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60 JOURNAL OF BIBLICAL LITERATURE

THE ASCENSION STORY

MORTON §. ENSLIN
CROZER THNOLOGICAL SEMINARY

ERHAPS the most interesting and important detail of the

ascension story with which the book of Acts opens is the
statement that it took place forty days after the resurrection.
It is well known that the only mention of the ascension in the
New Testament is in Luke-Acts, and perhaps only in Acts,
save for the phrase, aveAjugdOn év dokn, in the fragment of the
early Christian hymn in 1 Tim. 316, a passage almost certainly
dependent on the Acts account. Granted the belief which was
apparently held by the early followers of Jesus, at least from
the time of their restored hopes, that he was in heaven and
would speedily come again, it would perhaps be only a question
of time when some daring and imaginative follower would seek
to visualize the spatching up to heaven. And with the stories
of the translation of Elijah, and of Isaiah, of Enoch, and of
Moses at hand there need be little wonder at the emergence
of a Christian parallel.! The noteworthy thing is not the
mechanics of the miracle. The representation is natural enough
for the thought world of the first century. Heaven was above;
if Jesus were to reach it, he would have to ascend. The note-
worthy thing is that this parting is here represented as taking
place forty days after the escape (rom the tomb, instead of

i The notice to the eflect that the disciples bebeld him as he was
taken up (“And when he hed said these things, as they were looking,
he wae taken up ... and while they were looking steadfastly into
heaven as he went,” Acts 19, 10) may perhaps be reminiscent of the
condition laid upon Elisha by Elijah . . . “if thou see me when I am taken
from thee, it sball be so unto thee; but if not, it shall not he so ... And
Elisha sew it, and he cried...” (2 Kings 210 fI).
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being a part of the resurrection, as is certainly the case for
Paul and Matthew, and perhaps even for John.

Indeed it is held to be highly probable by some scholars that
that is the representation of the gospel of Luke. Were it not
for Acts 1 probably no one would question that the separation
of Luke 24 51 is represented as taking place on the evening of
the resurrection day. The objections raised on the basis of the
distance of Emmaus and of the necessity of a parting at night
need not be considered. The author is recounting a series of
marvels; why a night parting should have been undesirable I
do not know. Certainly verses 36—53 run smoothly and withont
apparent lapse of time.

It is unnecessary here to discuss the problem of the text of
Luke 24 51. The probability that the words, xai aregpépero eis
Tov odpavéy, are 8 non-Western interpolation, and accordingly
a later addition to the text, has commended itself to most eritics.
Luke 9 51, rendered by the ARV: “And it came to pass, when
the days were well nigh come that he should be received up,”
etc. (éyévero 8¢ év T auuTAnpoiofar Tas fuépas Ths draliuews
avroy) is most obscure. avahjurews apparently refers to the
coming ascension, not to his acceptance among men (Wieseler
and Lange) or to his passion (Klostermann). There is apparently
no problem of text here. Whether the choice of this word—
apparently regularly but not exclusively used to refer to the
“ Assumption of the Blessed” —implies the story of Acts 1 is
not clear; that it implies an interval of forty days before the
avdAnus is of course mot the case.

The possibility that the account in the closing chapter of the
gospel is intentionally foreshortened is of course not to be
overlooked, although the current explanations that this was due to
the author coming to the end of his roll prematurely or that this
parting is not a final parting may safely be disregarded. And
yet on the whole it does not seem a violence to feel that in the
interim between volumes I and IT the author has gained inform-
ation of a kind that causes him to correct his chronology.!

? It need not be objected that this makes a modern and artificial
severance between the two parts of a closely connected writing. Unless
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Those who have accepted this position have usually stressed the
fact that areAjuOn (Acts 1 2) implies that in the earlier part
of the work the author had carried the story down to the final
parting; and that accordingly it was illegitimate to argue that
the Western text of Luke 24 51 implied an “earlier” parting.

In the Beginnings of Christianity, Vol. III, pp. 2566261,
Professor Ropes has urged the excision of avehjjughn on grounds
that seem to me probable, as being “due to the innocent desire
of a very early editor to introduce here a mention of the Ascen-
sion.” He continues, “ Without an express statement of the
Ascension in Luke 24 51 the reference of Acts 1 2 is positively
unsuitable, and in any case the natural place for any mention
of it in Acts is not reached until verse 9, where the full account
of the event is given as an integral part of the narrative reserved
for the present ‘treatise’.”

