitism and the Gospel of John,” 120artyn History and Theology
is perhaps foremost among those who have suggistethe setting of John lies in the aftermath
of the Jewish expulsion of Christians from the gotue.



248

from the synagogue were put to death by Jews &r thligious devotion to Jesfis.Kysar
contends that Martyn has overstated matters, ajthbe acknowledges that there may have been
some level of violence between Jews and Christiffileated with the Johannine communfy.
What is really at issue in John is the questiorebious identity: what defines a particular
religious group? What distinguishes “us” from ‘tfi& Allegiance to Jesus appears to be at the
core of this question. Martyn suggests that ifxd@ish authorities had been asked why they act
violently against expelled Christian synagogue memsbthey would have responded in
theological terms: “We persecute Jewish Christlztsause they worship Jesus as a second
god.”™®

It is this same formation of a group’s religiodentity that is important for understanding
the fear of the Jews in GP. The author of this e self-identified in a way that draws a clear
distinction between Christians and “Jews.” Chaiss appear further removed from their Jewish
roots than they do in John. Setzer remarks th&Hn“Christians hardly appear as any kind of
insiders to the Jewish communif}."There is nothing in GP that could be construetiras
house” Jewish polemic, such as what is commonipddn the Synoptic Gospels. It is
completely an “us vs. them” mentality that is restiimg throughout our text. Jews oppose Jesus
and anyone aligned with him.

Some have suggested that the reason Christiadraig of Jews in GP is that the
polemic between the two groups in the region whieeegospel was written had risen to the point
of violence®® This is possible, but I think it is more likelyat the picture of Jews is being

painted in the worst possible light simply to disggge them. Perhaps, as may be the case with

®- Martyn, History and Theologyesp. 69-83.

62 Kysar, “Anti-Semitism and the Gospel of John,” 422
% Martyn, History and Theology75.

% SetzerJewish Responses25.

% |bid., 124.
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Justin, the Petrine evangelist has merely head@wfsh hostilities towards Christians in his day,
though it is possible that some in his communityehexperienced this firsthand. Jews were one
of the religious groups competing with Christiansddherents. The author of GP sees Jews as a
socially stronger group, which leads him to preskem as the aggressor in the competition with
Christians. He uses Jews as the persecutors ti@hs to reflect this idea, though he has
inherited this motif from John in order to colosHitory of the women's visit to the tomb.
Theories from the social sciences prove illumirgatn this matter. John G. Gager was
one of the first to employ conflict theory to expléhe growth and development of the early
Christian movemerff Conflict, both internal and external, played aerative role in this
process. Internal conflict manifests itself inawsuch as questions of orthodoxy and orthopraxy
within a religious sect. The group develops ieniity by defining itself around such issues.
More importantly for our present subject, thougtthie issue of a religious group’s external
conflicts. Gager summarizes matters this way:
The search for identity is often reached througncgess of rebellion against one’s
immediate parentage. Inevitably, this task of-definition involves conflict in one form
or another. Externally, this conflict took theroof dialogues with and diatribes against
the Jewish and pagan background of nascent CinitgtiaThe polemical tone of these
interchanges reflects the urgency that often acemmag the efforts of young, minority
communities to establish their own identity in tumtext of a larger worlff.
The emphasis in GP on fearing the Jews reflecteftbets of those who wish to portray

themselves as the minority community (Christiansgdgtablish its identity in relation to its

stronger parent group from which it has separatedrg).

% Gager Kingdom and Community: The Social World of Earlyi§ranity (Englewood
Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1975). Gager is capnssly dependent on the work of Lewis Coser
(The Functions of Social Conflict: An Examinatiorited Concept of Social Conflict and Its Use
in Empirical Sociological Researdhew York: Free, 1956]). Coser’s theory, in tuiian
exposition of the earlier efforts of Georg Simmblore recently, SanderS¢hismatics,
Sectarians, Dissidents, Deviani®5-29) has advocated conflict theory as oné®htost helpful
lenses through which to view the relationship betwemerging Christianity, Judaism, and the
larger Greco-Roman world.

