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1 Introduction

1.1 Research Question

The Greek philosopher Celsus (ca. 180 CE), whewdseconfronted with the Christian idea
of the bodily resurrection, put his disgust in umished words: “This is simply the hope of
worms! What kind of human soul would still long farotten body?” {teyvdg cxoinkmv 1
EATTic” moia yap avOpdmov yoyn modnoelev <av> £t odpa ceonndc;, Or. Cels.5.14). The idea
of resurrection is not the only off-putting ancaiional belief conservative Greek intellectuals
like Celsus thought Christians had. They considénedeligious association of the Christians
disruptive for society, mainly because Christianskb with the traditions of their ancestors.
The fact that Christianity appeared on the radaGdek intellectuals as a group worthy of
refutation reflects the growth of the movementha second century CEAs more and more
well-educated people joined Christianity, the mgeapologetics on their part could not stay
away, as is attested by the works of Justin Mafitgtian, and Athenagoras among others. The
main purpose of defending Christianity was to waiffl persecution and to show that
Christians were innocent and harmless. The pdlitifence involved the challenge to
present the reasonableness of Christianity oveinsigthe dominant philosophical ideas. At
the same time Christians had to deal with divensityin their ranks. This situation resulted
in direct and indirect interaction between Chrisitiaand Greek philosophy.

In order to better understand the shaping of e@hyistian thought by the intellectual
interaction with its historical and cultural matrtkis thesis will investigate the treatida the
Resurrectionof Pseudo-Justin as part of the resurrection dedratend 180 CE. How is the
view on the resurrection of this treatise relatedtiie dominant intellectual discourse of
Hellenistic philosophy and what is its place in tevelopment of Christianity?

The assumption of this research is that there watelaate’ around 180 CE about the
Christian idea of resurrection. In general the mesation is discussed in writings from the
later second century to the early third century Che rationale for the limitation to the
period around 180 CE is that three texts can beddplausibly around this year. Pseudo-
Justin’sOn the Resurrectigrdefending the resurrection of the flesh, is régetated in 178.
Other texts will be brought into the conversatioithwPseudo-Justin, of which | mention
especially two: th&pistle to Rheginugated before 18Y), which propagates a resurrection

! Estimations of the growth in the second centumendje from several tens of thousands (with a redhtilow
estimation of the total population) to a growthnfreirca 7500 to over 200,000 Christians (with aylafion of
60 million). Eginhard MeijeringGeschiedenis van het vroege Christendom: Van diJeaus van Nazareth tot
de Romeinse keizer Constantfjamsterdam] 2004, 450.

2 Martin Heimgartner (ed.)Pseudojustin — Uber die Auferstehung: Text undliSt(Patristische Texte und
Studien 54)Berlin 2001, 222.

? Heimgartner Pseudojustin 195. Cf. Malcolm L. PeelThe Epistle to Rheginos: A Valentinian Letter oa th
ResurrectionLondon 1969, 179-180: last quarter of the seaaury.
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without flesh, and Celsugrue Doctrine(dated in 17%), quoted above. Martin Heimgartner
even claims that Pseudo-Justin is responding tother two writings. All three texts are
associated with Egypt in modern research. They Wwél introduced more elaborately
elsewhere in this thesis. For historical reasond|lllook back to the roots of the discussion,
but later developments will remain largely out aéw.

The research question has two focal points. Fhist development of Christianity in
relation to philosophy. The theoretical questiond ¢e history of scholarship on this point
are discussed in the next paragraph. The secomd pomt is the history of ideas about life
after death, especially the history of the idesestirrection. The history of the theology of the
resurrection has been studied with regard to tHelding of the proto-orthodox trajectdty
with regard to the development of the resurrectibthe flesfl and in relation to community
and self-definitiorf. Pseudo-Justin’©n the Resurrectioiis quite recently edited by Martin
Heimgartner, whose study provides many useful syl will by comparison pay much
more attention to the outside perspective on restian of several Greco-Roman authors.

1.2The Development of Christianity and ‘Hellenization’

The relation of Christianity to Greek thought isteof characterized as a process of
‘Hellenization’, a term that in recent decades igiactzed because of its vagueness and
suggestibility for various purposes. In this paggdr the term ‘Hellenization’ will be
evaluated in order to set the stage for lookingrat describing more precisely the dynamics
of the development of Christianity in the anciemtrid.

The term ‘Hellenization’ was minted in its moderanse in the nineteenth century.
Especially in theological discourse it functioned an undefined vehicle for different
ideological purpose¥. ‘Hellenization’ could be used either as endorsenoéra development
from backwater beginnings towards the eternal mafioruth of Christianity or as deprecatory
predicate of the supposed departure from the pugesanple teachings of Jesus. Hellenism
and Judaism, Hellenistic and Palestinian Chridlyanere thought as clearly separate entities.
The apostle Paul for instance could be interprateeither a Hebrew thinker or as someone
who Hellenized a Jewish sect, depending on the paaw of the scholar. In the last decades

* Celsus,0On the True Doctrine: A Discourse against the Cfiaiss (transl. R. Joseph Hoffmann), New York
1987, 32-33. Cf. Chadwick in Orige@ontra Celsun{transl. Henry Chadwick), Cambridge 1953, xxvii¥: 7k
180 CE.

®> HeimgartnerPseudojustin169-170, 195.

® Katharina SchneideiStudien zur Entfaltung der altkirchlichen Theologier AuferstehungHereditas 14),
Bonn 1999.

" Horactio E. LonalUber die Auferstehung des Fleisches: Studien zilchristlichen Eschatologi@BZNW 66),
Berlin 1993.

8 Claudia SetzerResurrection of the Body in Early Judaism and E&lyistianity: Doctrine, Community and
Self-Definition,Boston 2004.

° HeimgartnerPseudojustin

19 Christoph MarkschiesDoes It Make Sense to Speak about a ‘Hellenizatio@hristianity’ in Antiquity?
(Dutch Lectures in Patristics 1), Leiden 2011, 8.
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this simplistic divide is laid to rest and moreeation is given to the composite nature of
cultures and individuals. Martin Hengel argued in an important study thateStmian
Judaism had undergone Greek influence, more thanqusly thought?

Generally speaking, apart from the specific contektthe study of Judaism and
Christianity, it is questionable if ‘Hellenism’ shidl carry a special meaning other than the
period of dominant Greek influence. Cultural cohtautd influence of a conquering culture is
not surprising, because cultures transform and escal anyway. But terms like
‘Hellenization’, ‘Romanization’ and ‘acculturatioften carry more assumptions with them:
they are criticized for their imperialistic, onelsd perspective, disregarding the responding
cultures and assuming that cultures are clearipeied™ Instead, terms as ‘interculturation’
and ‘cultural receptivity’ emphasize the dynami€she receiving culture and the openness of
and diversity within culturet® David Mattingly criticizes Romanization and Helieation as
“unhelpful constructs”, “used to describeth procesandoutcome, so that they have become
their own explanation®®

Another aspect of the discussion of the terms #tedim’ and ‘Hellenization’ is how they
were used in the ancient world. The relevant detaibur case are, firstly, that with regard to
the Maccabean crisis the author of 2 MaccabeeshiftAnviopog as a term for treason and
the adoption of foreign customéifopviionog; 2 Macc 4.13). In later Christian sources
‘EAAnvilewv is used as a negative qualification for paganismd #ne worship of multiple
gods’® On the other hand, emperor Julian, who identifigtth Hellenism and therefore is an
important voice in the matter, described a realdtel as someone educated in rhetoric and
philosophy and accordingly behaving virtuously amibnally’

All in all, the term ‘Hellenization’ on itself isob unspecific to be explanatory. Especially
in the study of early Christianity the term impliesten a positive or negative value
judgement. A recent proposal to avoid dropping tdren altogether and to define the term
‘Hellenization’ in a useful analytical way is fro@hristoph Markschies. He chooses to
delimit it, in line with the definition of the redlellene by emperor Julian (see above), to the
educational institutions of early Christianity. Machies then defines the ‘Hellenization of
Christianity’ as “a specific transformation of tAéexandrinic educational institutions and of
the academic culture that was developed in thesté@utions in the theological reflection of

" Dale B. Martin, “Paul and the Judaism / Helleni®inhotomy: Toward a Social History of the Questipin’
Troels Engberg-Pedersen (e®aul beyond the Judaism / Hellenism Divitleuisville, Kent. 2001, 29-61.

2 Martin HengelThe ‘Hellenization’ of Judaea in the First Centafger Christ,London 1989.

'3 David J. Mattingly Imperialism, Power, and Identity: Experiencing fReman EmpirePrinceton 2011, 203-
207.

4 Sylvie Honigman, “King and Temple i MaccabeesThe Case for Continuity”, in Lester L. Grabbe and
Oded Lipschits (eds.jJudah Between East and West: The Transition frorsi@eto Greek Rule (ca. 400-200
BCE),London 2011, 91-130, here 103-105.

15 Mattingly, Imperialism,207.

18 MarkschiesPoes It Make Sens23-24.

1" MarkschiesDoes It Make Sens@8-29. He refers to the definition of Hellenisiitentity discussed by Jan
Stenger,Hellenische Identitat in der Spatantike: Pagane odeit und ihr Unbehagen an der eigenen Zeit
(Untersuchungen zur antiken Literatur und Geschi&f), Berlin 2009, 28-29.
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ancient Christianity*® In other words: the shaping of early Christianugint by the academic
culture that was marked by the Greek/Hellenisticriculum. Markschies develops his
definition especially for Origen and his school,tlsat its application to the second century is
problematic. However, ‘Hellenization’ defined inidhway points to the shaping of Christian
theology in the matrix of a world where Greek pbkdphy was the dominant intellectual
discourse. In this sense | used ‘Hellenizationthe title of this thesis, but with quotation
marks to show that term is problematic.

The development of Christian thought in the secoemtury was a process of carving out
an own identity. Or rather, various Christians veatlout diverse identities in which they took
up multiple identity factors in different ways. A& will see, some of the writers of Christian
apologetic literature identified as Christians, blsio as philosophers. They substantiated that
factor of their identity by deliberately trying ®how the reasonableness of their Christian
persuasion. But that does not necessarily meartttbgtassimilated their beliefs with one of
the current Greek views: the process of rationadizheir beliefs contributed to the shaping of
an identity that exhibited difference, a (partlg)escrepant’ identity’? The belief in the
resurrection of the flesh is one example of anrmuaious idea that nevertheless is provided
with an intellectual defence by Pseudo-Justin. O@iwistians, like the author of thepistle
to Rheginus,did not like philosophy, but their understandinfy amd writing about the
resurrection is obviously marked by Greekness. diseussion about the resurrection is
therefore a suitable subject to illustrate the psscof how early Christians worked out their
beliefs in the light of Greek thought.

1.3 Outlook

Having set out some lines for looking at the depeient of Christianity in the second
century, | want to give an outlook on the followingapters. In the next chapter is broadly
described and analysed which ideas about the bitelyceath existed in the Greek world, in
Judaism, in first century Christianity and finailythe Christianity of the second century CE.

Chapter 3 is devoted to the outside perspectivepeha non-Christian views on the
resurrection in order to show why especially iteibals found the idea of resurrection
objectionable and why the Christian idea of resifioe became a matter of contention.
Special attention will be paid to Celsugue Doctringe because he also has an opinion on the
intellectual respectability of Christians.

Chapter 4 turns to views that are related to Valemt Gnosis and post-Pauline
trajectories, especially in theépistle to RheginusThe resurrection of the body/flesh in its
straightforward sense is rejected band therefoesettviews fall outside the proto-orthodox
trajectory.

18 MarkschiesPoes It Make Sensg9.
19 Cf. for descrepant identity Mattinglimperialism,213-217.
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Chapter 5 begins to discuss Pseudo-Jus®mshe ResurrectiorAfter an introduction of
the writing, the history of the relationship betwe@hristianity and philosophy is discussed
and subsequently the attitude of Pseudo-Justin redgfard to truth and evidence, which is
compared with the attitude in tlgpistle to Rheginus

Chapter 6 discusses the main arguments that Pskistio’s treatise wants to refute:
resurrection is impossible, the flesh is not wortiiyresurrection and it has no promise of
resurrection. With regard to the first argumentueleeJustin engages in ‘worldly reasoning’
which will be compared to philosophical sourceseflattention is paid to how the author
argues with creation theology about the human besgreated with a body and a soul.
Further the Christological basis of the resurrectmd finally the development of Christian
identity in relation to the resurrection is disas

The thesis will end with a conclusion.



2 The Body After Death: From Plato to Justin Martyr

2.1 Greek ldeas About the Body After Death

The story goes that when Pythagoras saw someotiadpaadog, he said: “Stop, don’t beat it,
because it has a human soul. It is a friend of mimel recognized him when | heard him
howling” (thus Xenophanes in Diog. Laert. 8.36).isThronical anecdote about the
Pythagorean idea of metempsychosis illustratebttee ways the Greeks imagined life after
death. As is well known, some Greeks did not imadimat: Epicureans for instance believed
the atoms of the soul would simply dissolve. In ifedlows | will pay the most attention to
the Platonic tradition, because the main discusgartners of Christianity in the second
century seem to have been Middle Platonists.

To begin with, Plato sketches in Hisnaeusa cosmogony in which the deity brings order
in the chaos out of his goodness. This cosmos tdzk tthe image of the perfect and was
therefore not only provided with reason and sduim( 29-30), but also with living beings
(39e). The creation of mortal beings was deleg#teitie created gods, but the father of the
universe made immortal souls, one for each star-J1He also put laws in the souls, such as
that human beings should be the most pious oivatlg beings. Only the immortal soul of the
righteous who passes the test of life will retwothte blissful life in his star, but who fails will
return at his second birth as a woman or, yet wasan animal (42b-dy.

That reincarnation is not simply assumed but ind®aview also is accompanied by a
moral aspect is clearly illustrated by the mythEofat the end ofhe Republic This myth,
perhaps not accidentally reminding of the heav@miyneys in the later apocalyptic literature,
is about the experiences of the hero Er, who retlito life after twelve day€Resp.614b).

He told that the souls of deceased people cameptace with access to heaven and Hades,
and judges sent them to their respective placerAftwhile they came back to choose a new
destiny in life. The best chance of a righteous Was to choose a life between the extremes.
After their choice the souls drank on the plairQdilivion from the lake Without Worries and
returned by means of a falling star in a body (619).

Plato’sPhaedg staged as the last dialogue of Socrates on deathcontains Plato’s view
on death and the soul. Death is the salvation@&tul from the body and the natural way is
that a corpsevékpoc) dissolves, decomposes and is blown away by timel \f#haedo80c).

Of all people the philosopher has the most contdompthe body, because distance from the
filth of the body is necessary to come nearer tee tknowledge (65c-d). The goal of
philosophy is the purification of the soul by segiemm from the body: only philosophers
escape the cycle of reincarnation and can be redeamong the gods (81c-82c). In a story

20 By the way, the immortal soul is only a part o thuman soulTim. 69c-70a). And Plato’®haedrus245c-e
has the view that the soul falls into a body byslo$ contact with the divine, while in tAiégmaeusat least the
first incarnation is viewed as a test.



Plato’s Socrates imagines that human beings aftpositive judgment may go from the
earthly prison to the real, ethereal earth, whagyslas a sort of second floor upon our earth.
By means of philosophy one can attain a yet betare in a bodiless existence. It is only a
story, Socrates says, but a story by which oneldhHmienchanted (113d-114d).

The Platonic view on metempsychosis, then, carubesarized as follows. The immortal
and supernal soul drops into the prison of the bdthe only escape from the cycle of
reincarnation is to live virtuously and to strivitea real knowledge in order to be received
among the gods. Without doubt this view has haut aflinfluence, but it was not ‘the’ Greek
view on life after death. Plato himself admits thaist people believed that the soul at death
evaporated and spread like breath or smdRbaédo 70a). As mentioned above, the
Epicureans thought that the soul’'s atoms simplintigrated at death (Diog. Laert. 10.124-
126). The Stoics had the view that the soul wasdilyopneumawhich after death survived
until the conflagration of the world. According $ome Stoics this happened only to the souls
of the wise (Diog. Laert. 7.156-157).

What is striking about the myths irhe RepublicandPhaedo where the imagination has
more playing field than in other parts of the phdphical discussion, is that the souls of the
deceased are still imagined in some bodily formisTi® matched by the picture emerging
from the Greek funerary inscriptions, which giviemak at the views on life after death among
larger sections of the populatibhin general, the soul was thought as returningsdome
with the gods, but the manner in which this blesbfx is depicted is sometimes very
anthropomorphic. In an inscription for a young womilikkes, the soul is described as the
unperishable body that now is received among thespin the Elysinian Field<.

The difference between popular imagination andgsiepbhical thought is nicely illustrated
by Plutarch at the end of his biography of RomyRlsit. Rom.27-28). He rejects the myth
that Romulus was taken up in heaven in a heavynstbecause that is unnatural and would
mix heaven and earth. His own view is that a solyf oan return to the gods when the soul is
completely separated from the body and withouthflééhe dryer the soul, the quicker the
returning process. First the soul ascends to theekethen to the demons, then to the gods,
the most blissful completion.

The idea of a gradual ascension along severaldefdbeing shows an important aspect of
the ancient worldview(s). The ancients did not havelichotomous view on the world,
divided in a (material) natural and (immaterialpstnatural realm, but thought about the
world as a “hierarchy of essencéd This view implies that matter is ‘heavier’ on éaand
‘finer’ in the higher realms. It also implies — amplication of significance with regard to the
resurrection — that the ‘stuff’ of a body can bestoued variously.

2 Imre Peres, “Sepulkralische Anthropologie”, in kel Labahn and Outi Lehtipuu (ed#\hthropology in the
New Testament and Its Ancient Contertyven 2010, 169-182.

2 peres, “Sepulkralische Anthropologie”, 178-179.