This change of text would not affect the possibility of the
ascension story and of the forty days being new material obtained
since the completion of volume I. He receives them or evolves
them and quietly inserts them at the beginning of the second
part. He does not raise the question of literary dishonesty by
pretending that he had described the ascension, as might have
been the case if he had used aveNjugpfn in verse 2 as a tacit
interpretation of the concluding incident of volume I. Rather
he resumes the story and works in this new material.

In an article in the Expositor for March 1909, pp. 264261,
The Ascension in Luke and Acts, Professor Bacon has argued
that the apparent contradiction between the two accounts
vanishes if Acts 13 be regarded as “interjected parenthetically,
simply to inform the reader that the main manifestations already

the recent suggestion of Professor Lake be accepted that the two were
written a8 one work, and that their separation was due to a later hand,
who framed a conclusion for the former and an introduction for the
latter (which is interesting but unsupported by evidence), Acts 1 1
intimates that there actually was a division. Ie it not quite as artificial
to think that in the course of the composition of so extended e piece
of writing as Luke-Acts no new evidence appeared, but at the moment
of penning the opening words of the gospel all the material had been
compiled and tabulated ?
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related were not the only ones, but that the appearances to
the disciples continued for ‘forty days’.” This verse, he main-
tains, interrupts the context, for Acts 14 refers to Luke 24 48—9,
while Acts 16-11 clearly continues the preceding paragraph.
Accordingly, “ Luke” conceived the ascension at the beginning,
not at the end, of the appearances to the disciples, and did not
depart from all the testimony available from the apostolic and
post-apostolic age.

Though this suggestion is not lightly to be rejected and is
worthy of more consideration than has been granted it, several
objections seem to me to argue decisively against it. First, it
must be frankly admitted with Professor Bacon that Acts 13
does seem to be an interjected parenthesis to the effect that
appearances were granted the apostles. Nothing is implied
about their time or nature. But in the next verse it is said,
xai crwuhgéuem wapiyyeey . . . wva)\c{émoc has long been
a crux interpretum, as a recent writer aptly remarks. Attempts
to derive it from owaAi{w in the sense of “eat with” or from
m)\i{opm in the sense of “gather” (transitive or intransitive)
have always met with difficulties which need not be repeated
here. Recently Professor Cadbury has proposed a way out of
the dilemma of these alternatives.’ He suggests that ovwala{o-
pevos is to be derived from a’Aopas, and is an alternative spelling
for owwavA«{ouevos. He then translates it “living with,” in the
sense of spending the night together in the open. The evidence
he cites appears to me to make this interpretation highly prob-
able. If this view be accepted, it would seem to exclude de-
finitely the suggestion that Luke understood the appearances
to be of the ascended I.ord, for verse 4+ would then be seen to
continue verse 3. Jesus not only appeared to the apostles by
the space of forty days, but lived with them during the period.
The appearances could then bardly be understood as those
given in the gospel, and Professor Bacon's strongest argument,
that these verses resume the concluding words of the gospel,
will not stand. If, as seems probable, aveAdu¢pOy is to be excised
from verse 2, the whole section is seen to be an orderly statement

3 Jouswal or Binuicar Lirsmaross, XLV (1936), pp. 310 f.
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that after the resurrection Jesus stayed with the disciples for
a period of forty days, and then was taken from them.

Furthermore, it is to be noted that Professor Bacon's state-
ment that ¢all the testimony available from the apostolic and
post-apostolic age” was to the effect “that the ascension was
conceived to have occurred at the beginning, not at the end, of
the appearances to the disciples” is not consonant with the
evidence, as we shall see below.

The origin of the forty day interval, which was so contrary
to the earlier tradition and which because of this seems to have
been disregarded for many years, is an interesting question.
Acts 13 31 makes Paul say of Jesus in his speech at Pisidian
Antioch that “God raised him from the dead, and he was seen
for many days of them that came up with him from Galilee to
Jerusalem.” May we have here a possible clew as to what
started “ Luke” in this new line? He becomes acquainted with
a tradition, perhaps somewhat akin to that of Paul’s in 1 Cor.,
that Jesus had appeared for many days. This he takes over,
and understands “the appearances” of Jesus had been in a
resuscitated body. At the conclusion of the period of “many
days” he visualizes him in his assumption to heaven, for which
models, as suggested above, would not be wanting.