®” Gager Kingdom and Communitg0.
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Another aspect of conflict theory states thatdloser the relationship between two
competing groups, the more intense the corffficthe portrait of Jews in GP might indicate that
this text was composed by a Gentile who had comtibt(non-Christian) Jewish groups or
individuals. By depicting Jews as people to bedddoy Christians, this gospel bears some
resemblance to Justin@alogue with Trypho Perhaps the Petrine evangelist was a Gentile

Christian who viewed Jews in much the same wayJXhsiin did.

(b) Apostolic Testimony

In the emerging Christian movement the appeal tstafic witness as support for one’s
position extended to written texts, a trend indédaby the proliferation of works composed in the
name or from the perspective of one or more oftinéiest Christian leaders. | cataloged this
proliferation earlier with my list of works bearinige names of, or purporting to have been
written by, well-known figures. In early Christi@ommunities, texts judged to have been
written by apostles stood a better chance of beimgidered authoritativé.

The appeal to apostolic authority was widespraaghrly Christianity. In his review of
this trend, Everett Ferguson contends that thetingdeehind these appeals was the belief that the

apostles provided the standard for the churchietsend praxi$® Christians of all persuasions

% bid., 83-85.

%It is anachronistic to refer to the “NT canon’tire mid-second century. Thus, | use
the term authoritative to indicate the status grant texts for use in Christian worship and
praxis. On the criterion of apostolicity for detening the authoritative status of texts and ile ro
in the development of the NT canon, see Robert WikParables and Presence: Forms of the
New Testament TraditiafPhiladelphia: Fortress, 1982), 182-86; Bruce MitAder,The Canon
of the New Testament: Its Origin, Development, Sigghificance(Oxford: Clarendon, 1987),
253; Lee M. McDonald, “Identifying Scripture andri@m in the Early Church: The Criteria
Question,” in idem and Sandef3anon Debate416-39, esp. 424-27.

0 Ferguson, “The Appeal to Apostolic Authority iretEarly Centuries,ResQ50
(2008): 49-62. Ferguson and | are not making jusigias to the validity of any particular
appeal to apostolic authority. That lies outshue purview of this project. The point is that #es
appeals were commonplace. See also the contnitsutioAnthony Hilhorst, edThe Apostolic
Age in Patristic ThoughtvCSup 70; Leiden: Brill, 2004). The essays i ttolume concern the
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looked to the age of the apostles as their fouadatThis holds true regardless of whether the
individuals would come to be identified as orthodmheterodox in their theological claims. The
church originated from the apostles, who formedaitsrdation, and this was apparently the view
of most early Christians. Proto-orthodox writers such as Ignatius, Justénaeus, Tertullian,
and Origen appealed to apostolic authority. Tivase were eventually deemed heterodox did
likewise. Basilides claimed to have received bachings from Glaucias, an associate of Péter.
The Valentinians alleged that their founder wagtéiby Theudas, a student of P&uL.

Speaking specifically of written texts, Irenaeuguas that the four gospels which came
to be included in the NT were the gospels “of thestles” that “have been handed down to us
from the apostles”’Haer.3.11.9). For Tertullian, only writings that corinem apostolic men are
authoritative farc. 4.2). Christian doctrine, according to Clemest,iwkes from the apostles and
their associates, and is preserved in writirgjsofn.1.1). This practice of appealing to apostolic
authority gives us some background to our discassidsP.

The comments of Serapion about the alleged autipoo$hhis gospel are instructive, and
we are fortunate that Eusebius has preserved shefs words:

For our part, brethren, we receive both Peterthaather apostles as Chrigtt the

writings which falsely bear their namésx 8¢ ovouoTi auTV Peudemiypada) we

reject, as men of experience, knowing that suckewet handed down to us. For |

myself, when | came among you, imagined that ajlaef clung to the true faith; and,

without going through the Gospel put forward byntha the name of Peter, | said: If this

is the only thing that seemingly causes captioakrfgs among you, let it be readdigt.
eccl.6.12.3-4; Lake and Oulton, 2:40-41)

various ways in which Christians of the secondufrofourth centuries viewed the age of the
apostles and attempted to trace many of their sléiatk to them.