% Dale B. Martin,The Corinthian BodylNew Haven 1995, 11, 15.
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2.2 Judaean Views on the Body After Death

Among the Judaean views on life after death oneeeanily find ideas that are congenial to
Greek views. On the one hand, the authdaflesiastess in line with the traditional concept
that there is no blissful afterlifeE¢cl. 3.18-21). On the other hand, in writings like the
Wisdom of Solomothe works of Philo of Alexandria and in the destoip of the Essenes by
JosephusBell. 2.55-156) the predominant view is that the sda@ra virtuous life will go to
God or a heavenly realm. Another way of expres#iiegexpectation of life after death is to
talk about rising up from the sleep of death: resttron.

“Many of those who sleep in the dust of the eanllsawake, some to everlasting life, and
some to shame and everlasting contempt. Those whowase shall shine like the
brightness of the sky, and those who lead manigtdeousness, like the stars forever and
ever.” Dan.12.2-3 NRSV)

Often this idea is combined with the soul’s intediage stay in heaven, for example in the
following part of the quite philosophical speechattdosephus puts in his own mouth at the
moment when he and his men are in hazardous conslith a cave in Jotapata: “The souls
remain pure and obedient after they have obtaineeryaholy place in heaven, whence they
after the turn of the ages again become inhabitentsdefiled bodiesdafyvoic copacv)”
(Jos. Bell. 3.374)** Note that the resurrection bodies have specialitmsa Often the
resurrection is envisioned as a bodily transforamato an angel-like, heavenly existerige.

The concept of resurrection, therefore, shouldb®tiewed as completely separate from
the concepts of afterlife that take the soul amary vehicle. The astral resurrection of the
wise in Daniel resonates with the return of thelgguphical soul to its star in Plato. The
difference is that the image of rising up involtke body. (The term ‘bodily resurrection’ is
actually a pleonastf) But it is not right to put too much weight on teact bodily language
with regard to resurrection. For talking about resction takes place at the ‘mythical’ level
(like the myths in Plato) and is therefore not dhgect of extensive reflection. But even then
it should be noted that in the Hebrew Bible, thgt8agint and early Jewish texts the term
‘flesh’ appears rarely to express the idea of mestion. In general, ‘flesh’ means the body or,
in the expression ‘all flesh’, all people. Thisadiatic use of the word ‘flesh’ does not have
the weight here as it has in later Christian dismrss.

24 Cf. JosBell. 2.163 about the view of the Pharisees: “They sayekery soul is unperishable, but that only the
ones of good people move to another baftyétepov cdua).”

% pseudo-Phocylides02—104:The War ScroltQ491 11.13, 14, 18; Hen 104.2, 6; 39.5 (cf. alsd Hen 22.8,
10); Mk. 12.25.

% Johannes Tromp, “Can These Bones Live?’ Ezekiel-d4 and Eschatological Resurrection”, in Henk Ja
de Jonge and Johannes Tromp (ed$i® Book of Ezekiel and its Influenéédershot 2007, 61-78.

10



Anyhow, the bodily implications of the metaphor rig§ing up from the sleep of death
marks a difference with the dominant intellectu@vw of the Greek world, where the soul is
the main vehicle for life after death. The viewttktze final blissful state in the afterlife for
virtuous people is a life in a new body would havended weird at least to some Gre€ks.

2.3The Body After Death in First Century Christianity

Christians shared the view of some currents ofidudéhat at the end of times a resurrection
would take place, at least of the righteous. Andhat heart of the Christian faith was the
belief that Jesus was taken up into heaven aftedéath, which was most often expressed
with resurrection language.

The earliest discussion of the eschatological restion is found in Paul’'s lettet
Corinthians(55 CE) The famous chapter 15 is the starting point ofCheistian reflection on
this topic®® What is the problem? Some people in Corinth sayftthere is no resurrection of
the deadfdc Aéyovowv &v HUiv Tveg OTL AvdoTtactg vekpdv ovk Eotv; 1 Cor 15.12). At the
same time they seem to have had no problem withiethigrrection of Christ. Probably they
envisioned Christ's fate after death in the linetteg ascension of special people to heaven,
like Romulus discussed above. Paul argues thattherection of Christ is closely linked to
the eschatological resurrection, as the first-partforapyn 15.20) is representative of the
harvest. Therefore, the denial of the resurreasaabsurd, because it undermines the basis of
the Christian salvation (15.1-34). Having estalddshthat, Paul moves on to what was
probably the sticking point for some of the Coriatis:

AN pel Tig TG EyeipovTat ol vekpol; molw d& capatt Epyovral,
“But someone will say: How are these corpses r&safith what kind of body do they
appear?” (Paull Cor.15.35)

This concern reflects the resistance the concepesirrection could cause among Greeks
who were familiar with (popular) philosophy. Oneogp in Corinth emphasized their present
salvation and freedom as spiritual peoptesguotikoi), although in Paul’'s eyes they were
complacent and ‘carnal peopl&opkikoi 3.1-3; cf. 4.8, 18-19). These Corinthians may have
thought that the resurrection implied that buriedpses would walk around again and that the
problem of such an idea was that aspects of lottuswould participate in the privileges of
the higher aspects of the human being — just likéaRch rejected the bodily assumption of

%" The idea of resurrection is not completely foretgrnthe Greeks as is attested for instance by tiwy of

Alcestis who returned from death to her physicalybdCf. Stanley E. Porter, “Resurrection, the Geeakd the
New Testament”, in Stanley E. Porter, Michael Ayeand David Tombs (edsBesurrection(JSNTSS 186),
Sheffield 1999, 52-81.

2 Cf. for the following interpretation of the linef ®aul’'s argument H.W. Hollanded, Korintiérs: Een
praktische bijbelverklaringvol. 3, 1 Korintiérs 12-16 Kampen 2007.
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Romulus because that would mix heaven and éa@®ther Corinthians, humble folke(
moAAoi cogol kata odpko 1.26), may have readily accepted the idea of restion.

Paul discusses the how of the resurrection andahee of the resurrected body in order to
counter the objections arising from a too crudeeusidnding (15.35-58). The language of
resurrection was apparently indispensable for Haarlthat reason he goes to great lengths to
make an embodied afterlife plausible to the Coramb. The earthly body is related to the
resurrected body as the seed to the plant. Pdelreltiates between the perishable earthly
and the imperishable heavenly, spiritual bodwi(o yoyikdv versusoduo TveLHOTIKOV
15.42-49). Before describing how at the end of &irttee change from the perishable to the
imperishable will happen (15.51-54), Paul repeaas there has to be a change:

capé Kkai aipa Pocireiov Ogod KAnpovouficar od dHvator ovdE 1 pOopd Vv dedapciav
KANPOVOLET.

“Flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of Godr does the perishable inherit the
imperishable.” (Paull Cor.15.50 NRSV)

The expression ‘flesh and blood’ refers in thisteahto the perishable aspects of the body.
(Matt. 16.17,Gal. 1.16,Eph.6.12,Heb. 2.14 use the expression to contrast mortal humans
with higher beings. I18ir. 17.31cap& kai aipa stand for the mortal human who thinks about
evil. In Paul, the flesh is often seen as the pantvhich sin seizes, for exampleRom.8.3.
Compare EpictetuBisc. 1.3.5, who states that man hHagmva copkidwa “unfortunate bits

of flesh” which lead to mischief.) In this contettte moral aspect of ‘flesh and blood’,
although their susceptibility for sin is relatednortality, recedes to the background, because
Paul is discussing the nature of the body: in 15&% is used for the earthly body, while in
15.44 the wordsyvuyikdc andyoikoc are used to describe the perishable body. Accgrttin
Paul, then, the resurrected body only consisti@iricorruptible aspects of the human being,
it sheds the mortal aspects of the soul and flegh Hood®® For Paul thepneumais the
highest part of the human mind with which it comicates with God” One cannot help but
notice the similarity between th@po tvevuatikov of Paul and the Stoic view that the soul is
our natural breathtd cvuevec nuiv nvedpa), which is acdpo and survives death (Diog.
Laert. 7.156). But this Stoic bodifyjneumaeventually perishes, while Paul puts emphasis on
the bodily character of the imperishable part ohkmad. Paul’s reflection of the resurrection
body, then, has the purpose of mediating betweerathguage of resurrection, regarded as
essential, and Greek sensibilities about the ioferature of the body.

29 Martin, The Corinthian Bod{08, 112-116, 122.

30 Martin, The Corinthian Body]28.

31 George van Kooten, “The Anthropological TrichotowlySpirit, Soul and Body in Philo of Alexandriadan
Paul of Tarsus”, in Michael Labahn and Outi Lehtip{eds.),Anthropology in the New Testament and Its
Ancient Context,_euven 2010, 87-119.
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It takes until the third century that Christian teuts begin to give comprehensive
consideration to Paul’s relatively sophisticateflection on the resurrection bod§ Before
that the use of Paul scarcely rises above the Hvetooftexting. Especially the defenders of
the resurrection of the flesh do not mention Paxibsv, but others show no real interest in it.
About forty years aftel Corinthianswas written,1 Clementbrings up the certainty of the
resurrection in a context where the nature of thdybwvas not an issud Clem.24-26). The
author certainly knewl Corinthians15. He alludes td Cor. 15.20 and takes up some of
Paul's examples from naturd (Cor. 15.36-41), but these are not used to explain the
resurrection of the body: the author sees naturahpmena like day and night as pointing to
the future resurrection. Another proof of the resction follows by prooftexting the Jewish
Scripture. In this context, the author quadeb 19.26: “And again, Job says: “And you shall
raise this flesh of minerfv cépxa pov tavtnv) which has endured all these things"¢lem
26.3). This version of the text dbb (theOld Greekhasto 6éppa pov, “my skin”) does not fit
well with Paul’'s view on the flesh. But it is nakely that the author wanted to make a
particular statement about the resurrected bodgsh means the body hete.

In the Gospel of Mark(ca. 70 CE), the empty tomb story conveys thatislelsody is
translated to heaverMk. 16.1-8). It is possible to read Jesus’ disputth e Sadducees
about resurrectionMk. 12.18-27) as a clue to the understanding thaatitieor of the earliest
gospel viewed the resurrected body as a heaverdy bke that of angels. Th&ospel of
Matthewagrees on this point. Noteworthy is that it avdits terme®po for the resurrected
Jesus* These two gospels are very close to the Pauliderstanding of the resurrection.

In the Gospel of Luk€éGLKk) and theGospel of Johr{GJohn) a slightly different view on
the corporeality of the risen Jesus comes to the ft least in one story. Both gospels have
similar appearances of Jesus from heaven to tliphiis® In GLk, they think that he is an
unsubstantial ghostr¢etua), but Jesus shows his recognizable hands and‘feghost does
not have flesh and bonestvEduo capka kai dotén ovk &yxet. Lk. 24.36-40). In GJohn, Jesus
shows to them his hands and his side with the mafrksucifixion, and again to Thomas a
week later John20.19-29). Moreover, in GLK, as a second piecevadence, Jesus eats some
broiled fish (k. 24.41-43). This is paralleled in GJohn, when Seshares bread and fish with
the disciplesJohn21.9-14). The meaning of this motif is twofold:ilyvas really Jesus who
appeared, and 2) he had a resurrected human liadgs Inot merely a mirage of him without
a body. Unlike Paul, these two gospels portrayréiseirrected body as showing the marks of

32 Andreas LindemannPaulus, Apostel und Lehrer der Kirch&@jibingen 1999, 308-309. Cf. R. Joseph
Hoffmann, Marcion: On the Restitution of Christianity; An Bgson the Development of Radical Paulinist
Theology in the Second CentuBhico, Ca. 1984, 235-280.

33 Cf. 1 Clem 49.6. LonalUber die Auferstehun@0-31.

3 Jurgen K. Zangenberg, “Bodily Resurrection” oéds in Matthew?”, in Wim Weren e.a. (ed&ife Beyond
Death in Matthew's Gospel: Religious Metaphor odBp Reality?Leuven 2011, 217-231, here 231.

% Michael Wolter,Das LukasevangeliufHNT 5), Tilbingen 2008, 788 and Francois BovPas Evangelium
nach Lukas: Lk 19,28-24,58KK 3.4), Neukirchen-Vluyn 2009, 580-583 pointth@ similarities between Luke
and John. Wolter thinks John used Luke, but Bovgoes that both gospels share a fixed tradition.
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crucifixion and capable of taking in normal foodiKe even states explicitly that it has flesh
and bones. However, there is no clear indicatiat these authors polemicize against a
spiritual understanding of resurrection or that €wkants to make the particular point that the
flesh is resurrectetf. They make a statement agaimst resurrection and the view of the
appearance as a mirage or coming from a demomst fflom the underworld.

2.4The Body After Death in Second Century Christianity

The second century of Christianity has been aptiscdbed as the “laboratory of Christian
theology.”” The problem of the study of this century is theklaf sources, especially for

schools and their propagators whose teachings aitthgg did not pass the test of later
orthodoxy. There is regrettably little known abeubst of them, but that fact should not
eclipse their importance. In a descriptive, his@ariapproach all currents of Christianity are
viewed as part of the evolution of the early Claistmovement. In the last half century the
discovery of the Nag Hammadi library has stimulaieel abandonment of the anachronistic
traditional division between orthodoxy and herety,which the (proto-)orthodox sources
easily had given rise.

The next chapters will show that with regard to tlesurrection the dominant Greek
thought exerted pressure on Christian ideas toldeve strongly divergent ways. The
development of the early Christian schools of thwnd the trajectories in early Christianity
which they represent, should not be viewed as@atesd phenomenon. The different currents
did not only develop in interaction with each othieant they were in the first place deeply
embedded in the wider Greco-Roman culture. But &rs overview of the developments in
Christianity in the course of the first half of teecond century will be given in this section.

The first indication of a shift of views is the ¢mversy in the letters attributed to John
(later included in the New Testament), which likelgre written in the beginning of the
second century CE. They show a specific interegsh@nflesh of Jesus: it is mandatory to
confess that Jesus is the Christ who came in #s# fl John2.18-27; 4.22 John7). This is
not linked to the resurrection howeterbut to his appearance on earth. The term ‘flesh’
expresses the bodily, earthly existence. Who thmooents are in these Johannine letters is
not certain. One candidate who is frequently sutggeby commentators is Cerinth (ca. 100
CE), because he likely propagated a separatiorstology with a radical distinction between

% Wolter, Das Lukasevangelium789-790. According to BovorDas Evangelium nach Luka$86, Luke
corresponds to the tendency, which consolidates ftbe end of the first century CE, to speak abbet t
corporeality of the resurrection more and more whthvocabulary of the flesh.

37 “Laboratorium der christlichen Theologie.” ChriptoMarkschies, “Kerinth: Wer war er und was letetg”

in Jahrbuch fur Antike und Christentufd, Minster 1998, 48-76, here 49.

3 Unless the appearance story in @@spel of Johrf20.19-29) is connected with the contention ofahéhor of

1 Johnthat “we declare to you what was from the begignimhat we have heard, what we have seen with our
eyes, what we have looked at and touched with and$, concerning the word of lifel Johnl.1 NRSV).
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the earthly Jesus and the heavenly CHtiFhis separation is most plausibly explained as one
development from the tension in tB®spel of Johtetween Jesus as human being and divine
Son of God. In any case, the views ascribed ton@ternay give an impression of the nature
of the views of the opponents in the Johanninerett

Ignatius of Antiochia (ca. 110 CE) is the earli€tristian author who emphasizes very
definitely that the resurrection is in the fleshs lfhain concern is the salvation through Jesus
Christ mediated by real communion with him: “ThecBRarist is the flesh of our Saviour” —
this salvation was established by his suffering tfog sins as a human being aogl the
resurrection in order to let this atonement takectf(lgn.Sm.7.1). Without Jesus in the flesh
there is no salvation (cf. the confessional statémmSm.1-2; Tr. 9). As a further proof that
Jesus was in the flesh and belonged to the spHetieisoworld, not only seeminglytd
dokelv), Ignatius points to his belief that Jesus was alghe flesh after his resurrection:

“For | know and believe that even after the resttioe he was in the fleskv capki). And
when he came to those who were with Peter, hetsdltem: Grab, touch me and see, that
| am not a bodiless demon. And immediately theghed him.” (Ign.Sm.3.1-2a)

The reason of Ignatius to cite this tradition (coomwith, but probably independent of the
Gospel of Lukeand theGospel of Johnsee§2.3) is that if Jesus was in the flesh after his
resurrection, it follows that he was also in thesH before his death when he suffered for the
sins. Ignatius, then, takes over the resurrectpologetic as in the gospels, but uses it to
counter the view that Jesus was only seemingly nufth@he resurrection in the flesh is a
corollary of Christ’s suffering in the flesh. Thisthen transferred to the general resurrection:
“In the same formota 10 opoioua) the Father [of Jesus Christ] will raise us todfr.(9.2;
Ignatius obviously takes up Paul®om.6.5 and the Pauline idea that the resurrection of
Christ and those in Christ are related). But tlosatusion is only stated in the margin of
Ignatius’ argument?

It appears, then, that the first step to the ieas® that the general resurrection definitely
involved the flesh originates from the insistencetloe real humanity of Jesus Christ, which
led to emphasizing that Jesus was in the flesh aften the resurrection — a view that on its
turn built upon earlier resurrection apologetic.eTopponents of the Johannine letters and
Ignatius had some sort of ‘docetic’ view on Jeshat the heavenly saviour was clothed with
Jesus’ body and gave up that body at the cruciiXidippolytus,Haer. 8.10.7). The term
‘docetism’ however is an umbrella term for posisothat from the perspective of (proto-
Jorthodox theologians did no justice to the fulityrof the saviour Jesus Christ in death and

%9 Markschies, “Kerinth*, 71-72.

‘% william R. Schoedellgnatius of Antioch: A Commentary on the Lettersgofatius of AntiocHHermeneia),
Philadelphia 1985, 227-229.

“! Lona,Uber die Auferstehungi0-41 and 260-261.

15



resurrectiorf?

divine Son and as a human being led to a spectfumews, of which one end placed the
unity of the divine and human aspects of JesussCimrithe foreground and the other end was
drawn to separation between the divine saviourtaacdhuman Jesus. This development could
build on the separation of Jesus Christ and sieadly present in PauRom. 8.3), but
answered also to Greek concerns about the relatitre divine and the flesh, as we will see.