Are there any clews to the choice of the number forty? Two
points may perhaps be noted. Pentecost apparently is the
terminus ad quem. For the author that was the time when the
prophecy of the pouring out of the spirit had been realized.
Unlike the author of the Fourth Gospel, who makes Jesus
breathe upon his disciples on the resurrection evening, the
author of Acts has Jesus send his spirit from heaven. It had
been hinted at in the gospel (24 49), “tarry ye in the city, until
ye be clothed with pewer from on high.” The Pentecost in-
cident is apparently in bis mind as he wrote these words. Is it
not conceivable that after finishing the first volume his attention
is caught by some such simple statement as he preserves in
Acts 13 31, that as a matter of fact Jesus had appeared over
a period of days? This gives him a reason for the command
to wait in Jerusalem. It is in crder that the series of appear-
ances or visits with the Lord may not be interrupted. But
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Pentecost stands a8 the fixed date for their close. Jesus had
sent his spirit from heaven. Accordingly the departure must
have been prior. If it were desired to be a little more explicit
than “many days,” forty could hardly be surpassed. It had
come to be a round number probably because of its being the
approximate length of a generation. The flood had lasted forty
days and forty nights; Moses had been in the mountain forty
days and forty nights, while Elijah too bad fasted for that period.
Ezra is directed to tell the people not to seek him for forty
days. This he does, and then spends the time in dictating to
his five companions the scriptures which had perished in the
destruction of Jerusalem. “And then was Ezra caught away,
and taken up into the place of such as were like him, after
having written all these things” (4 Ezra 14 23—49). Similarly
Baruch is directed to give instructions to the people for forty
days after which he will “depart from this earth, nevertheless
not unto death, but shall be preserved unto the consummation
of the times"” (2 Baruch 76 1-4), While the date of these two
apocalypses probably precludes their use by the author of the
story in Acts, it is equally improbable that they were influenced
by the Acts account. The forty years of wandering in the
wilderness, corresponding to the forty days in which the spies
had spied out the land; the forty years of subjection to the
Philistines; the occasional forty years of rest that came npon
Israel as the result of the exploits of Othniel and Gideon; the
fact that many of the worthies, notably David, Solomon, Joash,
Eli, ruled or judged forty years; that many of them started
their rule at that age; that Ezekiel was bidden[to lie on his
right side forty days, eachday for aflyear;>or that Goliath
challenged Israel for forty days;—all these, and they are not
exhaustive, show the prominence this number had in Hebrew
and Jewish thought. There is accordingly a very fair chance
that the fixed date of Pentecost (i. e. fifty days after the Passion),
in addition to the extreme appropriateness of the number forty
—ulready used of an earlier exploit of Jesns*— contributed to
the church calendar.

4 Luke 43

£l
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In an article Die Tessarakontaden wund Tessarakontaden-
lekren der Griechen und anderen Volker (Berichte d. sdchs.
Ges. d. Wiss. zu Leipzig, phil.-hist. Klasse, 1909, pp. 21-206),
W. H. Roscher bas collected and partially analyzed a vast
quantity of cases where the number forty occurred among non-
Semitic peoples. He also refers to and gives an index of an
earlier article in which the same task was performed for the
Semites. I hLave not been able to discover this earlier section.

It is perbaps worth suggesting that the occurrence of u forty
daye’ Trauerfrist among many non-Semitic peoples makes us
wonder if after all there is some more subtle reason for the
choice of forty than the connexion with Pentecost, and that we
have here a trace of a view thut, due to the contamination of
death, a period of ceremonial defilement resulted making an
advent into the presence of God during such « time unthinkable.
It is of course to be noted that the period of public mourning
even for the greatest Jewish men was but thirty days. Roacher
remarks there may be ,eine Spur davon“—i. e. of a forty day
mourning fast—in Jewish teaching as there surely is among the
Mandaeans, Arabs, and other Mohammedan tribes (op. cit.
p. 23), and refers to the Midrash, Beresch. B. on Gen. 50 ¢,
but this is almost surely not the case. In the Vitae Adae et
Evae Adam decides to stand in the river Jordan in water up
to his neck for forty days because of the uncleanness resulting
from the sin in the garden, and Eve stands similarly for thirty-
seven days in the Tigris (VI, VII).

But the absence of any real evidence of a forty day defilement
from death makes any such guess precarious. It will probably
be wise to hold it in abeyance as a bare possibility®, and to see
the forty days as the natural expression of a period between
the resurrection and the Pentecost experiences.