" renaeusHaer.3.12.7; 4.21.3; OrigerGels.3.28.
2 ClementStrom.7.17.

”® Ibid.
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The gospel bears the name of Peter, but this atitsibis false, according to Serapion. Hengel
notes that this is the first time the rare woedSemiypado appears in Christian literatufe The
implication of these comments is that writings weue forward falsely in the name of early
Christian leaders in an attempt to lend them aekegf credence or authority. In the estimation
of the second-century bishop, GP was written iriPehame and from his perspective in order to
ascribe it an authoritative status. In a world¢d@ihpeting gospels, a stamp of approval by an
apostle or other early Christian leader was alraeséntial. There are good reasons for
understanding why Peter was chosen in this case.

Vaganay, Koester and others have noted that seviexas of evidence indicate that the
authority of Peter was prominent in the area aroimtibch and Western Syria during the first
two centuries? Peter’s importance in this region can be traceklat least to the 4@sE., as
can be inferred from Paul’'s statements in GalattanBeter is the leading apostle in Matthew'’s
gospel, which most often is assigned a provenamoe around Syrian Antioci. Theophilus of
Antioch, still in the second century, alludes te #pocalypse of PetdAutol. 1.14; 2.19). In
light of this, it should not be surprising thatSerapion’s day GP was being read (and had been
composed?) in the region. Swete claims that, vitheames to GP’s provenance, “all the

evidence points to Western Syria as the placeiginot’’

" Hengel,Four Gospels218 n. 49.

> vaganayEvangile de Pierre94; Helmut Koester, “GNOMAI DIAPHOROI: The
Origin and Nature of Diversification in the Histooy Early Christianity,” inTrajectories through
Early Christianity(ed. James M. Robinson and idem; Philadelphiaréss, 1971), 119-26;
Terence V. SmithPetrine Controversies in Early ChristianiWVUNT 2.15; Tubingen: Mohr
[Siebeck], 1985), 41-42. David H. Schmidt (“Thed?@Nritings: Their Redactors and Their
Relationships” [Ph.D. diss., Northwestern Univertsit972]) has examined the widespread appeal
to Peter in early Christian texts that was donerder to garner acceptance for the claims in such
works.

® Koester, “GNOMAI DIAPHOROI,” 123; HagneMatthew 1-13Ixxv.

" Swete Akhmim Fragmeniliv.
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While simply attributing a text to a particular atie might help gain it a readership, it is
even more compelling in granting authority if tle&ttis written by one who participated in the
events it describes. Tl&ospel of Thomamight be the earliest gospel to claim direct aplast
authority in this regard, as its opening line reddihese are the secret words which the living
Jesus spoke, and which Didymus Judas Thomas woate’dGos. Thom1).”® GP, like the
Gospel of Thomagplaces its apostolic author within its storidhere is no secondhand
reporting; rather, one of the alleged eyewitnessescounting his own experiences. In this
sense, then, writing a gospel in the name and thenperspective of a leading apostle is a form
of intra-Christian apologetics. It is an effortlémd it apostolic authority, a key supporting

foundation for theological claims.