The general resurrection of the flesh in Ignatieters follows from Christ’s resurrection
in the flesh, and the opponent group which stated gesus Christ only seemingly had
suffered and seemingly was resurrected probablyehadore spiritual idea of the general
resurrection — if they used that term at all. Buéss fleshly view on resurrection does not
necessarily imply that the real humanity of theisawns existence was denied. For instance,
one of the opponent groups of the Pastoral Epigtk&sTim; Tit.; ca. 100 CE) most probably
can be accommodated under the umbrella of earlysigh(cf. 1 Tim.6.20-21). This group
reinterpreted the resurrection as already happéhetim. 2.17-18) and thus promoted a
realized salvation, but there is no sign of denyimg humanity of Jesus Christ. A similar, but
more complicated case is represented by Marcianl@& CE?). He is known for his rejection
of the Creator God and the Old Testament; instdadChrist of the Alien God would have
brought real salvatioff The body belongs to the Creator God and therefanmot be saved
(Tert. Adv. Mar.5.6.11). The resurrection only involves the spiviarcion would allowsoli
animae salutenfTert. Adv. Mar.5.10.3), while the flesh is the body of death ofickhone
should be freed* At the same time, the reality of Jesus’ humanitst auffering on behalf of
the creation was important for Marcion, be it thasus’ flesh presumably was not thought to
be of the material from the Creator GBdlhe main motivation behind Marcion’s view on the
general resurrection, then, is not Christologibal, rather his concern for the salvation from
the evil, created world.

Around the middle of the second century CE therrestion of the flesh begun to be an
established feature within the proto-orthodox tgey. In theEpistula Apostolorunthe same
argumentation as in Ignatius becomes visible: teeigles observe that Jesus was resurrected
in the flesh Ep. Ap.11-12[22-23]) and from that it follows that theysalwill raise in the
flesh, which will become unperishable (19[30]; 2Z])3 The author shows anthropological
interest: at the resurrection the soul and theitspitl be in the flesh (24[35]) and the
perishable nature of the flesh will not constitatproblem for the power of God (21[32]; 24-
25[35-36]). These considerations are a further sidpe reflection about the resurrection of
the flesh*® The first time that the term ‘resurrection of tihesh’ appears in early Christian
literature, is in the writings of Justin Martyr (desd in 165 CE). “We know for certain that a

It is perhaps better to say that the reflectionh@nrelation between Jesus as the

“2 Cf. Christoph Markschies, "DoketaDer Neue Pauly2006.
43 See Hoffmanniarcion.

** Hoffmann,Marcion, 218-220.

> Hoffmann,Marcion, 222-223.

“® Lona,Uber die Auferstehung?9.
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resurrection of the fleslw¢pxoc avéotacic) will happen” (JustDial. 80.5) in contrast to fake
Christians like Marcion who say that there is nsureection of the dead, but that their souls
will immediately go to heaven after death (80.4i ifnportant aspect of Justin’s ideas is his
view on the special position of the human body,cktie took over from Hellenistic Judaism,
in particular Phild"’ The distinctive value of the body is shown in tias the dwelling place
of God’s spirit and that the image of God is expeekin the human body (JuBtial. 40.1;
62.1-3). But this anthropological tradition is notegrated in his position with regard to the
resurrection.

Justin is the first Christian we know of who ditgargues with Platonic views (s@eAp.

13) and therefore a fitting closing of the circlietlois chapter. But as a final consideration |
would like to point to the importance of Justingcourse to Jewish ideas about the body. In
the context of the hierarchal ancient worldviewe(§2.1) the Middle Platonists developed a
tripartite anthropology: “For the mind is betterdamore divine than the soul as much as the
soul is superior to the bodyWddc yap yoyiic om yoyn copatog, dusvov €ott kai O10tepoV.
Plut. Mor. / De fac.943a). Platonists, Jews and Christians share conmgnound in this
respect, be it that Jews and Christians undemtiigence of Genesis usually changedc in
nvedpa (cf. Paul,1. Thess5.23)*8 In sources related to the Christian teacher Valest(ca.
140-160 CE) the tripartite anthropology is an intaot model for the division of people into
three categories. The lowest category of mateagdreal people will perish, while the
psychic and pneumatic elements will be satfeflithough Justin and later defenders of the
resurrection of the flesh share the hierarchicadpective on the tripartite man, their view on
the body as the work of the Creator contributedhtr opinion about the salvation of the
flesh/body.

In summary, the first half of the second century i€Eharacterized by several opposing
trajectories with regard to the resurrection. S@heistians supported a realized view on the
resurrection, others had a spiritual understandihg or restricted salvation to the spirit,
because in their view they should be saved froomthterial world. Some Christians tried to
distance the divine saviour from bodily existent®.reaction to this view, which was
regarded by proto-orthodox writers as invalidatihg salutary function of the suffering and
resurrection of Jesus Christ, his existence infldgh was emphasized and substantiated by
the belief that he was in the flesh also afterrémurrection. The general resurrection, then,
would also be in the flesh, i.e. in strong contipwith the present bodily existence. In the
middle of the second century this view was expandéd anthropological reflections.

" Lona,Uber die Auferstehun§2-96, 99-103.

8 paivi Vahakangas, “Platonic, Sethian and ValeatinViews of the Tripartition of the Human Soul”, in
Michael Labahn and Outi Lehtipuu (ed#¥nthropology in the New Testament and Its Ancienit€xt.Leuven
2010, 121-134, here 126-127.

9 vahakangas, “Platonic, Sethian and Valentinianwgie 126, 129.
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3 The Outside Perspective: Celsus and Others

3.1Celsus

This chapter discusses Greco-Roman intellectualnoemtary on (mainly) the Christian idea
of resurrection. The key witness is Celsus, bui tie views of others are of importance: the
views which are expressed by the opponents of MiisuEelix §3.2) and the criticisms of
Porphyrius §3.3). These Greco-Roman views on resurrection ctonthe fore from the
second half of the second century onwards, but beaglready (implicitly) supposed to be
present in essence as a selection pressure inattier edevelopment in the views on the
resurrection among Christians.

The second century non-Christian views about whierare best informed, are those from
Celsus, whosé&'he True Doctring(ainbng Adyog) is partly preserved in Origen'Gontra
Celsum.The most plausible candidate for identifying thislstis is a friend of Lucian who
lived in the second half of the second century gy and the best guess for datifige True
Doctrine is 177 CE® Celsus’ overarching thesis is that Christians gisrsociety by
abandoning the traditions and that they think ioraglly in the light of the true doctrines of
the philosophers, especially Plato. Before turnimghe specific question of the resurrection
of the body, attention will be paid to the intetlgal status of Christians in the eyes of Celsus.

Celsus’ (probable) friend Lucian mocks in one o Writings the vainglorious Peregrinus,
who for some time was a leader of a Christian groualestine (LucPeregr. 11-13).
Christians are according to him simple fol&dto dvOpwnot) who are prone to charlatans,
because they receive all sorts of ideas without @egise argumentsiev tvoc axpipodg
niotewg, 13). According to Celsus, Jesus is precisely sacbharlatan, a sorcerer who
deceived people (OrCels. 2.49, 55, 79) and took advantage of their gullijjlijust as
happens in the cults of Cybele, Mithras and Selsadil®). And Christians do not follow his
advice to follow reason with regard to doctrines:

“Some, because they do not want to give or recgireasonioyog) for what they believe,
use expressions like ‘Do not examing&égale), but believe’ and ‘The faith will save
you'.” (Or. Cels.1.9)

“[Christians say:] Wisdom in this life is bad, Hotly is good.” (1.13)

“[Christians] drive away every wise man from reasgnabout their faith, but invite only
unintelligent and slavish people.” (1.18; cf. 3.80)

%0 CelsusOn the True Doctrinétransl. R. Joseph Hoffmann), 32-33. Cf. ChadwitlOirigen,Contra Celsum
xxviii: 177-180 CE. For the Greek text see theiedibf M. Marcovich (SVC 54), Leiden 2001.
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The ideas of Christians are barbaric and if thereame truth in it, the Greeks have much
better versions (1.2). The ethical teaching of §&fanity contains nothing new in comparison
with other philosophies (1.4; cf. 5.65). The Grebkse their doctrines better expressed, even
without calling upon a superhuman authority, likaet® who was ready to give reasons and to
be honest about the provenance of his ideas (6)1,Sb much for Celsus’ regard for the
intellectual value of the Christian cult.

Among Celsus’ many objections the relation betw&ed and the perishable is a returning
subject. The idea of a divine saviour who takeshenflesh, is problematic for Celsus. “[God]
is by nature not able to love a perishable body £epukmg épav @Baptod couaroc) and
therefore he did not have sexual relations witrugemother (Or.Cels. 1.39). The stories
about Jesus are used to show that his body waslettypinappropriate for the body of a
god: his body was born as a result of rape, hiy ladel normal food and his voice and method
of persuasion were not of the divine kind (1.69-d&sus as god is not compatible with his
birth in a mortal body, with flesh more corruptilitlan gold, silver and stone and prone to
abominable weaknesses (3.41-42). A body with andixvedpo would have differed from
other bodies, but Jesus’ body is reported asé€lithd ugly and without classjukpov kai
dvoedsc kol dyevveg nv, 6.75). In fact, God is by nature perfect and éf domes down to
earth, “he needs a change, but a change from gobdd” (ietapoAfig avtd O&l, petaforilg
0¢ &€ ayabod eig kokov), a change God by nature is impossible to undétdiel). Or he does
not change but only seemingl§okeiv), deceiving those who look at him, but that isoals
wrong (4.18).

The reason that God and the human body do not §aagether is taken from Plato: the
immortal soul is the work of God, but the body @ different than other animals, “for the
matter ¢An) is the same, and their perishability is the sa(de34; cf. Platorim. 81d). “No
offspring of matter is immortal” (OrCels. 4.61). Following Plato, Celsus mentions three
possible reasons how life in the prison of the bcaiye to be: due to the administration of the
world, or for a punishment, or because the sopluited down by desires (8.53). The body
may as well be called a corpse (7.45), it is a e®wf defilement (iaopa, 6.73). It is
therefore ruled out that Jesus could rise withkibey, because God would not have received
him then (6.72). The resurrection of Jesus, bywla, is unbelievable not only for this
theoretical reason, but also because it is not glbég we should believe the stories about him
and not about countless others and because heotligrove his resurrection in public as
would be fitting for a god (2.49-79).

From Celsus’ views thus far we should expect na paositive word about the general
resurrection. And that is indeed the case. | ghotein full about this subject:

“It is also foolish of them to believe that whend;@as if he were a cook, will apply the
fire, the Christians themselves will remain, white rest of the human race will all be
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thoroughly baked. And not alone those Christians ate alive at that time, but also those
who died long ago, rising up from the earth wita fame bodies ¢pxec).

This is simply the hope of worms! For what sorhafman soulfvyn) would still desire a
rotten body ¢§dpa ceonmog)? Since this opinion is not even shared by somgof(Jews)
and some of the Christians, it is easy to showithatvery abominable and nauseating and
impossible at the same time. For what sort of baaympletely and utterly destroyed,
could return to its original nature and to that edirst constitution ¢vctacig) from which

it was dissolved? Because they cannot answer flileyo an extremely absurd refuge, that
everything is possible for God. No! God cannot dwatvis shameful, nor does he want
what is against (his) nature. If you were to desmmething disgusting according to your
wickedness, even God would not be able to do #md, you must simply not believe that
(all your desires) will be (fulfilled). For God isot the author of excessive desire or
wandering disarray, but of a right and just natdwed he could provide eternal life to the
soul, ‘but corpsesvékvec),” says Heraclitus, ‘deserve more to be thrownythan dung.’
So God neither would nor could make bodegpkeg) — full of things about which it is not
even nice to speak — eternal, contrary to reasonh€& himself is the reasohdfoc) of all
that exists. He is therefore not able to performeaiihing which is against reason or against
himself.” (Or. Cels.5.14)

In the first part of this section Celsus explicatbe idea of resurrection in a ridiculing
manner. Although Celsus makes fun of the God whstrdets humanity, he does not
elaborate on the contrast between the destructiotheo world and the salvation of the
Christians, as ‘Caecilius’ and Porphyry will dodat(see below). In the contrast between
Christians and the rest of humanity another csiicis implicit: elsewhere Celsus points to
the absurdity that Christians value the body bat ttodies of the damned are delivered to
eternal punishments (8.49).

Celsus’ terminology for the earthly body reflectss hconcern to emphasize its
corruptibility: ‘flesh’, ‘rotten’, ‘corpses’, ‘full of shameful things’. In the light of Celsus’
views on the incompatibility of God and the coribpity and change of matter, it is no
wonder that he doubts the soundness of an immsotal that desires again a body of flesh.
He thinks he can show that the resurrection is bathy abominable and nauseating’ and
‘impossible’. It is worth noting that Celsus undeels his confidence by the fact that some
Jews and Christians reject the resurrection of sggpnd in this way already prepared his
criticisms. His knowledge of several Christian salsoof thought is attested elsewhere when
he notes explicitly that Marcion evades some ofchiscisms, but not all (6.74). One of the
criticisms that could pertain to Marcion is Celsusjection of the idea that Christ only
seemingly belonged to the changeability of thisld/gsee above). But possibly Celsus has,
among others, Marcion in view with regard to thgeBon of resurrection. This implies that
Celsus’ arguments could be derived from JewishGmustian sources. That would prove that
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the rejection of the idea of the descent of thenéivnto the material world and the inclusion
of the body in salvation is rooted in a common gbbetween those Jewish and Christian
groups and Greek philosophy (at least the philogaplCelsus).

The argumentation of Celsus proceeds as followst Fie states the problem of the
reconstitution of the dissolved body. Then he ctaitmat God is not the solution, but the
problem. For God does not want that, becausestiasneful, and God cannot do that, because
making the abominable body eternal in additionh® $oul would go against reason and thus
against his own nature.

Later in his work Celsus returns to the resurrectiothe context of the alleged Christian
misunderstanding of true knowledge about God. Adiogy to Celsus, Christians think that
God had to become human because otherwise he woulthve been knowable (6.69). And
he thinks that the resurrection is necessary ®isdme reason:

“[Christians] accept that they will see God wittethyes of their body and will hear his
voice with their ears and will touch him with peptible hands.” (7.34)

“Again, they also will say: ‘How will they know God they not detect him with the
senses? How is it possible to learn without theses?” (7.36)

These alleged views of Christians give rise to @8lpidgement that Christians are “bound to
the flesh” (7.42) and cannot understand God inriplet way. In his view, only the mind
(vodc) and the eye of the soul can know God when they away from the flesh. It is
therefore impossible that the mortal senses carereqre God (7.36). He thinks that
Christians have misunderstood Plato in this regaod.they ask: “Whither shall we go? And
what hope do we have? [...] To another earth, bétn this one.” This is similar to the
concept of the Elysian Fields. “And Plato, who Hsnthat the soul is immortal, calls the
region where it is sent openly a land” (7.28). Ti@misus cites the part from Platé®haedo
about the ethereal earth (§21). His conclusion is: “They have misunderstooel dioctrine
of reincarnation” (Or. Cels. 7.32). Celsus’ interpretation of the resurrectioa an
unsophisticated form of reincarnation is not asrgie as it may appear. For instance,
Josephus describes the view on life after deatlhefPharisees as the transition of the
immortal soul from one body to the other (JBsll. 2.163) — a description that shows affinity
with the concept of reincarnatidhln any case, Celsus thinks that the inclinatiomaials the
body is irrational. He is only on speaking termshwieople who in one way or another affirm
that their mind or soul will be eternally with G¢0r. Cels.8.49).

Celsus’ view on the incompatibility of the body ath@ perception of God is shared by his
Middle Platonist contemporaries. For instance, Maig of Tyre stated that knowledge of
God is furthered by using the human intellect amking distance from the body and this

°1 Steve MasorFlavius Josephus on the Pharisees: A Compositidtie@t Study,Leiden 1991, 165, 170.
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world (Max. Tyr. 11.9-10). The life in the body asdream and hinders the soul to receive
knowledge of the divine (9.6; 10.1).

3.2*'Caecilius’ (Minucius Felix)

The irrationality of the resurrection is also theised in the dialogu®©ctaviusof Minucius
Felix (ca. 200 CE). This dialogue gives anotherrigspion of the purport of non-Christian
objections to the resurrectich.

The antagonist Caecilius gives voice to his cstitiby relating two subjects to each other:
the destruction of the cosmos and the resurrectidhe body. As an example of the strange
and terrifying things Christians invent, he poitdgheir announcement of the burning of the
whole world, which is contrary to the eternal or@@eternus ordpof nature (Min.FelOct.
11.1). Moreover, Christians add old wives’ taleghat by contending that they will revive
after deathrgnasci post morteyil.2). These ideas are absurd and turn thingdeigswn:

Anceps malum et gemina dementia, caelo et astige ic relinquimus, ut invenimus,
interitum denuntiare, sibi mortuis extinctis, qitut nascimur et interimus, aeternitatem
repromittere!

“It is a two-headed misfortune and double madnesdetlare destruction to heaven and
the stars, which we leave in the same conditioweasound them, but to promise eternity,
after the dead are vanished, to ourselves, whbkaieve are born.” (11.3)

Next Caecilius turns to the problem of the restorabf the body. He does not understand
why cremation is rejected, because the body demayway (11.4). He wants to know if the

resurrection is with a body, and if so, with whiihd of body one will arise. When the old

body is decayed, it is not available any more, andnewed body is not a restoration of the
old being. But resurrection without a body is atsm an option: “That would, as far as |

know, implicate: no mind, no soul, no life” (11.T). other words: if you want to talk about a

resurrectiq there has to be a body that resurrects, othethwesenind and the soul cannot find

their place.