That Paul is unacquainted with the story of an ascension is
bardly open to debate. That as a result of death Christ had

3 It may be noted in passing that from the ninth hour of the cruci-
fixion Fridey (Lu. 23 4; cf. Mk. 15 83) to “the first day of the week at
early dawn” (Lu, 241) is juet forty hours. I commend this to those
more skilled and interested than myself in the highly diverting game of
sacred arithmetic.
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been highly exalted and had taken his seat at the right hand
of God is a fundamental point.® The resurrection was the way.
Nor do the appearances in 1 Cor. 15 1~11 demand a post-
resurrection-ante-ascension activity. The point of moment for
Paul was that his experience with the risen Lord was just as
real as were those of the other apostles. This he is at pains
to stress in (alatians. Accordingly in his catalog of appear-
ances in 1 Cor. 15 the significant point is that they are all of
exactly the same type. The appearance to him can hardly have
been else in his thinking than an appearance from heaven of
the exalted Christ; similarly then those to Cephas, to the twelve,
to the five hundred, to James, and to all the apostles.

‘What Mark’s conception was is of course not clear. As the
gospel stands now there are no appearances.” If the ending
has been removed, there may have been appearances in Galilee,
perhaps indicated by the words, “he goeth before you into
Galilee; there shall ye see him, as he said unto you" (Mk. 16 7).
wpodye: is surely not to be understood in the sense, “he con-
ducts or walks with you,” but “he precedes you. It is in Galilee
ye shall see him.” It in no wise implies that the appearances
will be other than from heaven.

Similarly in the case of Matthew. It seems reasonably clear
that the Jesus who meets the disciples in Galilee with the words,
“All authority hath been given unto me in heaven and on earth”
(28 18), is the ascended Jesus who having come from heaven
may thus appropriately speak. Probably the earlier appearance
to the women (28 9-10) would not have suggested a meeting

¢ Phil. 28ff.; Ro. 8 s4; Col. 310, et pass. Paseages such as
1 Thes. 4 16 and 2 Thes. 1 7 do not seem to me to justify the contention
of Swete (The Apostles’ Creed, 2ud ed., 1894, p. 67) that the hope of
a surdSass postulates an antecedent dsiSacu, which is distinct from the
resurrection. That Jesus was in heaven was of course Paul's belief,
but that his ascension had been as described in Acts 1 is certainly not
implied. 1 Pet. 3 33 (55 dovw & Bebi Ol wopewlels eis odpasés) and Hebr. 414
(¥xorres oly dpyupéa péyar Sekqhudira Tovr ofpareds) are probably to be under-
stood in the same way.

7 The appearances and the ascension in the later ending (16 s-m)
have no independent value, hut eimply reflect the three other gospels
and the book of Acts.

5‘
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before Jesus had rejoined the Father except on the basis of the
Acts account.

In the case of the Fourth Gospel it is not so clear. The
word with which Jesus deters Mary, “Touch me not; for I am
not yet ascended (avaBéBnxa) unto the Father; but go unto my
brethren, and say to them, I ascend unto my Father and your
Father, and my God and your God” (20 17), implies an interval
between the resurrection and the ascension, but does not imply
knowledge of the ascension story of Acts or of a forty day
interval. At the next meeting which took place on the same
evening Jesus breatbes on them and says, “Receive ye the
Holy Spirit” (20 22). Earlier in the gospel (7 30) it is said,
“But this spake he of the Spirit, which they that believed on
him were to receive; for the Spirit was not yet given; because
Jesus was not yet glorified.” Apparently this glorification was
the reception into heavenly glory which the author would thus
maintain had already taken place.® On the following first day
of the week the invitation to Thomas to touch him, which had
previously been denied “for I am not yet ascended unto the
Father,"” would imply that in the interim the avaBaos had taken
place. It is perbaps not clear whether the author of the Fourth
Gospel is acquainted with the Acts account; it is certain that
if he were he did not accept it. Apparently the rejoining the
Father was on the same day as the emergence from the tomb,
certainly not more than a week later.

Nor did the Acts story fare better in the early cburch. In
the Epistle of Barnabas (15 9) the statement is explicit: 80 xai
dyouev Ty juépay Ty dydiny els ebPpoaiimy, év 7 xai 6 Inaois
avéoTn éx vexpwy xal pavepwbeic avéfn eis odpavods. It would
seen as if he meant by the eighth day the resurrection Sunday
(. e. the day after the Sabbath, the seventh day). If this be
rejected, it could only be some other Sunday; forty days after
the resurrection surely would fall on Thursday, not Sunday.’