CONCLUSIONS

The synoptic analysis of GP 12:50-14:60 revediatithe story of the women'’s visit to
the tomb is likely based on Mark 16:1-8 and thatdbcount of the disciples at the Sea of
Tiberias may be related to John 21:1-14. In tloeseé section of this chapter | argued that, while
GP’s empty tomb account is based on Mark, it hberited the theme of fearing the Jews from
John. What Mark leaves unstated—the cause oktre+GP makes explicit. | then briefly
summarized the role of the apostle Peter as thratoaand primary figure of this gospel and
noted that this differs from all of the NT gospelhe shift to Peter as narrator resembles the
practices of certain Second Temple rewritten Biblgs. For example, the author of the Qumran
Temple Scrolhas omitted the name of Moses when quoting théaRarch in order to make it
appear as though God was giving the law directihéd’emple Scrolivriter. This narrative

maneuver attempts to lend greater authority taeke

8| have noted already that John is indirect ircigm to the authority behind it. The
beloved disciple is anonymous and in this sense ddfers from both th&ospel ofThomasand
GP.
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In reviewing early Christian parallels, | notedegl texts, most notably Justin’s, that
refer to violence directed by Jews against ChnstiaExamples of works bearing the name of an
early Christian leader were also provided in otdeeflect the frequency of the practice. Finally,
| suggested that, as we discovered in GP’s cruaifistory, anti-Jewish polemics underlie the
women’s fear of the Jews. Christians considerethtielves the socially weaker of the two
groups, which led them to portray Jews as the aggran the competition between the sects.
Finally, | showed that the proliferation of textsthe early Christian movement frequently led
writers to associate their work with a well knoveadler and that GP is one example of this. By
appealing to the testimony of the most respectedtig—especially within some circles near
Antioch during the first two centuries—the authdGd attempted to lend greater authority to his

gospel.
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CONCLUSION

Some time in the middle part of the second centu§hristian author composed a new
story of the life, death, and resurrection of Jedds did this by using as his primary sources the
NT Gospels and other pieces of tradition with whiehwas acquainted. In this rewritten gospel
there are many details that differ from the anteogavorks, changes that were made in order to
make the story more fitting for the new settingvimich this author wrote. By all appearances, he
was familiar with some of the criticisms that hagkb directed against Christian claims in
general—and the NT Gospels in particular—by somhase outside the Christian movement.
Many of the changes he makes to his sources sebavéobeen done in response to such
objections. His anti-Jewish sentiments are obviaidnich is perhaps an indication of real or
perceived conflict that existed between his Claistommunity and a local Jewish group.

In Chapter One | first reviewed the early histofy\GP and noted that it was well known
among Christian writers of the earliest centuriesffered some reasons for judging that the text
in the Akhmim manuscript is indeed to be identifeeda portion of the work known in antiquity
as the “Gospel according to Peter.” Next, | suegethe history of scholarship on this text,
summarizing the ways in which previous studiesviadied the relationship between GP and the
canonical gospels and the proposals that had bade as to the context in which GP was
written. | then outlined my twofold thesis: thaP®& best understood as a “rewritten gospel,” and
that criticism from and competition with those ddésthe Christian movement played a
formative role in the reworking of earlier gospetaunts.

Chapter Two examined the Passion Narrative anghiticular, the way in which the
author of GP alters the identity of those respdaditr crucifying Jesus. While the Romans are
depicted as the executioners in the NT gospelsydHand the Jews have this role in GP. Many
of the abuses of Jesus that occur in the NT gogpelalso in GP, yet all of them are carried out

by Jews rather than Romans. Our author has danetbrder to cast all of the blame for this
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event on to the Jews. He highlights the Jews'sadfto wash their hands, the primacy of Herod
over Pilate in the proceedings, and the heightemadvolency of the Jews in their treatment of
Jesus. He also uses the Scriptures of Israehiayathat casts the Jews in a negative light. At th
same time that the Jews are made guilty of killiagus, Pilate and the Romans are exonerated.
The Petrine evangelist was not unlike Paul, Luke @uthor of Acts), Justin, and Melito in
sometimes referring solely to Jews as the one®naiigle for Jesus’ death, while neglecting to
mention Roman involvement in the event. The religiand social competition with Jews that
the author of GP likely experienced was a factdrisnnegative portrayal of them. He also was
apologetically motivated to avoid having an enemthee person of a Roman governor, which
leads him to portray this political official as weent of any wrongdoing.