3.3Porphyry
Porphyry, who lived in the third century CE, is wWomentioning here, although strictly

speaking he falls somewhat outside the chronolbgmape of this thesis. Moreover, it is not
certain that he authored the fragments referrdoetow, commonly gathered under the title

%2 For the Latin text | consulted the edition of T&over and G.H. Rendall (LCL 250).
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Against the Christian¥® However it may be, the fragments quoted by MasaNagnes
(fourth century CE) were probably composed at thgirining of the fourth century. For the
sake of convenience | refer to the author as Poyphy

Just as Minucius Felix’s character Caecilius, Pgrplobjects to the old wives’ tales of
Paul that the world would pass away. For that iegthat the world of the Creator is bad and
needs change (Macarius Magn@ppcriticus4.1)>* To link the destruction of the whole, an
action not suitable for an immortal being, to thsurrection of those who are destructed long
ago, seems irrationadiXoyov) to him. Porphyry asks why God would intervend¢he natural
course of events: “[T]hat which pleases God ignfitthat it exists forever” (4.247.

The resurrection itself is “a matter full of siies” {ieotov apektnpiag npayua). For if
bodies are absorbed by other bodies or otherwis#idated, “[h]Jow then is it possible that
those bodies should return? [...] How is it possipl.] to return to its former substance
(vmootacic)?” (4.24).

Then he rejects, just like Celsus, the pretextelatything is possible by God:

“Not everything is possible for hinog yap mévta dovarar). [...] If God cannot sin or
become evil this is not because of divine deficyeric.] God is by nature goodifadog
givon mépuke) and is not prevented from being evil. Nevertheledthough he is not
prevented, he cannot become evil.”

And does resurrection indeed contradict God’s guattdre? Porphyry continues:

“And now consider a further point: How illogicalXoyov) it is if the creator stands by and
observes the heavens melting (although no onehoagiit of anything more wonderful in
respect to its beauty), and the stars falling, #rel earth perishing — and yet he will
resurrect the rotten and corrupt bodies ¢eonndta kai diepbapuéva codpata) of men?”
(4.24; transl. Berchman)

Finally Porphyry has the practical objection tleaten if God could raise bodies in a beautiful
shape, the earth could not possibly contain allrdsirrected people who lived since the
creation of the world.

3 Robert M. BerchmarRorphyry Against the Christiankgiden 2005, 192-193. R. Joseph HoffmaRarphyry
Against the Christians: The Literary Remaignherst, N.Y. 1994, 22-23 sticks to the view of hck that
Macarius Magnes quotes Porphyry. For the Greekdéxhe fragments | consulted Adolf von Harnack.)ed
Porphyrius “Gegen die Christen”, 15 Blicher: Zeug@sFragmente und Referaierlin 1916.

> Fragm. 195 Berchman = fragm. 34 VVon Harnack.

% Fragm. 210 Berchman = fragm. 94 Von Harnack. Tiagia® of Berchman.
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3.4 Summary of the Arguments

Obviously Porphyry’s arguments are based on eahérChristian arguments of Celsus and
others, among them the people who are answerebdeirapologetic dialogue of Minucius
Felix. The resurrection is a returning point of aerstrating the absurd ideas of Christians.
The main arguments are as follows:

1. The weakness and perishability of the body is sbimgtto turn away from, not to
long for. For God and the corruptibility of matsme not compatible.
2. The resurrection of rotten bodies is inconsisteith ihe destruction of the whole
world.
3. Making eternal what is perishable and destructihgtvis eternal makes no sense.
4. Itisimpossible that a dissolved body returngdmriginal state.
‘Caecilius’ and Porphyry add some sub-points te:thi
a. Arenewed body is not a restoration;
I. If people are resurrected with perfect bodies #mthewould be too
small to contain everyone.
b. A resurrection without a body is no resurrection.
5. God does not want to resurrect perishable bodesause that is against the natural
course of events.
6. God cannot resurrect the flesh, because he caoregajnst his own rational nature.
7. Resurrection is a misunderstanding of reincarnabypmpeople who are bound to the
bodily senses.
8. Even some of the Jews and Christians reject treeafleesurrection.
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4 Resurrection as a Present Possession

4.1 The Gospel of Philip

What has become clear from Celstlife True Doctrings that he was not the first to launch
an attack on one of the characteristic doctrine€lufstians: even some Christians did not
subscribe to the notion of resurrection. This ready true for Paul’'s Corinthians (sg23),
but also for the followers of Marcion with theirexgion to the created world (s§2.4) and
for the various currents characterized as ‘Gnoglgy sought spiritual knowledge which
would enlighten them in order to be freed from iheterial world®® In this worldview there is
no place for resurrection of the earthly body. Aeady discussed, the school of Valentinus,
the most Christian type of gnosis, subscribedtripartite division of humanity, in analogy to
the tripartite man consisting of mind/spirit, s@nd body (se€2.4). The way of salvation
was to turn away from the world of the body to Warld of the mind. The body was shed off
in the final salvation. A view almost identical withe Platonic views discussed in the
previous chapter.

But that is not the whole story. The sources shitenoa more complex reality than the
theoretical mapping can comprehend. At least twiangs from the Nag Hammadi collection
talk about resurrection in a positive way, buthe same time in a vastly different manner
than usual in the trajectory of proto-orthodoxy.eTtirst | want to discuss shortly is the
Gospel of Philip({GPhil), because its view on the resurrection réuaaly close to that of the
Epistle to Rheginugsee§4.2). GPhil is not really a gospel but a collectmnvarious short
texts of which the dating is unclear. Neverthel&Bhil shows a relatively coherent
worldview and can be tentatively assigned to théopeafter 170 CE’

Resurrection in GPhil is closely linked to the sawents. By baptism and, more important
yet, ointment with the Holy Spirit the Christiangsesses the resurrectid®.Phil. 76; 92;
95). This eternal life starts before death. Theeefthe Lord first rose and then died, not the
other way around (21; 90a). In GPhil 23 the undeding of the general resurrection is at
issue>® The resurrection as resuscitation of a corpsejéected and the fear of being ‘naked’
in the resurrection (cf. Pau? Cor. 5.3) is refuted by calling those who are in theslile
actually ‘naked’. In line withl Cor. 15.50 (see§2.3), quoted by GPhil, the human flesh is
denied the eschatological inheritance. But sumglyi the flesh and blood of Jesus belong to
the ultimate salvation. Elsewhere GPhil explairet the resurrected Lord has ‘true flesh’ in
contrast to our flesh which is only an image (72)the second place, the author substantiates
with a quote from th&ospel of Johi6.53, 63) that the Lord’s flesh and blood are\Wisrd

*® R. van den BroekGnosis in de Oudheid: Nag Hammadi in contéxhsterdam 2010, 20.
®" Lona,Uber die Auferstehun@53, 256.
%8| follow largely the interpretation of Long&ber die Auferstehun@46-253.
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and the Holy Spirit. Who participates in this way his flesh and blood in the Eucharist,
participates in the resurrection of the flesh. Bughor rebukes ‘others’ who think that only
the spirit and the light can resurrect. He contethds$ those aspects cannot exist apart of the
flesh and that therefore it is necessary to restirethis flesh. This argument is similar to
that of ‘Caecilius’ (se€3.2) that a resurrection without body would leave thieéd and the
soul without place. However, GPhil applies thisato understanding of resurrection in this
life, before death. ‘Resurrection in this fleshtle experience of and participation in the true
flesh and blood of Christ by means of the sacraméfhether ‘in this flesh’ refers to the true
flesh of the Lord or the earthly flesh is not cledrthink it refers to the existence in the flesh
before deatfi’ The material flesh is not plainly bad, but ambigsid62-63a). The final
salvation, in which the flesh is annihilated, iflexh ‘rest’ (Gvarovoig, 63a).

Although some details are difficult to interpretist clear that the author/editor of GPhil
mediates between two positions: the eschatologiealrrection of the flesh and the
eschatological resurrection of the spirit. By cregly interpreting a word of the Lord and the
apostle Paul he manages to retain the term ‘regioneof the flesh’ but applies that to the
participation in salvation before death in thissHgewhile granting that the earthly flesh will
be annihilated in the ultimate rest. The materiatld/ is not painted as completely bad, as
many currents of gnosis held, but as an ambigutacepThis view of GPhil is closer to the
‘normal’ Greco-Roman view on the material world.eThiew that in the final salvation one
pulls off the flesh would have pleased Celsus.fa mstance GPhil uses an argument against
spiritual resurrection that is also used by theagomist of Minucius Felix’'¥ctavius(see
§3.2) and probably could be subscribed by proto-ortixa@bristians too: resurrection is only
possible in the body/flesh.

4.2 The Epistle to Rheginus

A similar reinterpretation of resurrection is founrdthe Epistle to RheginugRheg)®® The
interesting thing about this letter is that it ggdbably) the first Christian writing completely
devoted to the resurrection. According to the amythesurrection is something necessary
(dvaykoiov), “a basic matter” as Layton translatesRheg44.7)%*

The Epistle to Rheginugalso known as the Nag Hammadadeatise on the Resurrectipn
was originally written in Greek by an unknown Chas author to his pupil Rheginus, who
inquired about the resurrection also on behalfisfGhristian community (see part F below).
The first editors argued for the authorship of skkool leader Valentinus hims&|fbut that

%9 Cf. however LonalJber die Auferstehun@51.

€0 See for a comparison of GPhil and Rheg: Lditzer die Auferstehun@53-256.

®1 Bentley LaytonThe Gnostic Scripture§arden City, N.Y. 1987, 320.

%2 Michel Malinine e.a. (eds.]pe Resurrectione (Epistula ad Rheginugi)rich 1963, xxxiii.
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hypothesis is rejected by mdstBut because the letter presupposes Valentiniachiiegs
(although it lacks a typical Valentinian complexidéad® the terminuspost quencan be
placed around 150 CE. The absoltgeminus ante quens the date of the Nag Hammadi
manuscript, i.e. mid-fourth century CE. Due todtstent (discussion about the resurrection
of the flesh) and other considerations (many Nagniadi texts are originally from the
second century CE) several scholars date Rhegghe second half of) the second century
CE®® If we accept the thesis of Heimgartner that Pseludin’s On the Resurrectioris
dependent on Rheg, therminus ante quemould be about 178 CE.The provenance of the
letter is unknown, but Egypt may be a good giéss.

Rheg can be considered as an original contributidhe discussion about the resurrection
in the 170s CE. What follows here is an interpregaainalysis of the argument of Rheg. Some
passages in the letter are rather obscure and ammessential for the view on the resurrection
of Rheg. These passages will discussed more elebor@\.B. The cited Greek words are
loan words in the Coptic and almost certainly reftbe original Greek text.)

A. Introduction (Rheg.43.25-44.12)

The author begins by taking a stance on the pesbte apparently caused confusion about
the resurrection for Rheginus. They seek answersrisolvable problems. The proper route
however is first receiving salvation (‘rest’) thighu Christ, which leads to knowing the truth
(43.25-44.3). But because knowledge about the mestion is necessaryi{oykaiov) and
Rheginus asked kindly, the author will explairoitim (44.3-12).

It is interesting that the author writes about ditag in ‘the Messagelfyoc) of Truth’
(43.34), in other wordsThe True Doctrine(Adyog aAnbnc). Does this usage reflect an
ongoing debate about the truth in the common enment of Celsus and Rheg? In any case,
the right understanding of the resurrection is d@enaf great importance for the author and
Rheginus.

B. Exposition about the theological basis of the gjtual resurrection (44.13-46.2): The
theological underpinning of the author’'s understagaf the resurrection is accomplished in
three steps: (1) Christology; (2) Christ’s resuticet, (3) Salvation by incorporation.

(1) The first part of the letter starts with an egpion about Christology. The Saviour lived
in the flesh in the material realm and taught alibaetfate of natural things (44.13-21). He

% peel,The Epistle to Rheginp$56-167; LonalJber die Auferstehung@18.

® Hans-Martin Schenke, “Der Brief an Rheginus” (NH@): (Die Abhandlung iiber die Auferstehung)”, in
Schenke e.a. (edsNag Hammadi Deutsciol. 1, NHC 1,1-V,1 Berlin 2001, 45-52, here 48.

% peel,The Epistle to Rheginp479-180: last quarter of the second century. Haagin Schenke, ““Der Brief
an Rheginus™, 46-47: the second century.

% HeimgartnerPseudojustin195. Of course, the dating of Pseudo-Justin BIQE is also a hypothesis.

%7 Schenke, ““Der Brief an Rheginus™, 47. He alsans to the possibility thaRheg 44.18-19 (“[the Lord]
walked about in the place where you dwell”) may mPalestine as the place where Rheginus is. Bupldwe
meant here is most likely the material world, dyton, The Gnostic Scripture818.
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was both human and divine: Son of God to conquathdand Son of Man to bring about the
return @mokatéotaoic) to the Fullnessmipmpo) (44.21-33)° He was able to do that, for
originally he existed as a seed of the Truth frdoove (44.33-38).

This Christology presupposes a particular, Valeatidike cosmology of an original
Fullness, from which the world emanated. In theldvoeigned the law of nature, death, and
the Saviour had to conquer death to make the réduttme Fullness possible. At the same time
the author uses many motifs that sound not verfgraint from proto-orthodox views. Lona
expressly notes the influence of the Johanninedsdfan Christology’”

(Excursus) The author apologizes for the difficudfythe explanation. In essence it is all
about the destruction of evil and the manifestabbrnvho/what is valued, the elect (44.39-
45.13).

(2) The author focuses on Christ’s resurrectioredius should take note of the important
fact that the Saviour raised himself and changedctirruptible world for the incorruptible
eternity, giving the way to immortality (45.14-23).

(3) The author cites ‘the apostle’ (hamely [Psellfaul, a composite quotation froRom.
8.17 andEph. 2.5-6% to incorporate the believers in the work of Chii45.24-28). In
imaginary language: they are beams of the Saviodr after being surrounded by him until
death, are drawn upward to him: the spiritual nesiiion {vevpotikn dvaotaoig, 45.28-
46.2). This resurrection swallows up the ‘psych{gvyikr) and the fleshly dapkucn)
resurrection. What this means exactly is not elateor at this point in the letter.

Obviously intertextuality withl Corinthians15 is at work here. The ‘psychic’ and the
spiritual body of Paul's account are taken up ie tramework of a threefold resurrection.
Moreover, Paul's statement about wearing the imafgéhe heavenly man (in the future:
popéoopev, 1 Cor. 15.49) is taken up by the assertion that who ppdies in Christ's
resurrection in this world is “wearing him’pgpsiv, Rheg.45.30)"* Also, talking about
‘swallowing up’ and ‘(im)perishable’ reminds of Rgudescription of the situation at the
resurrection] Cor.15.54).

C. Instruction about the relation between faith and intellect (Rheg.46.3-47.3): The
account continues about the theme of faith andopbphy. This does not answer a specific
guestion yet, but instructs Rheginus in generababiee way he should approach the issue of
resurrection in intellectual discussions about thpc. The fact that the author also touched
this subject in part A (see above) shows that he very concerned about it and wanted to
bring forward a particular epistemological struetugrounded in his view that knowledge of

% |gnatius,Eph.20.2 has a similar interpretation of the titles196 God and Son of Man.
% Lona,Uber die Auferstehun@?24.

O pPeel,The Epistle to Rheginp&8-19. Cf. Lonalber die Auferstehun@24.

" Lona,Uber die Auferstehun@25 draws attention to this allusion.
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the truth follows from belief. The relation betwefith and reason will be explored further in
the next chapter.

The resurrection belongs to the domain of faith,of@ersuasion (46.3-46.8). But it is not
excluded that the philosophepiXocoeog) believes (46.8-10). The rest of this passage is
rather unclear, but seems to say that a philosopherrejects belief in favour of reasoning is
wrong (46.10-13J> Anyway, one is resurrected because of faith, whicmnsists of
knowledge of the Son of Man and of belief that fesa from among the dead (46.14-20).

But the fact that faith has priority does not mehat the intellect is discarded. On the
contrary, the author states that the immortality tbé believers is situated in their
intellect/mind ¢ovg, 46.20-24). They are chosen for salvation andapatt from ignorance
(46.25-32). The truth that they know cannot be alisl, because it is part of the mighty
structure of All, the elect (46.32-47.1).

Conclusion: Rheginus should never doubt the restiore(47.2-3).

D. Answer to several problems with regard to the reurrection (47.4-49.9): It is my
understanding that the author after having givetheological basis (B) and a general
instruction about the epistemological structurett# discussion (C), only here begins to
address specific questions of Rheginus. The pasti@ (47.4) indicates that he will get to the
point. However, it is difficult to discern what estly the author puts in the mouth of the
imaginary interlocutors and what belongs to his axaw. When the text is read as a lively
diatribe, the author clearly denies the flesh/badynortality, which corresponds to several
clear statements about leaving the body (47.34aB8) fleeing from the bonds of the flesh
(49.11-16)"® If as most text as possible is regarded as expgesise view of the author, a
more complicated and obscure picture emerges whereeally living aspects of the flesh
will participate in eternity, only in a glorifiedate’* On balance, | choose to take the clear
statements as the starting point and therefonetéogret as the questions Rheginus brought to
the table only the parts that seem to be at odttsthwose clear statements.

(1) Question: Why do you not take the flesh withuywhen you return to the realm of
eternity (47.4-8)? As a preliminary answer the autinderscores that cause of existence of
the flesh is something better (47.9-10) and imgi@uts the flesh in its proper place.

Follow-up question: Is not the flesh yours (47.3)2L The author objectgXAa) that the
flesh is subject to corruption. Especially at otge dhe absence of it will be a gain (cf. Paul,
Phil. 1.21-22), because you separate from the inferiemeht Rheg.47.14-24). Although
nothing saves from existence in this world (47.84-2he believers should remember that
they are the All and thus are saved (47.26-30).

2 perhaps some words are omitted here, cf. thelatiors of Schenke, ““Der Brief an Rheginus™, 50.
3 See for ascribing much of the text to the imaginiaterlocutors LaytorThe Gnostic Scripture822-323.
" See for this interpretation Lon@ber die Auferstehun@?25-228.
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The question in the background is anthropologisdiat constitutes the human being? Is
the flesh not an inalienable part of that? The @utbbuts that old age reveals that the flesh is
of as much worth as an afterbirth. In my view thesmnstraightforward reading is that he
indeed denies the flesh a bigger place than teses\the temporary abode of the elect.

(2) Question: Is salvation immediate after leavihg body ¢®pa, 47.30-36)? No doubt
(47.36-37). The visible members will not be savethd only the living members will arise
(47.38-48.3).