8 Yet cf. John 18 si.

* Swete (op. cit, p. 69) maintsins that although Barnabas “seems
to affirm that both the Resurrection and the Ascension occurred om
the eighth day, or on a Sunday,” he does not necessarily conflict with
the acconnt in Acte. “Undoubtedly it was a natural inference from
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The silence of Clement of Rome, Ignatius,'® Polycarp, Hermas,
and the Didache regarding any sscension, while of course not
conclusive, is tolerably strong evidence that they were un-
acquainted with, or rejected, any tradition separating it from
the resurrection.

In the case of Justin Martyr the situation is different. The
ordinary statement that he “continues to regard both events
fi. e. resurrection and ascension] as two parts of one act,”"
runs counter to the evidence. It may be well to quote the
evidence in full:

St. Luke's words that the Ascemsion took place on the fortieth day
after the Resurrection; and this inference is already drawn by the
author of the fifth book of the Comstitutions (Const. Ap. V, 19 dxd ris
TpdT wpwain  dpbhoarres apde Hudpas, dxd opaxiy Axp wpETE
doprd{ere Tip doprip rip draliess), aud since the fourth century has been
sanotioned by the annual celebration of Holy Thursday. Yet the words
of the Acts allow greater latitnde, and would be satisfied if the Ascen-
sion could be shewn to have taken place on the following Sunday, the
forty-third day after Easter. Indeed the Syriac Doctrine of the Apostles
carries it forward to the fiftieth day, meking it coincide with the
Descent of the Holy Ghost (Cureton, Amcient documents, pp. 24, 27).
This is clearly inconsistent with the Acts, but it supports the siate-
ment of Barnabas that the Ascension occurred on the first day of the
week.”

10 In the “long" receunsion the following accounts are given, Trull. 9:
“He also rose again in three days, the Father raising him up; end
after spending forty days with the apostles, he was received up to the
Father, and *sat down at his right hand, expecting till his enemies are
placed under his feet;'” Smyrn. 3: “Nor was this all; but also after
he had shown himself to them, that he bad risen indeed, snd not in
appearaunce only, he hoth ate and drank with them during forty emtire
days. And thus was he, with the flesh, received up in their sight unto
him that sent him, being with that same flesh to come again, accom-
penied by glory and power. For, say the [holy] oracles, ‘This same
Jesus, who is taken up from you into heaven, shall so come, in like
manner as ye have seen him go into heaven.'”

The words, “Hasten all to come together as to one temple of God,
as to one altar, to one Jesus Christ, who came forth from the one
Father, and is with one, and departed to ome” (Magn. 7, 2) implies
nothing es to how this departure was conceived.

1t P. W. Schmiedel, art. “Resurrection—and Ascension—~Narratives,”
Ene. Bibl., p 4081.
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1 Ap. 46 5: "Inoovs . . . xai oTavpwbBeis xai arofaver awary
xai avekhvler eis ovpardy . . .

ibid. 51 6: @ J¢ xai eis Tov OI;PGW‘)V EueNhev aviévai, xales
wpoepreln, axovoare. Then follows the familiar quotation
from Ps. 23 (24) 7. s.

Tryph 32 a: o-np -ywe'ral eEo'rou €5 TOV ovpavov ankmﬁﬂq
METG TO €K vexpoy avagTivar 6 iuéTepos xipios’Inaols Xpw-ros-

ibud. 36 5 [In answer to the query of Ts. 23 (24) » Tis éorw
olros 6 Bacevs Tis dofne; x. T. N]: xipios olv Tav Suvauewy
&7t ovx €oTv 6 Zohoudoyw arodédesTai’ dAa o quérepos Xpiaros
Ore éx vexpov avéoTn xai avéBawer eis Tov odpavey, xehevorras of
& Tois ovpavois TaxOévres vwo Toi Oeoil dpyovres avoifm: Tas
xUAas Tov onava, Wa eigé\On olTos ¢ éoTi Bac\evs The
do&ns, xai avafas xabioy év debid Toi waTpds . . .

bid. 38 1: elra &'vﬂpwov yevouevoy oTavpwlijvar, xat avaPe-
Brxévau eis Tov ovpavdy . . .

ihid. 108 2 ... Néyorres éfmyépOar avTov éx vexpdy xai eis
ovparoy avehqAvlévar . . . [the early charge that the disciples
had stolen the body and had claimed that Jesus had risen).
To these passages perhaps should be added 1 Ap. 54 ¢—s, in
which Justin asserts that the legends of the assumption of
Dionysus and Bellerophon and Perseus are the creations of the
evil demons who through their failure to interpret aright the
prophecies of Jesus’ ascension made clumsy imitations of this
event to discredit it.