In Chapter Three | contended that the author ensdioyr specific signs as warnings to
the Jews for their involvement in Jesus’ deathkidess at the crucifixion, the torn temple veil, an
earthquake, and the destruction of Jerusalem. adaltawn these four signs from the NT
gospels, but their meaning has been dramaticaéyea in the rewritten gospel. While in the NT
accounts these symbols serve primarily to indidaadentity of Jesus, they are portents of
judgment in GP. Similar interpretations of thegms are found in Melito, Justin, ti&ospel of
Bartholomew, the Pseudo-Clementitfiecognitions, the Testament of Levi, Tertullian, and
Origen’s report about Celsus. The author of GR tisese signs in an effort to show that God
was on the side of Christians and not that of Jekvem his perspective, it showed the
superiority of Christianity over Judaism.

Chapter Four reviewed the account of the guaf@Rn The writer has retold the
Matthean story and has altered it in seven wagsiaffort to assure readers that the tomb of
Jesus was secure. These changes involve the tbggrad the guard’s deployment, the timing
of the placement of the stone, the identity of éhatio move the stone, the sealing of the tomb,
an alibi for the disciples, the diligence of thgsmrding the tomb, and the visit of a crowd from

Jerusalem. Cumulatively, these redactional chaieesal the apologetic motives of our author
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and his attempt to demonstrate that the discipetdmot have stolen Jesus’ body from its burial
place. In early Christian literature the guardthattomb are inextricably linked to the claim that
the disciples had stolen Jesus’ body, as evideinct Gospel of Nicodemus, theGospel of the
Hebrews, the Pseudo-Clementif&cognitions, the Martyrdom and Ascension of | saiah,
Tertullian, and Origen. The Petrine evangelistd¢tenged the Matthean account because he is
attempting to alleviate some of the difficultieslire earlier version that would allow for the
possibility that the disciples could have stoles body.

| examined the resurrection account of GP in Chdfitee. While none of the NT
gospels describes the resurrection—the actual emeegof Jesus from the tomb—the
noncanonical author adds this scene in an atteonpide a better case for the reality of the
event. He is meticulous in his description of wises to this event. Those present at the tomb
see everything that transpires. By repeatedly imeing that the guards and Jewish leaders saw
the occasion, the author assures that there wénesses. Furthermore, his first withesses have
distinctly different characteristics than the NTuoterparts. The NT stories have friends (i.e.,
disciples) in this role; GP has enemies. The Ngvmamen discover the empty tomb; in GP men
have this role. Those who first see evidence ®@fdsurrection in the NT initially doubt; the
witnesses in GP are certain of what they are wéings Evidence from Codex Bobbiensis and
the Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah indicates that the author may have borrowed his
resurrection account from an earlier story, onepneserved in the NT gospels. THgstula
Apostolorum provides an example of how apologetic motivatisoisietimes influenced
resurrection stories in early Christianity, intésethat were shared by the author of GP. He
rewrites the story in response to certain objestitiat were common among critics of the early
Christian movement. Celsus is an example of atekeyno ridicules the fact that Jesus never
appeared to his enemies, and who scoffs at theth@eshe resurrection claim rested its
foundations on the testimony of a “hysterical worhahhe Petrine evangelist was acquainted

with sentiments like these and took them into aersition when writing his own account.
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In Chapter Six | reviewed the final two pericopé&®: the discovery of the empty tomb
and what seems to be the beginning of a post-mxsion appearance story. The account of the
women’s visit to the tomb in GP is based largelytmMarkan parallel. The primary change
made to the Markan story is to offer an explanatiorthe women'’s fear: they are afraid of the
Jews. He has imported this theme from John’s dpapd the motif aligns with his anti-Jewish
sentiments elsewhere. The appearance story thetscat the end of the GP fragment resembles
the scene of John 21:1-14. A key difference, thougthat our evangelist has placed Peter in the
role of first-person narrator. Evidence of reaperceived aggression from Jews towards
Christians can be found in many early writers axtst including Paul, Luke, John, the
Martyrdom of Polycarp, theEpistle to Diognetus, Justin, Tertullian, and Origen. It is likely tha
the author of GP was familiar with instances offtoinbetween Jews and Christians, and that his
portrayal of them as aggressors may be rooteckiffieitt that Jews were a larger and more
socially powerful group at the time. As for thevaplic testimony implied by depicting Peter as
the narrator of GP, appeals to apostolic autheréye commonplace during the first few
centuries of the Common Era. This reflects amagiteo lend greater authority to his text and its
claims.