Follow-up question: What then is the reality of ttesurrection? The question in the
background seems to be the already encountereteprdbat a resurrection without a body is
not really a resurrection (s€3.2 and 4.1). According to the author, resurreci®rthe
disclosure of those who have arisen (48.3-6). Ippstt (ap) the author mentions the
appearance of Elijah and Moses in the gospel (48)6-Resurrection is not an illusion
(pavtacio). Rather the world is an illusion: everyone diad averything changes (48.12-30),
while the resurrection is the truth and stands f(#8.30-33). The author concludes with
describing the resurrection in several metaphds3@49.9).

E. Exhortations (49.9-36): Rheginus should now have a full undexditeg and flee from the
bonds of the flesh and from the people who liveoadiag to it (49.9-15). He then will already
possess resurrection: for if what will die knowsttht entered death already, why does
Rheginus not see that he entered resurrectiondgli@®.15-24)? The fact that Rheginus lives
as if he will die is forgiven because of his ladkraining (49.25-30). Training is necessary in
order to be released from the body (49.30-36).

F. Epilogue (49.37-50.16): The author has taught what he redefef. Paull Cor.15.3) and
he will offer more explanation to the congregatmnRheginus if necessaryRrlieqg.49.37-
50.8). The teaching should be shared among ther8-@&0). Greetings (50.11-16).

In summary, Rheg claims that resurrection is agmepossession, just as GPhil, but Rheg
avoids the term ‘resurrection of the flesh’. Folyothe mind/intellect is the object of spiritual
resurrection. According to the in my view most @idle interpretation of Rheg and GPhil,
both texts imagine death as the moment when tlsd/fledy is shed off and final salvation
begins. At the same time both texts are not coralylelismissive about the flesh, although it
has only limited value as a perishable entity. RHegs not speak about ‘true flesh’ like
GPhil, and also counters the objection that restice requires a body slightly different.
GPhil pointed back to the present resurrectionhia flesh, but for Rheg the reality of the
spiritual resurrection is of another category itatien to which the world appears to be an

> Schenke, “Der Brief an Rheginus™, 51 conjectutkat the first part of this statement is a questia that
case, it would be a follow-up question for clawfion.
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illusion. Rheg hints to some sort of a bodily esuste in the resurrection, for the author points
to the glorified appearance of Moses and Elijaprasf of its reality.

In the light of the criticisms of the Greco-Romamlpsophers discussed in the previous
chapter, Rheg is immune to a certain extent. Rbpgesents the view that is known to Celsus,
but not attacked by him, namely that resurrectias hothing to do with corpses. Just as
Celsus points to the mind as the faculty to knovd G Rheg the mind is resurrected and that
resurrection swallows the flesh and the sdrih€g.45.16-23; 47.21-24). The denial of the
survival of the flesh and the exhortation to fleeionds is another parallel.

Given these parallels, it is noteworthy that Rhejgats ‘persuasion’ and philosophy as a
proper way to approach the subject of resurrectiothe next chapter this is discussed more
elaborately in the context of the assessment aid®sdustin with regard to this topic.

4.3 Resurrection as Present Possession and the Develdprh Christianity

The denial of salvation for the flesh (in the sitdforward sense of the word) is of course at
odds with the proto-orthodox trajectory represerigdChristians like Justin and, as we will
see, Pseudo-Justin. At the same time, both GPHilRdireg take the tradition very seriously.
This is not only explicitly noted at the end of Rh@9.37-50.8) but also demonstrated by the
reference to ‘the’ apostlelt§.24 and the reception of various Johannine and Pautiotifs.
Both texts can be plausibly regarded as the hdithe opponents of the author(s) of the
Pastoral Epistles who battled about the right priiation of Paul. These opponents claimed
that the resurrection already had happened §x4), just like Rheg and GPhil. Rheg
represents a new step in the development of théineatradition of which earlier steps
already can be seen in the (Pseudo-)Pauline wsittwjossiansand Ephesianswhere the
resurrection is connected with baptism or even evitg belief’® Marcion may be viewed as
another branch of the tree of Pauline tradifion.

The Valentinian or at least Valentinian-like outoof both texts does not contradict the
observation about an early Christian trajectory thewed itself as heirs of Paul. Valentinus
was said to be the pupil of Theodas, a pupil ofl R@lem. Alex.Strom.7.17). At the same
time, the non-gnostic elements in Rheg which catobated in developments of the Pauline
tradition have a very dominant presence in comparigith typical Valentinian ideas. This
situation is interpreted as the result of an uneeetbped Valentinian gnosis or altneratively
as a development away from Valentiniani$hhe problem is that it is not certain how
Valentinian Valentinus himself was and how his sittdeveloped. However it may be, Rheg
is a fascinating example of the incorporation ofilf@ and Valentinian traditions into a
rather coherent whole.

® Lona,Uber die Auferstehun@31-232.
" Hoffmann,Marcion, 76.
8 Peel,The Epistle to Rheginp$79.
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5 Pseudo-Justin About Truth and Belief

5.1Introduction to Pseudo-Justin’s On the Resurrection

After the outside perspective on resurrection ofs@ecum suisand the Gnosis-inclined
views of theGospel of Philipand theEpistle to Rheginughis chapter starts to address a
proto-orthodox voice in the debate: Pseudo-Jus@risthe Resurrectionrhis treatise is the
earliest writing that is devoted to a (quite fuflgdged) defence of the resurrection of the
flesh in the straightforward sense. After an intrciibn to this writing in this paragraph the
rest of the chapter discusses its views on truticleece and worldly reasoning by putting this
view of Pseudo-Justin in the context of the intglial development of Christianity.

The traditional attribution to Justin Martyr of tiserviving fragments of the treatige
resurrectione/ On the ResurrectioifRes) is severely contested. Although the agreesnent
between Justin and Rémve always prompted scholars to defend the autitgnof the
attribution, the question is mostly regarded asegitted’® Recently Martin Heimgartner has
made a thorough and interesting case against aiditygrproposing Athenagoras as the more
probable author of Re#de argues that the treatise on the resurrectioichwhthenagoras
announcedl(egatio36.3-37.1) is probably not Pseudo-AthenagorBEgesurrectiongwhile
Pseudo-Justin’s treatise corresponds very neatti wie announcement of Athenagoras.
Other arguments are that there are several comeatarés in style and content between
Athenagoras and Pseudo-Justin, which distinguisimtfitom both the real Justin and Pseudo-
Athenagoras. Decisive is that in several cases eviRseudo-Justin disagrees with Justin,
Pseudo-Justin has close parallels inltbgatioof Athenagoras. Therefore, Res was probably
written by Athenagora® | am inclined to accept this hypothesis, but Il silck to the name
Pseudo-Justin (abbreviated Juts) in order to prevent confusion with the other tisaDe
resurrectione which since the tenth century CE was attributedtieenagora¥, but should
probably be dated to the late third or the foughtary CE>

As to the date of Pseudo-Justi®s the Resurrectigrscholars have dated it between 150
CE and the seventh century. Tieeminus post quenestablished on the basis of the date of
the used sources, is probably 161 ®HEheterminus ante querf Res is established by its
use in Theophil of Antioch’sAd Autolycum(ca. 182 CE, 185 CE at the late$t)If

9 SchneiderStudien zur Entfaltundl61.

8 HeimgartnerPseudojustin203-221.

8 william R. Schoedel (ed.).egatio and De Resurrection®xford 1972, xxv; Heimgartner Pseudojustin
226-230.

82 Schoedellegatio and De Resurrectionexvii-xxviii points to Gregory of Nyssa and Mettiias of Olympus
as the likely contemporaries of Pseudo-Athenagoras.

8 The year 161 is the earliest possible date ofuselkhe True DoctrineA more certairterminus post quens

ca. 153 CE, the date of Justifpology For details see Heimgartn®seudojustin157-158, 169-170.

8 For details see Heimgartnd?Pseudojustin 75-76. Cf. also its use in Irenaeus (idem, 77-§®ssibly in
Clement of Alexandria and certainly in TertulliamdaMethodius of Olympus (idem, 83-96).
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Athenagoras is accepted as the author, the trelatiseto be dated soon after thegatio
(177/178 CE), possibly in 178 CE. At this time Athgoras was presumably a teacher in
Alexandria®®

In order to get a grasp on the treatise the folhgwshort overview gives an impression of
the contents of ReS.

1. Introduction (Just.Res.l)
Justification for belief as proof of the truth.
Goal: strengthen the weak believers and non-bebeagainst the attacks of Satan
regarding resurrection.

2. Subject and outline(2)
The position of the opponents is presented in thm@en arguments and a catch-
guestion. That last issue will be addressed fastl then follows an orderly argument
in defence of the resurrection of the flesh.

3. Answer to the catch-question of the opponent8-4)
The problem of the genitals of the resurrected bhedynswered by stating that they do
not have to work. The problem of defective bodiesanswered by pointing to the
healing power of Jesus Christ.

4. Refutation of the first argument (5-6)
Objection: God cannot resurrect the flesh. Thisasntered by pointing to what even
the nations believe about the false gods and bynaegts from nature, but also by
worldly reasoning to show that it is possible adonyg to the prevailing philosophies:
Platonism, Stoicism and Epicureanism.

5. Refutation of the second argumen(7)
Objection: The flesh is not worthy of resurrectidinis is answered by pointing to the
creation of the human being with flesh. It is alsfuted that the flesh causes the soul to
sin.

6. Refutation of the third argument (8-10.3)
Objection: The flesh is not promised salvation. Bwt would make God’s work in
creation vain. Moreover, it would be absurd if oalypart of the human being is saved,
because the human being is defined as includingaty. Examples from the life of
Jesus follow and finally Pseudo-Justin argues enbtisis of anthropology: flesh, soul
and spirit will all be saved.

7. Conclusion(10.4-17)
Final arguments to seal the deal: resurrectiorhefflesh is a new and unprecedented
hope and leads to saving the flesh from the dedbdserwise, one may give the flesh
as well loose reins to indulge in the passions.

8 HeimgartnerPseudojustin199-203, 221-222, 230-232.
% The interpretation of Res occurs on the basif®fGreek edition of the text by Heimgartrieseudojustin
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5.2 Christianity and Philosophy

Pseudo-Justin begins his treatise with a refleaioout truth and evidence. In the middle part
of the work the utility of worldly reasoning is disssed (JustRes.5.11-16). To put this
discussion in perspective it is useful to turntfite the relation of Christianity with
philosophy.

Philosophy and religion are not separate categamiéise ancient world. The religiBhof
some of the Eastern peoples was called a philos@lm. Al. Strom.1.15), among them
notably the religion of the Judaeans, the HebrewMosaic philosophy (1.14, 28). This
appreciative description is also found in Philog @wsephus uses it to describe the various
schools of thought in Judaisth.In the second century CE interactions of intellatt
Christians with Greek philosophy begin to gain peofintellectual emancipation of the
Christians in the course of this age is evidengethb rise of several Christian schools which
flourished especially in Alexandria and Rome. Thesblools were, in any case in the
beginning, not really institutions, but rather agp around a teacher, like Marcion, Basilides,
Valentinus, Pantaenus and Justin Martyr. The lastis the first theologian who is relatively
well-known to us and was a well-educated Christialustin Martyr is the first extant
Christian writer to display signs of real dialogwé&h philosophy.®® Using a philosophical
topos he tells that after being educated by severdbgpbphers, he found the truth speaking
with an old man about Christianity: “When | thougtitout his words, | found therein the only
trustworthy and profitable philosophy. This is thay and these are the grounds, why | am a
philosopher” (JustDial. 8.1-2). Regardless of the historical reality behinelse words, they
underline the way he presents himself as a philosio@ustin’s pupil Tatian, also making use
of a motif that belongs to a philosophical contémets a similar story of seeking the truth (Tat.
Or. 29) % He presents Christianity as a philosophy (Tat.31.1; 32.1).

Justin seeks in hi&pologiescommon ground with Greek philosophy. He is posiabeut
the elements of truth in non-Christian philosophéifhose who lived with the Logos are
Christians, even when they were called atheidts,$iocrates and Heraclitus with the Greeks”
(Just.1 Ap. 45.3). But at the same time he criticizes the goihers and claims that his
philosophy is superior. About half a century la@ement of Alexandria takes the same
stance that Greek philosophy is useful, but thatust know its place as a preparatory way to
the truth of Christianity (Clem. AlStrom). Tatian is relatively more hostile. He deniesttha
Christianity has borrowed from Greek philosophysagaxically unaware of the influence of
Greek philosophy on his ideas. This paradox isawrpble however, because it is plausible

87 Of course, ‘religion’ is a not unproblematic tefor the worship of gods in the ancient world, bessait
carries with itself the modern notion of a terrdiat is separable from other terrains of life.

% Philo, Vit. Mos 2.216,Vit. Cont 26, 28;Somn 2.127; JosAnt 18.11;Bell. 2.119.

8 Emily J. Hunt,Christianity in the Second Century: The Case ofafat.ondon 2003, 116.

% Hunt, Christianity in the Second Centyi§8.
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that the influence of Greek philosophy was mediatedim by the already existing Christian
philosophical tradition, most prominently represenby Justii* Tatian’s teacher Justin in
turn is likely to have been influenced to a gredert by the philosophy of Philo, directly or
indirectly® It is therefore useful to distinguish between églicit Christian interaction with
Greek philosophy and on the other hand the inflaefcan existing intellectual tradition and
trickled down, widely accepted philosophical ided%he intellectual emancipation of
Christians can partly be seen as joining and ‘kijag the existing Jewish intellectual
tradition and apologetic. Further, Christians likatian could have justified explicit use of
Greek philosophy by assuming that the Greeks didiatize it from Moses. Finally, it should
be noted that both Justi@ Ap.13) and Tatian view (Middle) Platonism as relatyviile most
true Greek philosoph{?

Justin, Tatian and Clement of Alexandria belonghi proto-orthodox trajectory of early
Christianity. In other trajectories the relationghbilosophy developed differently, especially
in the case of Christian Gnosis. Although the oisgof Gnosis are unexplained until today
(“it was in the air”), it is plausible that it owesuch to a thought world in which Middle
Platonism participated td8.That is expressed for example in the hierarchioamology with
the absolute transcendent God at the top and e rbatter at the bottom, and the pursuit of
the return to the divine world. In the Valentini@mosis arose a systematization of Christian
and Gnostic elements, in which the conception efé@manation from and restoration to the
original Fullness was the framework to interpret tBhristian message about creation and
salvation. The Valentinian system can thereforedled a philosophy of Christianity. “The
Christian ideas about fall and redemption are geren a metaphysical interpretation through
a monistic philosophy that seeks to solve the ogioll problem of mediating between unity
and multiplicity by means of a theory of extensand contraction® Another indication of
the affinities between Gnosis and Platonism isféoe that Plotinus took the effort to scorn
certain Gnostics as imbeciles for their thieveynirPlato, their superfluous introduction of
beings and principles, and their contempt for coea(Plot. Enn. 2.9). These criticisms
indicate that there was enough common ground te haeonversation’ and that the views of
these opponents were similar enough to provoke auarsh response.

Because we are best informed about the Christidres asuld reflect on their beliefs and
put their thoughts in writing, it is easy to becomit forgetful about most Christians who
did not have thesyoln to examine the Christian doctrines rationally avitb can aptly be
described a&idtar dvOpwmor (Luc. Peregr.13). If we tone down the vituperative attacks of

1 S0 Hunt,Christianity in the Second Centyi§8-109, 142-143.

%2 Lona, Uber die Auferstehund)9-103. Cf. for an evaluation of (in)direct infhme Hunt,Christianity in the
Second Centuryl16-122.

% Hunt, Christianity in the Second Centyrj04.

% Van den BroekGnosis 219-223, 239.

% Einar Thomassen, “Valentinian Ideas About Salvatis Transformation”, in Turid Karlsen Seim andudor
@kland (eds.)Metamorphoses: Resurrection, Body and Transforrad®ikactices in Early ChristianityBerlin
2009, 169-186 here 182-183.
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Celsus, then he was probably not far from the triltht Christianity mainly attracted
uneducated people who were asked to believe, no¢ table to give a demonstration of the
truth of Christianity. That they defended that lmh@ng Paul in saying that the wisdom of
this world is nothing and the Christian messadellyg in the eyes of the Greeks (PailCor.
1.18-25; 2.6-8), became ironically a self-fulfidjrprophecy in the case of Celsus (Oels.
1.13, see§3.1), because that view on itself seemed to himptetaly absurd. But such an
attitude of invoking belief instead of reason wast with irritation in Christian circles too.
Rhodo for instance, a pupil of Tatian (towardsehd of the second century CE), discussed in
Rome with the ‘heretic’ Apelles to ask proof foshdeas. He subsequently ridiculed him for
not being able to defend his teaching and for tespto belief instead of knowledge (Eus.
H.E. 5.13.5). This may reflect a double standard, butlso an example of how the rise of
intellectual engagement was encouraged by the stiyewithin Christianity. With regard to
the non-Christian intellectuals the interactionhaphilosophy was meant to give Christianity
intellectual credit, while at the same time philolsp served as a convenient tool to attack
other Christians with ‘false’ views (and who wefecourse not seen as ‘true’ Christians).

5.3Truth: A Matter of Belief?

Both theEpistle to Rheginuand Pseudo-Justin®n the Resurrectiomaddress the issue of
reasoning and persuading. To recapitulate,Bpistle to RheginugRheg) stresses that (the
right understanding of) resurrection is a mattebelief, not of persuasion (s€4.2). The
right view is obtained by faithRheg.44.1-3, 8-10) and who does not believe, cannot be
persuaded (46.3-8). “And suppose that, among themsaphers here, there is one who
believes. Yes, he will arise” (46.8-1%)But a philosopher who arrogantly tries to become
learned in unsolvable problems, acts wrongly (432p In other words: any intellectual
effort to understand the resurrection is futileless the philosopher believes in Christ and
learns the truth in that way.