But while these passages are such as to seem to bear out
the usual statements about Justin’s identification of the two
events, this is not the case for 1 Ap. 50 12: uera odv 76 aTav-
pwbivai avTov xai ol yvopuuot avToi wdvTes GTéaTnIAY, GpVy-
oduevor abrov: GaTepov 8¢, éx vexpav avacTarros xai opférros
abrois xai Tais xpopureiars évrvyeiv, év als wavra Tavra xpo-
eiprro yevmodueva, Juaéfav-rog, xai efs ovpavov avepyoueroy idov-
Tes kai moTevoavTes xai Svvamy éxeilev avTols weufeicar wap
atToi Aafdvres xai eiy wav "yévos &vﬂpa’nruw eAOovTes TavTa €di-
dafay kai ardaTolot TpoawyopesOnaar. Here the text is explicit.”

13 With this may be compared the passage in repl dsasrdoast, chep. 9:
“And when he had thus shown them that there is truly a resurrection
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xai ey oDparov Gvepyouevov idovres can mean nothing else than
that they saw him ascending into heaven. Apparently then this
precludes the assumption that he regarded the resurrection
and the ascension as “two parts of the same act.” While the
other passages are in themselves indeterminate upon this point,
they by no means demand identification but may be inter-
preted as this last passage must he. However, it is to be
observed that there is no indication of the length of time
between the resurrection and the ascension and that the former
entails the latter.

The one reference to the passion in the Apology of Aristides
(chap. 15: pera 3¢ Tpeis quépas aveBiw xai eis otpaves avikOev)
gives no clew as to the conception of the author upon the point
at issue.

The statement that Irenaeus too considered the resurrection
and ascension parts of the same event must not be understood
in the sense of an ascension from the grave. He explicitly
states: “[It is certain], too, from the fact that the Lord rose
from the dead on the third day, and manifested himself to his
disciples, and was in their sight received up into heaven . . .”
(II, 32 3 Mass.). His other references (I, 10 1 and III, 4 2)
throw no light on the problem.

In his writing Adv. Judaeos (cap. XIII, Migne 2, 636 D)
Tertullian's words, cim utique post resurrectionem eius a mor-
tuis, quae die terlia effecta est, coeli eum receperunt secundum
prophetiam, can hardly yield a sense other than that the heavens
received him on the day of his resurrection. In his 4pologeticus
adv. Gentes (cap. XXI, Migne 1, 402 A), on the contrary, he

of the flesh, wishing to show them this also, that it is not impossible
for flesh to aecend into heaven (as ho had said that our dwelling place
is in heaven) ‘he waes taken up into heaven while they beheld,’ as he
was in tbe flesh.” .

Whether this treatise is to be ascribed to Justin or mot is very
difficult to decide. Both Harnack (Die Clronologic d. altchristl. Lit. bis
Eused. 1, pp. 508 ) and Kriiger (Altchristl Lit., p. 68) express them-
selves with caution on this point. At any rate it can hardly be dated
later than 180 (so Harnack), aud accordingly, if not from the pen of
Justin, bears witness that snother writer in the second centary differ-
entiated the dwderasis and dmDhs.
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follows the Acts account: Cum discipulis autem quibusdam
apud Galilacam Judaeae regionem ad quadraginta dies egit,
docens eos quae docerent. Dehinc ordinatio eis ad officium
praedicandi per orbem, circumfusa nube in coelum est ereptus
mullo verius quam apud vos asseverare de Romulo Proculi
solent. Though the tradition of the forty days is followed here,
it may be observed in passing that the Luke-Acts representation
of appearances restricted to Jerusalem is disregarded in favor
of thoge in Galilee.