Various theories have been made concerning thearship of GP and the canonical
gospels, and the social context in which GP wattewi | have proposed a fresh analogy for
understanding and appreciating the manner in witiefauthor of GP viewed and handled the
canonical gospels, having identified this noncacalrtext as “rewritten gospel.” Furthermore, |
have identified apologetics as the primary motighibd the reworking of the NT accounts.
Koester has claimed that those who view GP as heiagme way dependent on the canonical
works have failed to offer an adequate explandtoiits structure and the setting in which it
originated:

The judgment about the passion narrative ofdbspel of Peter and its relationship to

the canonical gospels depends upon one’s genesalofithe development of the passion
narrative. If one assumes that there was oncédan loistorical report which was later
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supplemented with materials drawn from scripturappecy, the&sospel of Peter with its
rich references and allusions to such scripturas@ges will appear as secondary and
derivative. There are, however, serious objectiorthis hypothesis. Form, structure,
and life situation of such a historical passiororgpnd its transmission have never been
clarified?
| offer this study as a reply to Koester and aoreffo account for the form, structure, and the
social setting of this gospel.

It is my hope that this examination of GP has stenew light on old questions. The
category “rewritten gospel” that | have proposed imave other members in addition to GP. The
Epistula Apostolorum and theGospel of the Ebionites are two of the leading candidates for
nomination, although further study is necessarthanfront. By understanding the way that
authoritative religious texts were rewritten by 3awantiquity, we might better appreciate this
practice by Christians of the same era. More irtgmtly, this study has sought to focus on one
particular motive that influenced our author—apelfocs. In a world of competing religious
claims and ideas, the contentions of outsidersopponents are always present. Sometimes they

are dismissed, other times they are heard ancpamss is offered. In the case of GP, the

response has come in the form of a new story aheudeath, burial, and resurrection of Jesus.

POSTSCRIPT

As a citizen of a post-Holocaust world, it has aletays been easy to write on this
subject matter. Throughout this study | have emitas a historian and exegete, someone
attempting to understand a text from antiquity.t 8iew comments about its relevance today are
in order.

While | have noted at several points that the @ubh GP likely lived in an area in which
there was some type of conflict or tension betw@kristians and Jews, this is part of the
requisite conjecture that is needed when attemptimgconstruct history. We can never be

certain of precisely what the author’s Jewish “apgrts” (as he viewed them) were doing or

! Koester, “Apocryphal and Canonical Gospels,” 127.
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saying. This gospel is an important source ofrimfation about the so-called “parting of the
ways” that took place between Judaism and Chrisfidnring the course of the first few
centuries. It is clear that the Petrine evangetisisidered Christians and Jews to be two distinct
and separate groups. From his vantage point, dys tad clearly parted.

It is ironic that at a time when Christians andgdéave made great strides toward a
cooperative spirit, tolerance, and mutual appresiadf one another, it might appear as though
some of the conclusions that | have reached abBueGult in taking two (or three or four) steps
back. However, this need not be the case. Tomdraethe past is not necessarily a call to
endorse it. In fact, | hope that in instances sagthe present one, our memory of the past can
serve as a reminder of the implications that oeolibgy has on the world around us. Continued
improvement in Jewish-Christian relations today niit come about simply by ignoring difficult
texts such as GP. In this sense, then, my wotkigrgospel has most certainly not been
prescriptive. But it is still able to serve agadon from history to a world that has always ngéede

reminding.
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