Is this rather apodictic dismissal of critical tighti to be interpreted as a rejection of Greek
philosophy? The communicative situation is thatah#éor writes to someone who is not yet
familiar with the teachings of the author (49.25801t is possible that he would be more
open to rational thought with an advanced studgut.the fact that the recipient Rheginus is
supposed to have now a full understanding of tearrection (49.9-15) gives the impression
that all the essential questions are addressedhBnt just as in the case of Tatian, a paradox
becomes visible. On the one hand, knowledge otriita is characteristic for salvation, the
object of salvation is the intellect, the goalassecome free of the bonds of the flesh, just like
in Platonism, the understanding of resurrectiomibne with the hierarchical cosmology of
Platonism, and the letter has the form of a phpbszal sermon. On the other hand, the author

% Adapted translation from Laytofthe Gnostic Scriptureand PeelThe Epistle to Rheginos
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distances himself from the philosophical questifiertruth, because belief in the revelation of
the ‘Word of Truth’ is the only way to a solutiomnd he dismisses the use of the
philosophical method in favour of belief. So on tbae hand rational inquiry meets
opposition, but that does not prevent that the si@#i the writer of the letter are deeply
influenced by ideas current in Greek thought.

In my interpretation in the previous chapter itneed out that the specific questions of
Rheginus consisted of an objection against theraptihogy of spiritual resurrection (does the
flesh not belong to you and will it therefore n& saved?) and of an objection against the
evaporation of the reality of resurrection if thedly is completely shed off. These objections
sound like those of people who included the flestiybin resurrection. Maybe we have to
imagine that Rheginus was ended up in a similaraBdn as Apelles in the previous
paragraph and was embarrassed by the argumerits opponents, whereupon the opponents
complacently won the debate. The strategy of ththomuof Rheg is to make his views
immune by claiming that such questioning is vaat tbelief is necessary and that you have
to standwithin the ‘Word of Truth’ to understand the difficultie§it. This is a rather esoteric
view. Knowledge of the truth follows from beliefhile the people who disregard belief fail
to navigate through the problems and remain outside

Remarkably, Pseudo-Justin’s opening of his treat®#ains very similar statements. He
starts with the contention that ‘the message otrid’ does not allow scrutiny and criticism,
because its inherent credibility is warranted bylGo

“[1] The message of the truth ¢fic dAnbeiac Loyoc) is free and sovereign, not willing to
be accessible to any test of scrutiny, nor to emdioe examination by demonstration with
its hearers. [2] For its nobleness and trustwoegsnwant that the One who sent it himself
is believed. [3] A message of truth is sent by d{iTherefore also the freedom around it
is not improper. For, supported by authority, ied@easonably not want that proof is asked
for what is said, because there are no other prayudist from the truth itself — and God is
precisely that.” (JusRes.1.1-4)

The phraseé tijc ainbsiag Adyog means in the first place “the message consistitigeotruth”
(truth is the content of the message, see 1.3¢dmtalso be read as “the message originating
from the truth” (because the truth is God hims€l#\ccording to a Stoic definition, “freedom

is the authority to act sovereign” (Diog. LaertlZ1) and the message of the truth is therefore
not subservient to demonstration. According to Beelustin, the authority of the truth asks
for faith, not for demonstration. His oppositioneamination €£étacic) is almost exactly the
criticized attitude Celsus ascribes to Christidbs not examine €&étale), but believe’ (Or.
Cels.1.9). But Justin defends that position by arguimgf if you want a demonstration, there

®” HeimgartnerPseudojustin134, 136.
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is no other demonstration than God himself: if Gothe sender and God himself is the truth
then the message is the truth. Pseudo-Justin undengs position with an epistemological
theory:

“[5] Every proof @modei&ig) namely is stronger and more believable than wbkat
demonstrated. In any case, what is not believduisat before the proof has arrived, finds
belief when that is provided and it appears to $ésasaid. [6] But nothing is stronger or
more believable than the truth. Therefore, somedmne asks proof for this is like someone
who wants that by reasoning what appears to theeses demonstrated that it appears. [7]
For sense perception is criterion of what is aafty the ratio, but there is no criterion
for sense perception except itself. [8] Well, jast we what is investigated by the ratio
bring before the senses and judge of what kind whaaid actually is, true or false, and
judge no longer, because we believe the sensdlseisrame way we send the human and
worldly messages/reasoning up to the truth andguaigh it whether they are bad or not,
but we judge the messages/reasoning of the truth wathing else, because we believe in
it.” (Just.Res.1.5-8)

Demonstration is an argument which from perceitedgs leads to things that were earlier
not perceived (CicAcad. 2.26), from the known to the unknown. The ‘knows’ here,
according to Pseudo-Justin, a criterion for judgamgl that criterion is ultimately the truth
itself. That the senses are one instance of judgeren also be found in the ideas of the
Stoics (Diog. Laert. 7.52, 54) and in those of Hpis (Diog. Laert. 10.38, cf. Cié&cad.
2.142). But Epicurus has also another criterioecpnceptions that require no further proof
(Diog. Laert. 10.33, 38). The truth works in a danway as a criterion, according to Pseudo-
Justin, but is more than a preconception, it iwitdily sourced® The truth has not to be
demonstrated, because the truth is the truth. Athan the ancient world it was accepted to
view knowledge of the Gods as self-evident anddiwege tor ko tod 6god vomoig (Diog.
Laert. 10.123%, this circular reasoning does only work when ydreaaly believe that the
specific god of Pseudo-Justin and his messagehar&uth. From this we can conclude that
the intended audience of Pseudo-Justin is primhardyellow Christians.

In what follows, Pseudo-Justin explains the medtages as Jesus Christ, who is the
guaranteenotig) of himself and all things. Therefore, the beliotic) of those who know
him is the proof of the truth (Justes.1.9-11). With regard to the subject of the treatise
important that the Saviour brought about resuroecthrough himself and eternal life after
that (1.9).

The idea that belief is promoted at the cost ofh@ration by demonstration sounds quite
familiar to the reader of thEpistle to Rheginudn fact, there are strong reasons to suspect

% David Rankin Athenagoras: Philosopher and Theologi&arnham 2009, 85.
% Rankin,Athenagorass8e.
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that Pseudo-Justin knew the approach to the ntatetheEpistle to Rheginupropagated®
Heimgartner points in particular to three agreemewnithin the small space of the
introductions of both works:

1. The use of ‘Logos/message of (the) truth’ in relatio the right understanding of the
resurrection. The prominent place of the térniic aAnbsiog Adyoc in Pseudo-Justin
is also almost certainly directed against the waoirkCelsus,aAn0ng Adyog, whose
main objection against the resurrection (God cadnoat) is elaborately refuted.

2. The similar use of the motif of ‘rest’: “resting aip the truth” Rheg.44.2-3) and
“take rest upon it [i.e. Christ or the Logosfiviravovtot én’ avtd, Just.Res.1.11)
both point to trusting the established view withasking demonstration.

3. The rare combination of the titles Saviour, Ladebftotng) and Christ irRheg43.37
and in JusRes.1.9.

It appears, then, that Pseudo-Justin (Res) goeg &boa great extent with the rejection of the
method of persuasion and demonstration with regarthe resurrection in thgpistle to
RheginugRheg). But Res shows more sophistication than Rbecause the conviction that
the truth of the resurrection is a matter of faittich is enough proof, is argued neatly by
using a philosophical argumentation about knowledfj¢he truth. Although it should be
granted that it is doubtful that it is more thaeawrhing to the converted and that the motif of
introducing an apology by stating that it is intfamnecessary is a rhetorical ploy (cf. Or.
Cels. praef.), the assurance to believers that theih faitenough proof of the truth of their
views rests upon a rather thoughtful epistemoldigthe identification of Pseudo-Justin with
Athenagoras is accepted ($el), a look at théegatioreveals that Athenagoras tomictig

as the Christian alternative for the (failed attetogvards) knowledge of the truth of the poets
and the philosophers (Atlheg. 7.2). What Christians believegriotedkapuev, cf. Just.Res.
5.13 below) is coming from the divinely inspiredophets. Therefore, who is interested in
wisdom of the divine is irrational to abandon biefiec £éotv dAoyov TapaiimoévTag TGTELELY,
Ath. Leg.7.2). In contrast to human opinions the Christianwledge is taught by God (11.1,
12.3). Just aRes.1.9 states that Jesus Christristic and proof,Leg. 9.1 states that the
prophets guaranteai6todowv) the reasoning of the author. Athenagoras/Pseusitin) then,
works with “an authority-based or prophetic knovdegasriotic.”*%*

Res is not left standing at the assurance thdt igiproof, nor does Res limit its exposition
to stating what is the right view. Res will engagea demonstration. But the only reason to
engage in an argument is to strengthen the weak@relievers and non-believers against
the attacks of the adversary, Satan (Jdst.1.12; cf. for the idea of demons preying upon
weak souls AthLeg.27). This method betrays the tension that withenxdomain of faith it is

19 HeimgartnerPseudojustin 138-140 thinks it is impossible to circumvent tenclusion that Pseudo-Justin
knew theEpistle to Rheginus.
101 Rankin,Athenagorasy9.
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nevertheless necessary to ‘go down’ to the levebrgiuing what the right conviction is,
because Pseudo-Justin has noted that belief, fikheg, does not necessarily carry with it
the right understanding of the resurrection (though front thaf course concluded that the
others do not believe at all). But this argumentatis still mostly a justification of the
coherence of the in his view established truth.t Mmauld be acceptable only to Christians,
even though it would perhaps tone down those whgag®s in ‘sophistries’ to trap the
adherents of the resurrection of the flesh in @athttions. In the chapters 5-6 of Res however
Pseudo-Justin goes a decisive step further andtseso'worldly reasoning’, a revolutionary
approach within the Christian apologetic traditi8hHis strategy is worked out in more detail
in Res 5.

The fifth chapter of Res is the beginning of thguanentation in favour of the resurrection
of the flesh in an orderly manner. After the refpati of the three arguments that will be
refuted, Pseudo-Justin starts the refutation offits¢ argument (God cannot resurrect the
flesh) with the statement that its proponents aveenfaithless than unbelievers:

“Now, in the first place it seems important to meset forth against those who say that it is
impossible for God that he rises the flesh, thay thre ignorant when they on the one hand
say that they themselves are believers, but ootther hand demonstrate by their acts that
they are unbelievers, yeah, more unbelieving tharuhbelievers.” (JusRes 5.2)

With a quote from the Odyssee (Hofd. 10.306) Pseudo-Justin can claim that even the
nations believe that the gods can do everythingridssly, so that Christians should believe
it all the more about their God (JuRes.5.3-5). What is more, Pseudo-Justin can point to
signs exunpila): the creation of man (5.6) and the procreatiomahkind (5.7). This would
be unbelievable if it only was promised, but italsthe more believable because it happens.
The same is true for the resurrection (5.8-10)5(B+10 Pseudo-Justin actually makes use of
an argument of Justir, Ap.18.3-19.5'%% Within the framework of Pseudo-Justin’s thought
these signs are indeed strong, but less so inghedf what we know about the opponents,
because they probably would not have acceptedtieaGod would have been so intimately
involved in the creation of matter and thereforaildonot accept these signs as proof.
Moreover, the simple reference to the power of @dariated Celsus (and Porphyry) and the
reference to Homer would not have changed thaud®séustin succeeds however in making
the point that his opponents are worse than (mugiglievers with regard to believing what is
possible for God. He makes the limits of his argotedhus far explicit when he turns to
‘worldly reasoning’:

192 HeimgartnerPseudojustin168.
193 HeimgartnerPseudojustin157-158.
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“[11] But now we try to demonstrate that the resation of the flesh is possible, while we
ask from the children of the truth to judge kindliien we engage also in reasoning of this
world which appears to belong to those outside] fir8tly because there is nothing
outside God, even not the world itself (for it is work), secondly because we engage in
these arguments with regard to unbelievers. [13)édf namely did that with regard to
unbelieving believers, it would suffice to answdfe believe gemiotedkauev). But now it

IS necessary to proceed by means of demonstrafibfisOn the one hand, the mentioned
proofs would be enough to demonstrate the podsilofithe resurrection of the flesh, [15]
but because they are very unbelieving, we will ¢priarward the argumentation not from
the faith (for they do not belong to that), but,arder that it is all the more compelling,
from the unbelief, their mother, | mean of courke worldly reasoning. [16] For if we
demonstrate from these that the resurrection oflésh is possible, they are doubtlessly
worthy of much shame if they are not able to folleiher the reasoning of the faith or that
of the world.” (JustRes5.11-16)

When Pseudo-Justin proceeds to demonstrate thébjios®f the resurrection of the flesh
without the convenient help of calling in God’s apwtence, he asks patience from one part
(the main part?) of his intended audience: theelehls who agree with him, but are possibly
“weak” with regard to the temptation of Satan (}.1He brings forward two interesting
arguments. In the first place he is of the opirtiwet worldly reasoning might seem belonging
to those from outside, but in fact it is not ouésiof God, because the world is of God and
therefore secular arguments are no threat to thle. fln the second place Pseudo-Justin
contends that worldly reasoning is fitting, becailm®e is going to argue with regard to
unbelievers (5.12), that is to say the pretenddrs are in reality even worse than who are
commonly called unbelievers.

In what follows Pseudo-Justin has to justify theirse of his argument when he engages
the views of his Christian opponents who claim &wénfaith, but are unbelieving believers.
He argues that if he had believing unbelieversaaget, they would accept the answer “We
believe it.” And the mentioned proofs about God&sver would have been sufficient (5.13-
14). | interpretaniotovg miotovg with the last word as modifier, “believing unbekes”,
because the common ground is the belief that gadfsyo everything. The representatives of
the view that God cannot resurrect the flesh afaghdisbelievers, more unbelieving than the
unbelievers who believe that god(s) are able tohdo (5.2). Elsewhere Pseudo-Justin brings
his opponents in relation to the devil (1.12; 181P) and similar polemic is visible here when
he says that unbelief is their mother (5.15, cf.tfee metaphor PoPhil. 3.3). The turn to
worldly reasoning is thus a rhetorical strategyfiistly, place his Christian opponents in the
camp of the unbelievers, worse yet, very unbeliguinbelievers, and then to mock them if
they are not even able to follow worldly reasonwigich shows that the resurrection of the
flesh is possible. Then their ridiculous positiammes to the light (5.14-16). Non-Christian
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unbelievers are not explicitly in view here, but ttreatise is also directed towards non-
Christians who are not yet believers (1.12). Thatsgy of Pseudo-Justin however Kills two
birds with one stone, because he pleases theragp dpy pointing to their common ground

and by addressing the main objections anyway.

The explicit interaction with Greek philosophy happ in Re$ and will be discussed in
the next chapter. As will become more clear, thesglof Celsus haunts in the background of
the Christian opponents of Pseudo-Justin. But at diwrface his interactions with Greek
philosophy functions within an intra-Christian dehaenforced by the fact that the beliefs of
both groups about resurrection has not enough congraund, so that he has to treat them as
unbelievers. At the same time Pseudo-Justin shiogvawareness that philosophy and reason
also belong to the world of God and that if he wat@t uphold with intellectual integrity
God'’s involvement in the whole world and the claimt God is the ultimate truth, he has to
integrate philosophy into his worldview. Althoudhetinteraction with Greek philosophy in
Res is not a goal in itself, it shows the fruitdlwdt interaction. Pseudo-Justin thus uses Greek
philosophy in a positive, but apologetic way: hiedrto show that it is compatible with his
view on the resurrection. This is a frequerddus operandh the apologetic literatur&?

The observation that Pseudo-Justin does use Gilalds@phy to further his agenda gets
more relief by looking at Athenagoras. In hisgatiq Athenagoras goes at great lengths to
find common ground with the emperors and is consetyi not hindered by the limitations of
intra-Christian debate. He presents Christianitpliaitly as a philosophy when he compares
the name ‘Christian’ with the pursuer of philosophy activity that is not evil in itself (Ath.
Leg. 2.4). Although the Legatio expresses criticism towards philosophers because
Athenagoras thinks they fall short, he uses Greekogophy also in a positive, be it
apologetic way. Athenagoras makes use of the shestiof philosophers and the great poets to
argue that the Christian teaching is similar tanaaiccordance with the philosophers (5.1-6.4;
20.2-3; 23.3-10), just as Pseudo-Justin does in Resacknowledges that he made use of a
collection of the opinions of philosophersi (66501 6.2). But his appreciation has its
limitations: Christians unskilled in reasoning ameore beneficial in their lives than
philosophers who constantly concoct against edoér@fil.3-4).

194 5ee for example AthLeg.6.1-4; 20.2-3; 23.3-10; 36.3; Min.Féct. 19.3-20.1.
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6 Pseudo-Justin About God and the Flesh

6.1 A Closer Look at Pseudo-Justin’'s Argumentative Gime

What does Pseudo-Justin have to say in defendeeatsurrection of the flesh? The previous
chapter addressed his attitude with regard to piieanological status of believing the truth
and the use of philosophical arguments. This chgpags attention to the actual arguments
that Pseudo-Justin uses in this framework. Befeleirng into some specific cases, it is useful
to discuss the argumentative structure of theitedsee for a short overvieys.1).

Although the writing has not survived complete,réhare good reasons to suppose that
most of it has. After the introduction (JuBes.1) Pseudo-Justin provides an outline of the
subject matter by describing the position of thpaentspaciv ot ta yeipova Aéyovteg ovk
givar tfig copkog dvéotacty (2.1). The arguments that are subsequently pnedingidescribed,
are summarized again in 5.1:

“Further, of those who say that the flesh doesriset some say that it is impossible that it
rises, others that it is not fitting for God to s@f° it because it is worthless and
contemptible, and again others say that it evembgwomise at all.” (JusRes5.1)

These arguments seem to belong together, but thd>s@udo-Justin formulates suggests that
he is not arguing against one group of opponerasveiter that may be, this summary of their

position can be projected back on the expositiothensecond chapter of Res. Then it turns
out that the third main argument is not clearly kedrthere and that therefore the text of that
chapter probably is incomplet®

Main arguments Exposition (Just.Res. 2) Discussion
1. Itis impossible 2.2 5.2-6.18
2. The flesh is not worthy 2.3-4 7

3. The flesh has no promise lost part? + 2.14 8-10.

Between the short exposition of the second arguraedtthe (presupposed) exposition of the
third, Pseudo-Justin gives an example of the stjpdssof the opponents. According to them
the flesh will rise either complete or incompléfeincomplete, then the one who resurrects
(i.e. God) is incapable. If complete, the genitail be there too, which contradicts the word
of the Saviour that there will be no marriage aftee resurrection (2.5-13). The author
announces to solve first this riddle and then guarin an orderly manner that the flesh will

1% The Greek has the rare véroctavew.
1% HeimgartnerPseudojustin142-144.
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be saved in the resurrection (2.15). First the sequart of the catch-question is addressed,
namely the supposed problem that the complete fiellalso have the genitals (3.1a). The

author brings the problem back to one point: that éxistence of body parts necessarily
means that they are working (3.1b-2). He refutas shipposition (3.3-18). Then the first part

of the catch-question is addressed, namely thatdblerrected bodies will be in the same
shape as they are buried, sometimes defective2{4.This problem is countered by the

healings of Jesus (4.3-6).