Brief mention should be made of another ancient writing
which has a direct statement of the ascension. In the Gospel
of Peter the angel says to the seeking women, “ Wherefore are
ye come? whom seek ye? him who was crucified? he is risen
and gone (avéoTy xai awiAOer). But if ye believe not, stoop down
and look in and see the place where he lay that he is not here;
for he is risen and gone thither from whence he was sent
(avéaTn yap xai awiN@ev éxei G0ev amearaln) (cap. 13).” The
ari\@ev may look back to the exit from the tomb, but more
probably to the crucifixion where it is said: xai 6 xdpios ave-
Bonae Néywv i Sivapis uov, 5 dvvams, xaréerds pe. «ai ebrav
aveNiipOy (cap. 5). Here the ascension is connected with the
moment of death. Swete (The Akhmim Fragment of the Apo-
cryphal Gospel of St. Peter, p. 10) argues that Origen apparently
accepted this view."

The evidence thus suggests that the story of the forty days
intercourse of the l.ord with his disciples on earth and of a
final translation to glory is a late and not widely diffused
tradition that either came to our author after the completion
of volume I, or was produced by him on the basis of some such
statement in his sources as he has preserved in Acts 13 31.
That it was not accepted by the early Christians in spite of
the fact that it was sponsored by a writer later to be reckoned
a8 a producer of scripture is also clear. Aside from occasional
gnostics who taught a post-resurrection period of eighteen

13 For a discussion of the relation of the ascension from the cross to
the later account of the resurrection, see Lake, “The Historical Evidence
for the Resurrection of Jeaus Christ,” pp. 165 fi.



ENSLIN: THE ARUENRION STORY 73

months, or in the case of the Pistis Sophia twelve years, in
order to provide opportunity for the risen Lord to communicate
bis esoteric teaching,'* the commonly held view seems to have
been that the resurrection in itself entailed the translation to
glory.”® But as the years went hy and the Christian writings
hecame scripture, the need of harmony prevailed. Since the
statement in Acts was explicit and could hardly be explained
otherwise than as it read, and since scripture could not con-
tradict scripture, the tendency seems to have been to take the
Acts statement as the standard and to force the other views
into its mold. Harmony has usually been purchased at the
expense of historical accuracy.

14 Iren,, I, 32; 3014 says that the Valentinians and the Ophites
taught that Jesus remained on earth eighteen months. A similar note
is found in the present Ethiopic text of the Ascension of Issiab 9 1e:
“He will ascend on the third day, [and he will remsin in the world
545 days]” According to Charles (The Ascension of Isaiak, 1900, p. 63)
the bracketed worde are to be seen as a gnostic interpolation. In the
Pistis Sophia (I, 1) it ie said: “It came to pass, when Jesus had risen
from the dead, that he passed eleven years discoursing with his dis-
ciples, etc.” The wisdom contained in the book is communicated in the
twelfth year.

To these may be added the remark by Eusebius that, as Jesus’
ministry was the week prophesied by Daniel 9 57, in the midst of which
sacrifice and oblation ceased, it extended over a period of seven years
hisected by the passion: &y & ol» é8Souds érlr ula & wis ypheos vis merd
Tor dwooridar alrol cwharmfis, 8§ Te wpd 7ol wdBows sml & uerd Tiw & rapiw
drdoraoe atrob. wpd uly ydp rob wdbovs drl rpla wul fpuav Ery vois wiew dawrds
wapéywy uabyrais 7e sl Tois wuh Towitos drayéyparrac, mf’ 8y <ypbeor> Blasmm-
Maus wapaddfos e Oepamelas Tis Oebryror airod 7as Swwdues wisw dwhds “EXgoly
e xal ‘Tovdalon wupelyerv. perd 8 Tiw ix rexpir dvderasw T lros, in elahs, Tow
érde xpbror rois lavroi uabyrais xal dwegrilos owiw, &' huipws Tesvepdoere
dxravbucres airais ml cwahBueror, ml Myws T8 wepl Tip Sacirelas 105 deod, O
yoor al Hpdfus 1o dwesrihwr wepéyoww, ot erai Tavrp T Sy\ovaérp T
wpodmrelas Tav érdv fdopdla, xaf Hv dredvwdpwcer Xabhew wollois, Tiw murip
md\adh dnblow 70 dayydured mmpiyuares sparieer (Demonstr. evang. V111,
cap. 2, 108-110, p. 400 Fabric.).

18 As we have seen, this statement should not be understood to mean
that for all early Christians the translation was direct from the grave or
from the cross. Yet the two were at least loosely connected. No trace
of a forty day interval, save in the case of Tertullian's reflection of the
Acts account, is known {o me down to the end of the second century.