It is noteworthy that the refutation of these ‘sigpies’ takes so much space in the
exposition Res.2) and that Pseudo-Justin chose to address thesrelefsystematic defence
against the main counterarguments. Possibly thiehagestion was popular in the
environment of Psuedo-Justin’s intended audiencktharefore he wanted to neutralize it
first, before the systematic approach. The autlidh@Epistle to Rheginushose the other
way: he first set out his theological views andntlagldressed some specific problems which
Rheginus brought to the table.

6.2 The Possibility of the Resurrection of the Flesh

The first and most important objection against tésurrection of the flesh was that it was
impossible. Pseudo-Justin discusses this objedtish and that is in line with the first
reaction of Celsus towards the idea of the ret@iarotten body (se€3.1):

[...] 4dVvatov [...]. molov yap odpa mavin dtoedapiv oidv 1€ émaveldsiv gic v &€ apyxfic
OOV Kol oV &ketvny, &€ fic EM00n, TV TpOTV GHGTUCLY;

“[...] It is impossible [...]. For what sort of bgpdcompletely and utterly destroyed, could
return to its original nature and to that samet fieenstitution from which it was
dissolved?” (OrCels.5.14)

Pseudo-Justin describes this view as follows:

advvarov yap etvar v @Oeipopévny koi S AemTdv Avopdvny todTny cuvaydfvar gic o
avTo.

“For it is impossible that this flesh, being deg#d and dissolved in small particles, is
gathered together into the same unit.” (JBss.2.2)

At the start of the discussion of the first maiguanent, Pseudo-Justin adds that it would be
impossible forGod to raise the flesh (5.2). This reminds of Celsstgitement that it is

impossible for God to do anything contrary to (hs}ure. It is very probable that Pseudo-
Justin had the arguments of Celsus in mind, whiclley have been shared among those
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Christians who rejected the resurrection of thehff8’ The impossibility for God to raise the
flesh has not so much to do with his power as aglith the question whether God can do
evil, supposed that raising the flesh is a negatixent. By adding God to the argument in 5.2
compared to 2.2 Pseudo-Justin complicates his @asoning, because the argument that
raising the flesh is something good has yet torbgiged.

As discussed in the previous chaps.8), Pseudo-Justin’s strategy is first to demastr
that his Christian opponents are more unbelievirag tunbelievers (5.2-10) and then to show
that they cannot even follow the reasoning of tleelav(5.11-16). Of course, if Pseudo-Justin
is able to show the possibility that God can rdtse flesh, that would be a first step to
neutralize the reproach of Celsus and his colleaghat God, reason itself, cannot do
anything irrational.

The ‘worldly reasoning’ Peudo-Justin engages insia actually of the views on nature
of the main schools of Greek philosophy: Platonidfpjcureanism and Stoicism. Here
follows the full translation oRes 6:

Short exposition about the nature of the universe

“[1] Well then, the inquirers into the nature oktiworld, who are called wise, say that the
universe {o nav) exists of matter and God, at least accordingptoesof them, like Plato,
but according to others, like Epicurus, the unigeegists of atoms and void, and again
others, like the Stoics, say that the universetexiEthe four: earth, water, air and fire. (I
mention only the most prevailing opinions, for tisasufficient.)”

Views on the origin of the universe

“[2] And Plato says that everything has come intstence through God from matter and
according to his providence. But Epicurus and bilWers say that everything originated
from the atoms and the void in accordance withral@ean motion caused by the natural
movement from the bodies. The Stoics say that mecdrom the four, because God
pervades them.

[3] Although such a disagreement exists among thsith,they have common doctrines
which they all endorse. [4] One is that somethimither originates from nothing, nor
dissolves into nothing and perishes, and thus tleatelements, from which everything
originates, are imperishable.”

Demonstration of the possibility of the restoratafrthe flesh

“[5] Now, because this is the situation, it will @gar that according to them all the
restoration of the flesh is possible. [6] For itaing to Plato there is matter and God,
both of them imperishable, and God on the one loandpies the place of a craftsman, like

197 HeimgartnerPseudojustin169-170.
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a sculptor, and the matter on the other hand oesupie place of clay or wax or something
like that, [7] it is true that what originates frdime matter is a perishable figure (the statue
or the image), but the matter itself is imperisialike clay or wax or another form of
matter. [8] In this way the sculptor moulds andates from the clay or wax the shape of a
living being. [9] When the figure is dissolved agait is not impossible for him to make
the same figure by mixing up the same matter andweng it. [10] Thus it will, according

to Plato, also not be impossible for God, who ispaenshable and possesses the
imperishable matter, when the from matter origmgfigure is dissolved, to renew it again
and to make the same figure as it was also prelyious

[11] But truly, when according to the Stoics thedpmriginates from the blending of the
four elements and when that body dissolves intddbe elements, while these continue to
exist as imperishable, it is possible that the felements take on again the same mixing
and blending from God who pervades them, and mla&ebbdy which they have made
earlier. [12] It is like this: when someone will keaa mixture from gold, silver, brass and
tin, and then wants to dissolve it again so tharghing is apart, he will also be alf® if

he wants, by mixing the same metals, to make atlp@rmixture that he has made from
them previously.

[13] But also when, according to Epicurus, the a@nd the void are imperishable and the
atoms are put together along a certain kind oingeenent or position, the body as well as
other compositions come into existence. But italisss in the course of time again into
the atoms from which it also originated. [14] Besauthese continue to exist as
imperishable, it is in no way impossible that thmyme together again and take on the
same position and arrangement and make the sanyealsdaas come into existence from
them previously. [15] It is like this: when a malka&r mosaics will make the form of a
living being out of little stones, and when afteatt when these are broken up due to time
or by the maker himself, he will bring together game little stones, which he possesses
though they are scattered, he will not be incapabgather them, put them together in the
same way and to make the same image of that livengg. [16] Now, because the maker
of mosaics has the little stones, he will not beapable to gather the scattered stones and
make again the same image of the living being,®odl is not able to gather again the
members of the flesh which are dissolved from eztbler and to make the same body as
has come into existence by him previously?

[17] But enough, for the doctrin@dyoc) about that the resurrection of the flesh is gumesi

is demonstrated sufficiently by me on the basishef non-Christian philosophersofa
T00¢ €0vikovg). [18] But if the resurrection of the flesh doest prove to be impossible
according to the unbelievers, how much the moreralatg to the believers!” (JudRes.6)

1% For the text-critical problem see Heimgartrigseudojustin164, 166.
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Note that the construction of the argument reflectdidactic purpose. Pseudo-Justin first
introduces what is the basis of the universe aaegrdo each philosophy, then how
everything comes into existence. With the help bf tcommon doctrine of the
imperishableness of the basic components of easimaogy he is able to demonstrate in
sentences with a repeated parallel structure théiheory it is possible that the matter, the
elements or the atoms are restored in the sameawayeviously. The abstract description is
nicely illustrated by staging respectively a scotptr metallurgist and a mosaic maker. The
whole chapter seems to be the elaboration of tee Vilthenagoras (= probably Pseudo-
Justin) pointed out succinctly ineg. 36.3 where the problem of the reconstitution frdma t
rotten body is formulated and the same solutiohess is suggested.

Pseudo-Justin does not reveal the source of whatites about the three main schools of
Greek philosophy. But it is probable that he coteglilone or more doxographic manuals.
That would be certain if Pseudo-Justin is in fatiteéhagoras, because the last explicitly notes
that he, in order to mention the names of the pbpbhers who subscribe to the oneness of
God, “turned to the Opinions%fi tag 66&ag Etpomouny, Ath. Leg.6.2). The use of such a
manual on the opinions of the philosophers by Ps&udtin can be substantiated by the
comparison with for instance the work of Diogeneseitius, who wrote his monumental
collection of biographies probably in the beginnofgthe third century CE and whose work
reflects the extensive use of such sources.

“Plato says that everything has come into existetitteugh God from matter and
according to his providence” (Juskes.6.2). In theTimaeusPlato indeed states that the
cosmos came into existence through the provideric€an @i v 100 0e0d yevécOHau
npovolav, PlatoTim.30b-c), but matterbgn) is lacking. However, Diogenes Laertius ascribes
two universal principles to Plato: God and maté®o (6& t@v mavtev anépenvev apydg, Ogov
kai UAnv, Diog. Laert. 3.69) in a passage that is devabetis dogma’sto dpéokovta, 3.67)
and thus could be derived from a doxographic manual

The Epicureans say that “everything originated ftbi atoms and the void in accordance
with a random motion caused by the natural moverrent the bodies” (JusRes.6.2). This
and the statement that the atoms and the voidrgrerishable (6.13), are derived mainly from
Epicurus’ Letter to Herodotus® This and two other letters are collected in Dibgert.
10.35-116, 121a-135: another indication that Pselutin used a collection of opinions in
which these letters were included.

Notably, he pays relatively more attention to Episuthan to the other schools. That is
apparent from, firstly, the fact that he movesfthal demonstration on the basis of Epicurus
to the end instead of discussing Epicurus in theédfei and that he spends the most text on it
(14 lines in contrast to respectively 11 and 7 d)ndn the second place, the technical
description of the workings of the atoms and thiel ¥/® more specific than in the case of the

199 HeimgartnerPseudojustin160-161 n. 117 notes many similarities.
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other schools. The random motiagpopa) is the motion of the atoms through the vaid{a
0D kevod @opd, Diog. Laert. 10.46). That motion is caused by ¢ternal movement or
vibration (ivnoic) of the atoms themselvesi{odvtai te cuveydg ai dropot Tov aidva, Diog.
Laert. 10.43). In the third place, th@wov d6ypa that something cannot originate from
nothing and cannot dissolve into nothing (Ji&ts.6.3-4) is obviously formulated on the
basis of Epicurusmpdtov piv 6t 0088V yiveton £k tod pn Svroc, Diog. Laert. 10.38)°
Moreover, Pseudo-Justin is massaging the data because strictly speaking the elements of
the Stoics are not imperishable but are only restarfter the conflagratiort! But the Stoics
receive only a superficial treatment anyway. Theatiment of the philosophical schools by
Pseudo-Justin is very succinct, just as Athenagaiasts that he not intends to give a precise
demonstration of the doctrines of the philosophleus,only goes through them in so far as it
suits him (Ath.Leg. 6.2). (The apologetic device of appealing to tiggeaments of the
philosophers, by the way, is also employed in Afeg. 7.1.) How to explain the relatively
more extensive and preferential treatment of Epig@rAn attractive hypothesis is that
Pseudo-Justin intended to pay more attention t® sbhool in his demonstration because
Celsus had at least the reputation of being avi@toof Epicurus? The problem is that it is
more probable that Pseudo-Justin argues with dfiferstians who readily made use of
Celsus. In that case, it is possible that Pseudbrlhas strategic reasons to pay the most
attention to Epicurus: his views are the furthesay from Christian views, so that a
demonstration on the basis of Epicures tells albotut the possibility of resurrection.

The demonstration of the possibility of the rescticn of the flesh on the basis of Greek
philosophy is the heart oDn the Resurrectioh It is introduced by an elaborate
methodological reflection, it is the treatment loé first main argument, it provides assistance
in the argumentation of the third main argumenttJRes.8.13) and forms the opening
statement of the conclusion (10.5-6). It is uncleaw successful Pseudo-Justin was with this
demonstration. But he succeeds in bringing theudson on a higher intellectual level with
the help of information about the Greek schoolshotught which he probably consulted in a
doxography. For the critics who took note @h the Resurrectioit would not have been
possible any more to dismiss the resurrection efflish with a sneering rhetorical question
about its impossibility.

6.3The Flesh as a Work of Creation

The second main argument which Pseudo-Justin eefgt¢hat the flesh is not worthy of
resurrection, because “its essence is earth” ant ‘iull (ueot) of every sin” (7.1). This

10 HeimgartnerPseudojustin160.

11 HeimgartnerPseudojustin162.

12 cf. de discussion about Celsus’ philosophical $deaChadwick in OrigerGontra Celsumxxiv-xxvi and by
Hoffmann in CelsusQn the True Doctrine30-33.

13 Cf. HeimgartnerPseudojustin167-168.
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reminds of Celsus’ objection thatipxeg deserve no eternal life because they are “full
(neotnv) of things about which it is not even nice to deand should be thrown away like
dung (see&s3.1). The argument probably reflects a widely sufgab viewpoint among the
opponents of the resurrection of the flesh, fotanse the author of thepistle to Rheginys
who sees the flesh as belonging to the corruptioldd and the loss of it as a gain ($§2e2).
Just as this last writing, the proponents of tlguarent could have argued with texts from the
Pauline traditiort*

The argumentation of Pseudo-Justin is that accgridirGenesis 1:26 and 2:7 God created
the human as a being of flestupxucov Gvopomov, 7.2-4). The conclusion is simple:

“[5] It is clear, then, that the human which waeated according to God’s image, was of
flesh. [6] Now, is it not absurd to contend thag¢ titesh, created by God after his own
image, would be dishonourable and worth nothing@$(Res.7.5-6)

The flesh is valuable in God’s eyes, even moreesaise he created all things for the sake of
humanity (7.7-8). Then the objection that the fléshsinful and causes the soul to sin, is
refuted. The flesh follows the soul, and when taeyjoint, they can sin, but not on their own
(7.9-11). But even if the flesh was sinful, the i®av would have come to save it (7.12). So
the flesh is valuable in God’s eyes and it wouleréfore rightfully be saved (7.13).

It is clear that Pseudo-Justin draws on very diffiétraditions than the more dualistic view
of his opponents, namely on Hellenistic-Jewishitiaas. Celsus has alongside the Christians
also the Jews in view when he formulates his csitis against the view that God made all
things for mankind (OrCels. 4.74-99; but compare the view of Cicero that eveng is
created for gods and men, Citat. Deor.2.133, 154). And the connection of Gen. 1:26 and
2:7 was already established bhyClement33.4-5, a writing that draws heavily on Biblical
traditions, and by Justin in his dialogue with theav Trypho (JustDial. 62.1-3). But while
Justin is writing about the value of the body apresgsing the image of God without a
connection to the resurrection, Pseudo-Justin takestep further by sharpening it towards
the description of man asipkucéc in order to argue for the resurrection of theHIES

6.4 The Flesh as Part of the Human Being

The third main argument of the opponents of Pseludbin is that, even granted that the
human flesh is valuable, it nevertheless has rretty the promise of resurrection (8.1). He
argues that, firstly, the Creator would not alldwattthe valuable flesh will perish, because he
would then act in vain and be foolish. “He who isrmature the reason of the whole is not
foolish!” (ovkx Gepov 0 1@V dhwv mEpuke vodg, 8.2-6). Interestingly Pseudo-Justin turns

14| ona,Uber die Auferstehund,39-140.
15| ona,Uber die Auferstehun®2-96, 99-103, 154.
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around the argument of Celsus and others that uldvbe irrational to save the invaluable
flesh. If it is valuable, as the opponents admiehéhen it is only reasonable that God would
raise it'®

Before turning to the second argument to refutettin@l main thesis, | summarize the
following ones first. The third argument in thissgage is that if God can resurrect the flesh,
he would be spiteful if he did not do that (8.13-1&nally, when the opponents say that only
the imperishable soul is related to God and Godtsvamsave what is akin to him, Pseudo-
Justin argues with the help of a surprising appbcaof a part of the Sermon on the Mount
(Mt. 5:44; cf.Lk. 6:26, 32, 34) that God would be only good if heeshwhat is alien to him
too (JustRes.8.16-25).

The second argument against the third main poith@pponents has an anthropological
nature. When God promises to save man, that insltidesalvation of the flesh (8.7-12). And
what is man?

L yap €0Tv 0 AvOp®TOG GAL’ T TO €K YuyNG Kol COUUTOS GVVESTOG (DOV AOYIKOV;
“For what is a human being but a rational animaisteng of soul and body?” (JudRes.
8.8)

Man is the combination of body and soul, and tleeethe salvation of man includes the
body. The definition has parallels in Greek phijasp (Pseudo-Platdpin. 981a; Ar.Pol.
A.1253a.9-10) and Christian literature (JUsfp.8.4;Dial. 93.3; Clem. AlexStrom.3.64.2;
4.9.4; 4.164.5). Notably, Athenagoras describes asaexisting of soul and bodl€gg. 36.2).
Pseudo-Justin takes his starting point in the ieatf the composite human being to describe
the object of salvation. This causes a fundamediféérence with Greek thought (more
precisely Platonism, s&2.1) which takes the pre-existent soul as itsistapoint and object
of salvation.

Anthropology is also present in the small text pgss(JustRes.10.1-4) between the
second hiatus in the transmitted text and the csmmh of the treatise. How this part is
connected to the previous text is therefore notpietaly clear, but it seems that the author
wants to argue in yet another way that the restioreds not spiritual, but fleshly (see
especially 9.3, 5). Pseudo-Justin argues thatnasion is only applicable to the flesh:

“[1] Resurrection belongs to the poor flesh thas Fallen, for the spirita{vedua) does not
fall. [2] The soul is in the body. The body with@dul does not live. It does not exist from
the moment the soul leaves it. [3] For it is troattthe body is the home of the soul, but the
actual home of the soul is the spirit. [4] Thesee¢hwill be saved for those who have a
pure hope and an unshakable faith in God.” (Ris$.10.1-4)

18 cf. HeimgartnerPseudojustin189.
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There are some interpretative difficulties heret ibwe suppose with Martin Heimgartner
that (a) this passage is not interpolated, (b)abgo difficilior in 3b is authentic instead of the
variant “the soul is the home of the spirit” andl e start from the fact that Pseudo-Justin
elsewhere employs a body-soul anthropology, whaatithor says is that only the flesh/body
dies, not the soul, for although the soul resigdeshe body, the soul belongs really to the
sphere of the spirit and therefore survives thehff&’ In other words: the soul and spirit do
not need a resurrection. | would suggest that theasy introduction of the spirit in this
passage is due to the terminology of spiritual mestion employed by the opponents (see
9.3: &l 8¢ v mvevpaTiky povn 1 dvéotactg ...). For this reason Pseudo-Justin had to intedu
the spirit into his anthropology on an ad-hoc haBig which place the spirit exactly occupies
remains vague.

This argument of Pseudo-Justin is another versibrthe objection encountered in
Minucius Felix that a resurrection has to be reldtethe body (se§3.2). The author of the
Epistle of Rheginusproponent of spiritual resurrection, had to courtter problem that
leaving the body at death does raise questionstdbeueality of the resurrection (s§é.2
part D). And theGospel of Philiphas another solution for the problem (§del). The fact
that this problem apparently was widely discusseg sexplain that Pseudo-Justin places it at
the end of the last main section about the restoreof the flesh, in order to deal a last blow:
spiritual resurrection is eontradictio in terminis

6.5 The Resurrection of Christ and the General Restiorc

In Just.Res.9 the author comes back to his promise (5.10) éalsgbout events in the life of
the Saviour in order to show that resurrection leagp The passage begins (after a hiatus)
with refuting that the flesh is useless. Jesus<Thealed the flesh and he even did raise dead
people in order to show how the resurrection wappen, namely with both soul and body
(9.1-2). He himself did not leave his body behindrder to show that there is a resurrection
of the flesh and that the flesh can go to heaveB-§2 The author cannot imagine that
someone would not be persuaded by these facts (&®ial is the following statement:

“Why, then, has he risen with the flesh that haffiesed, if not in order to demonstrate the
resurrection of the flesh?” (Juies.9.5)

Pseudo Justin underpins that with the same stolgredius used to prove the resurrection in
the flesh (se€2.4). One of the arguments, then, of Pseudo-JusbhasChristological nature.
The other connection i®n the Resurrectiometween a Christological statement and the

17 HeimgartnerPseudojustin185-187.
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general resurrection is to be found in the intraduc The Logos, the Son, “gives us through
himself the resurrection from the dead and the embsnt eternal life” (1.9). He is as the
Message/Logos of the truth guarantee{ic) of himself and everything altogether, while his
followers have their faithnfotic) in him as proof (1.10-11).

The reason to highlight this aspect of Pseudo4dsstiesurrection theology is the
observation of Katharina Schneider that this wgitis1the only one among the proto-orthodox
apologetic treatments of the resurrection that algtutakes Christ’'s resurrection as the
foundation of the general resurrectidf Some authors do not even mention the resurrection
of Christ. She suggests that the omission of aggaimthe basis of the resurrection of Christ
appears to be founded in the inability of thesehanst to use that effectively to counter
criticism from the side of the Gnosis and philosophcriticism'® However that may be, the
fact that Pseudo-Justioioestake the resurrection of Christ as the foundatbthe general
resurrection is consequently not self-evident. iBiitis assumed that Pseudo-Justin reacts to
the Epistle to Rheginugésee§5.2), a writing that has a thoroughly Christologjifcaindation
for the spiritual resurrection (tH@ospel of Philipis a similar case, see chapter 4), or at least
to Christians who came from the same circles agevtieese writings originated, it is not far-
fetched to assume that Pseudo-Justin has this groupew. This is supported by the
observation that, according to the exposition atrafdust.Res.2.14, cf.§6.1 above), the
proponents of the third main thesis against therrestion of the flesh claimed that Jesus
appeared only spiritually and provided an illus{epnvtooia) of flesh.

6.6 Resurrection of the Flesh and the Development ofs@dmn Identity

Celsus grumbles that since Christians have beconmeuléitude, they are divided and
condemn one another. Their identity is strengthdmedheir undermining attitude, but the
only thing in common is their name (@els.3.10, 12, 14). As to their doctrines, “Christians
teach nothing new” for “the doctrine of the resati@n of the dead is out of dateqEwia)”

as Celsus’ Jew says (2.5). As is already discusdeldus views the resurrection as one of the
absurdities of Christianity and as proof of thewwgs material understanding of the knowledge
of God. It is understandable that in the stormhefse criticisms the resurrection of the body
became one of the central matters of contentionadsml the topic with which the Christian
identity was shaped. For Justin those who rejetttedesurrection of the flesh were not real
Christians, and for Pseudo-Justin they are thoskeofvrong opinion, instigated by the devil.
Thus the belief in resurrection of the flesh becamneidentity market?® Not only in a
negative way, for Pseudo-Justin shows how the restion of the flesh can function as a

18 gchneiderStudien zur Entfaltung264. Note that she only takes the apologetidkitahlichen” tradition in
the second century from Aristides onwards into aoto

19 5chneiderStudien zur Entfaltung64-265.

120 setzerResurrection of the Bodyp-77, 84-86.
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unique selling point of Christianity. The resurientis not a misunderstanding of the idea of
metempsychosis, nor is it out of date or nothing.nestead, the doctrine of the immortal
soul and the mortal body is nothing new:

“[7] For those things we heard from Pythagoras &fato too before we got to know the
truth. [8] If, then, the Saviour had said thesagli and proclaimed life for only the soul,
what new thing did he bring us in comparison tchBgbras and Plato and their troop? [9]
But now he came proclaiming to the people a new sirahge hope. [10] It was indeed
strange and new that God not promised to the inmatityrto keep the immortality, no, he
promised to make the perishable imperishable.t(Res.10.7-10)

The resurrection is a symbol of salvation and toeeethe right understanding of it is crucial.
That is true for the post-Pauline trajectory of BEpastle to Rheginuand theGospel of Philip
where the resurrection as a present possessi@tessary for experiencing salvation. But it is
also true for Pseudo-Justin, because the trustimeds of God is at stake (1) and in his view
it is ultimately the adversary Satan who tries tglead people away from salvation. Those
who deny the resurrection of the flesh threatenvilee of the resurrection of the flesh as
identity marker and give in that way the Christiandad name (10.11-12). On balance, it
seems that the proponents of the resurrectionedfiélsh are more concerned about its identity
value and that its defence mainly targets Christiaith other views?*

The resurrection debate around 180 CE by Celsesatithor of theépistle to Rheginus
and by Pseudo-Justin(/Athenagoras), is a snapghbealevelopment of Christianity in the
second century CE. In the course of this centuyemal big questions had to be answered
which were related to the resurrection: what ishbean being? How is God related to this
world, as Creator or not? What is the meaning efworld and its history?* Resurrection
carries with it a related complex of ideas. Thos®wpeak about spiritual resurrection are
embedded in a Gnostic worldview where spiritualiresction is the term for the return to the
spiritual Fullness from which the pre-existent satame. This is often related to the rejection
of the Jewish Scriptures. Those who speak abouteth&rection of the flesh subscribe to the
(Jewish) conception of God as Creator of the hubwty after his own image, following the
‘Mosaic philosophy’. These vastly different theamdacosmologies led to strife and conflict,
in which the concept of resurrection was a convenigay to focus the differences.

The communicative situation of tgpistle to Rheginuand Pseudo-Justin’s treatise shows
that the discussion about the resurrection wasnmarely the hobby of a select group of
intellectuals. Resurrection has to do with themsdtie salvation and also instructs ethical

121 Outi Lehtipuu, “Biblical Body Language: The Spiil and Bodily Resurrection”, in: Michael Labahrdan
Outi Lehtipuu (eds.)Anthropology in the New Testament and Its Anciemit€xt,Leuven 2010, 151-168, here
168.

122\.C. van Unnik, “The Newly Discovered Gnostic ‘Bt to Rheginos’ on the Resurrection: [The Journal
of Ecclesiastical Historyl5 (1964): 153-167, here 164.
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behaviour: Rheginus is urged not to live accordioghe perishable flesh and to flee its
bonds, while Pseudo-Justin imagines that denyiegéakurrection of the flesh would lead to
giving the flesh loose reins, like a physician wditows an end-stage patient to follow his
desires (10.13-15). On the other hand the physidgmus keeps the flesh from missteps and
treats it with a behavioural diet, because it lsaved (10.16-17).

Resurrection, which was regarded as an absurditinteylectuals and at the same time
begun more and more to function as a defining syrfdyoChristians, invited reflection and
interpretation. Christian Gnostics who did not wiantenounce the term resurrection, because
resurrection was so deeply ingrained in the Clamstradition, had to interpret resurrection as
a present reality in line with the post-Paulingeittory, despite its bodily associations which
seemed to fit badly into most Gnostic systems. Higiducated Christians in the proto-
orthodox trajectory faced the intellectual critros of non-Christians on the absurdity of the
resurrection. “These apologists confront the pagseilectual challenge to resurrection belief,
attempting to carve out a place in the larger $pdig importing its (...) rhetoric, and forms of
argument.*?® In this confrontation the conception of the resation was shaped and often
mirrored by the various concerns that exerted presgesurrection became resurrection of
the flesh (or spiritual resurrection). In Pseudstifts treatise, the traditional conception of
the body as belonging to the image of God was musheher to show that man can be
defined as fleshly. The strategy to defeat withrtben weapon, namely worldly reasoning,
those who found the reconstitution of the rottedybabsurd, pushed the continuity between
this earthly body and the future body to its limite future body would be reconstituted from
the same elements and the only difference wouldhla¢ the flesh then would receive
immortality and possibly healing from God. Ironigalthen, the intellectual reflection on the
resurrection of the flesh, which Pseudo-Justinedhito a new level, provided a bolder
articulation of the doctrine. The resurrection loé flesh became one of the focal points of a
Christian ‘discrepant’ identity*, with a “fundamental distance from the culturehwithich it
competes

123 getzerResurrection of the Bod{45.
124 5ee for the term Mattinglymperialism,213-217.
125 getzerResurrection of the Bod{45.
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7 Conclusion

The question of this thesis is how the view on tsurrection of Pseudo-JustinGn the
Resurrectionis related to the dominant intellectual discour§éHellenistic philosophy and
what its place is in the development of Christianit

Regarding the Greek views on the body after dela¢hconclusion is that the ancient
worldview was thoroughly characterized by ‘a hietgr of essence’. Heavy bodies belong
essentially in the lower ranks and finer bodieseesally in the higher positions of the
cosmos. This is reflected differently in myths daderary inscriptions than in philosophical
thought. The first speak relatively unconcerneduatimdies in the afterlife and even about
the bodily return from Hades, whereas philosoploérthe Platonic persuasion beware the
mixing of heaven and earth. In the school of Pldte basic pattern of thinking about
existence is the fall of the pre-existent soul @&sdreturn to the divine realm. In Judaism
around the beginning of the Common Era similar eptions exist, but at least some currents
of Judaism have also the conception of resurrectidrere the ultimate bliss is viewed as
embodied, in one way or another. This is taken avé&hristianity and remains an important
concept, mainly because the resurrection of Cisistt the heart of the Christian faith. The
first signs of short-circuiting appear in Paul'dtée to the Corinthians. They apparently
rejected the idea of resurrection because theygtitoas spiritual people to be free from the
body. Paul's answer retains the bodily characteéhefafterlife, but meets at the same time the
possible objections by positing a spiritual bodgtteheds off the soul and the flesh. In none
of the later writings that address the resurrectimre elaborately, Paul's conception is taken
over. That has to do with the developments in @an#y that come more and more to the
surface in the course of the second century CE.eSOhristians, living in a thought world in
which the divine is preferably distanced from elgréxistence, begun to separate between the
earthly Jesus and the divine Christ, or stated Igatis only seemingly had suffered. This is
countered by the beginning proto-orthodox trajectatho saw in that view a threat to
salvation by Jesus’ suffering. One of the argumenhignatius for the reality of Jesus is that
he was also in the flesh after the resurrectionis Tif then transferred to the general
resurrection. Around the middle of the second agnduistin mints the term ‘resurrection of
the flesh’ as an identity marker of the true Claist

During the second century some currents of Chnijiadeveloped a Christian form of
Gnosis. The mythical system of the most Christiamf of Gnosis, Valentinianism, shows
many similarities with the soteriology of Platonisin this system there is no or a very
limited place of salvation for the material bodgchuse it carried the hierarchy of the cosmos
to the extreme, even to the chagrin of Plotinusn&aurrents within the Christian Gnosis
stood at the same time in a tradition that changaothe apostle’, Paul. As is clear from the
Gospel of Philipand theEpistle to Rheginughe resurrection was viewed in line with
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Ephesianss a present reality, while the flesh was shediodffeath. The systematic character
of the grand narrative of these currents of ClaimstGnosis make that we can speak of a
philosophy of Christianity. Due to the similarityittvthe Platonic worldview there was much
continuity between Greek views and the Gnosis. diseontinuity is located in the mythical
interest and the appeal to enlightenment over agaiitical thought. This is reflected in the
dismissive attitude of the author of tEpistle to Rheginutowards philosophical enquiry in
matters of the truth.

The apologetic tradition of the proto-orthodox é@pry has in Justin the first Christian
intellectual (that we know of) who directly intetacwith mainly Platonic thought. The
apologists could to a certain extent embark on ttd@p of Hellenistic-Jewish
philosophy/theology. At the same time, an apolob&t Athenagoras used the Greek poets
and doxographic literature in the apologetic stat® point to similarities between Christian
and the non-Christian views in order to disarmvieev on Christianity as a dangerous cult.

In the years towards 180 CE at least three writiradk associated with Egypt, give
evidence of an intensive debate about the reswred®heginus, the recipient of tikpistle
to him, probably was involved in discussions witbgonents of the resurrection of the flesh,
who argued that the flesh was an inalienable pattieohuman being and that a resurrection
without body was not worthy of the name. The autkxinorts Rheginus to dismiss critical
inquiry without having received the truth and tstrapon the ‘word of truth’. In ca. 177 CE
Celsus wrote an attack on Christianity, ‘the trueraidoctrine’ in which the resurrection
features as one of the absurd opinions of themaangdroof for their incapability to attain
knowledge of God. His main objection is that resation is flat-out impossible and that the
salvation of the flesh is undesirable and thereforpossible for God, who cannot do evil.
Celsus also scorns Christians for invoking belstead of reason and thinks that Christianity
is nothing more than a very bad form of Greek tiudue to the credulity in barbarian
myths.

It is at this point that Pseudo-Justin (who may v identified with Athenagoras)
engages in the defence for ‘the word/reason ofrilite’ in his treatise about the resurrection
of the flesh (ca. 178 CE). He does not directhacktCelsus, but probably the Christians
(according to Pseudo-Justin: ‘Christians’) who igachade use of his work, as is evidenced
by many parallels between the two writings. Whaeue®-Justin accomplished can be
summarized in several points.

1. The reason to devote a complete apologetic tredabsehe question of the
resurrection for the first time in the history ohi@tianity is that the truth is at
stake. Christians with the ‘wrong’ opinion, insglrby the devil, give Christianity a
bad name as quarrelsome people. Neverthelessatigeiments (partly derived from
Celsus) have a certain force, which has to be risdr

2. Resurrection of the flesh is not a conception thlbws from rational proof. But
the alternative is not a simple invocation of belleseudo-Justin shows a lot more
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sophistication than the author of thepistle to Rheginusn arguing for an
authoritity-based epistemology in which the truth not reached by critical
examination, but the truth sends its trustworthysse@ger who calls for belief. In
this way belief can pass as proof and the Christaanwith intellectual honesty say
in front of Celsus: ‘Do not examine, but belief.’

. Revolutionary is his strategy in an inner-Christd@bate (!) to provide proof for a
Christian viewpoint on the basis of the views oe€k philosophical schools. This
strategy aims to paint the opponents as more wevedj than non-Christians and
as ridiculous because they do not even follow “digrireasoning’. At the same
time this would be reassuring for the not-yet-badis to which the treatise is also
directed.

. The non-Christian argument is intended to courtter main objection of Celsus
that the reconstitution of the dissolved body m@y impossible. What Pseudo-
Justin demonstrates is that according to the sshoblPlato, Epicurus and the
Stoics it is in theory possible that a body is retduted from the same elements.
The intensity of the interaction with the philosgpdf these schools is similar to
that in theLegatioof Athenagoras, where the author admits he onlyemalse of
the doxographic literature in so far as it suits.hiWhatever the merits of Pseudo-
Justin’s demonstration are, at least he bringgibeussion to an intellectual level
instead of mocking and insults at the confrontatath the idea of resurrection.

. Regarding the status of the flesh Pseudo-Justinsdom the Jewish-Christian idea
of God as creator of man after his image. It isthé¢ point that the greatest
difference appears between the proto-orthodox @dmissiews and the dominant
intellectual discourse of Greek thought. Becausu&s-Justin argues that the flesh
is God’s own work, he can counter the objectiord God could not and would not
resurrect the flesh. However, it is also clear that pro-flesh party digs itself in:
Pseudo-Justin pushes the idea of God’s image textneme by characterizing man
as fleshly. Also in the demonstration on the bas$iphilosophy there is no much
room for discontinuity in the resurrection. Theydiscontinuity that is allowed is
that God grants the flesh immortality. On this pothen, the view of the defenders
of the resurrection of the flesh is embedded infferént, ‘barbaric’ cosmology in
comparison with the (Platonic) Greek cosmologythis way it forms one of the
focal points of their ‘discrepant’ identity.

. That resurrection of the flesh is an identity madkecomes also clear at the end of
the treatise. While Celsus contended that Chrigyidorings nothing new and that
resurrection is nothing else than a badly misundeds reincarnation, Pseudo-
Justin retorts that the resurrection of the flesrainew and strange hope, and
therefore a unique selling point.
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