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"It is not new for a few lonely,
persecuted radicals to deny the
resurrection of Jesus. What is new in
this book 1s that such a number of
competent, scrupulous scholars are
agreeing that it did not happen, and going
so far as attacking fundamentalists for
propagating false and misleading views
of the Bible."

Dr. Barbara Thiering Author of



Jesus and the Riddle of the Dead
Sea Scrolls

"Price and his fellow authors study the
Bible as a great ancient text steeped in
mythology [and] do not thereby denigrate
the text or become apologists for a
Yahweh of Sinai or Mount of
Transfiguration. They appreciate the
Bible as a great literary tradition that
generates  problems and therefore
requires new, imaginative attempts to
address the problem. The dynamic
tradition continues, and The Empty
Tomb: Jesus Beyond the Grave proves
to be a rigorous and creative part of it.
These substantive, challenging articles



are indispensable for better
understanding how first-century
Christianity emerged."

Joe E. Barnhart Professor of
Philosophy and Religion Studies,
University of North Texas; author

of Religion and the Challenge of
Philosophy, The Study of Religion
and Its Meaning, and The Billy
Graham Religion Inquiry

"[A] bracing, dynamic collection of
essays examining a central tenet of
Christian faith-the resurrection of Jesus
Christ after his crucifixion.... Sober,
rigorous, and without any trace of



malice, they nonetheless present a bold
and inescapable challenge to orthodoxy.
No reader, either believer or skeptic,
can afford to ignore the arguments in this
book."

S. T. Joshi Author of God's
Defenders: What They Believe
and Why They Are Wrong
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THE EMPTY TOMB



INTRODUCTION:
THE SECOND LIFE OF
JESUS

ROBERT M. PRICE

EMPTY TOMB AND
EMPTY WORDS

he second life of Jesus":

this striking phrase from Friedrich
Schleiermacher's Life ofJesusl contains
like a seedpod all manner of implicit



questions and problems concerning the
central  Christian  belief inJesus'
resurrection from the dead.
Schleiermacher would have steadfastly
affirmed his belief in the resurrection of
the Redeemer (as he liked best to call
him), but he seemed to have a double
understanding of the term. Like
subsequent liberal theologians Wilhelm
Herrmann and Martin Kahler, and then
Paul Tillich, Schleiermacher believed
that Christian salvation, the uniquely
Christian brand of piety or God-
consciousness, was transmitted from
generation to generation in the Christian
community by setting forth (preaching)
the picture of Jesus Christ as drawn from



the New Testament gospels. For
Schleiermacher, the piety of Jesus was
seen most directly in Luke and John,
especially the latter. As long as the
personhood or personality of Jesus as
the religious hero or ideal was available
through the medium of gospel preaching,
Jesus could be considered a living entity
or a living force. And in this sense, he
was raised. As Rudolf Karl Bultmann's
view would later be summed up, Jesus
had been "raised into the kerygma," into
the preaching of the early church.

All this is a survival of Pietist talk of
Jesus as a living, personal savior at the
right hand of God in heaven as well as at



one's elbow during one's devotional
hour of prayer and Bible reading. "He
walks with me, and he talks with me,
and he tells me I am his own." Another
liberal theologian, Albrecht Ritschl, did
not like the sound of this and was very
clear (as was Willi Marxsen, a later
theologian) that Jesus' resurrection
meant, not any personal survival, but
rather that his cause continued despite
his physical absence. In Ritschl' s terms,
the danger was that, unless one stuck to
the New Testament Jesus (as discerned
by historical criticism), he might be
replaced by a personal savior
customized by one's own sentiments,
neuroses, conscientious scruples, and
who knows what else. The Jesus who



walks and talks with the Pietist is talking
with the Pietist's own voice. Herrmann,
too, warned againstthis. His Jesus-
picture had to be strictly gospel-derived,
and he posited no give-and-take
interaction with a living Jesus.

Schleiermacher, like Adolf Harnack
and Paul Tillich after him, stressed that
the Redeemer was communicating the
Father, not the Son. He was promoting
God-consciousness, not Christ-
consciousness, and for these theologians
Christ remained the medium of that God-
consciousness. They didn't think
Christianity was some sort of Jesus
personality cult.



But did Schleiermacher believe Jesus
himself remained alive in any more than
a metaphorical sense? Yes, and no. He
believed, with some of the eighteenth-
century Rationalists of whom D. F
Strauss made such pitiless sport, that
Jesus had been crucified, placed in a
tomb, and that he subsequently appeared
to his grieving disciples. He defended
the resurrection accounts at least of Luke
and John (dismissing Mark and Matthew
as secondary, just the opposite of Albert
Schweitzer after him). These gospels
were based on good, eyewitness
testimony,  Schleiermacher  thought
(though his arguments no longer
convince many). But Schleiermacher



was equally committed to the Deistic-
style denial of miracles. Or rather, he
rejected the notion of miracles as "mid-
course  corrections"  entailing the
temporary  suspension of  natural
regularities. No, a la Spinoza, he thought
it most pious to posit that the Creator
had got it right the first time out, and that
his divine hand was to be seen precisely
in nature's regularity. "To me, all is
miracle!" Schleiermacher declared. The
simple fact of being alive at all 1s truly
miraculous! But once they die, people do
not return to life. That sort of miracle,
for whatever it might be worth, does not
happen, and it dishonors the Almighty to
suggest that it does. For then one makes
God into a sorcerer or a genie. So



Schleiermacher, advocate of gospel
accuracy and of unbroken natural law,
was forced to adopt the Swoon Theory,
or Scheintod, apparent death, theory. He
said Jesus had awakened to "a second
life,"  though the theologian did not
venture to guess what Jesus might have
busied himself with and for how long.
Other advocates of the theory have filled
in the blank, making Jesus travel to
Japan, to India, to Kashmir, to Britain, to
Rome. Today, New Testament scholar J.
Duncan M. Derret and specialist in the
Dead Sea Scrolls Barbara Thiering are
the major advocates of this theory, and it
is by nomeans absurd. People, as
Josephus informs wus, occasionally



survived crucifixion.

Discussions of Jesus' resurrection
often distinguish between it and the
merely temporary resuscitations of
Jairus' daughter (Mark 5:41-42), the son
of the widow of Nain (Luke 7:14-15),
and Lazarus of Bethany (John 11:43-44).
Whereas these others, we are told, were
"recalled to life" only for a while, only
to die again later, Jesus was translated
to a whole new plane of existence, one
summed up in the terminology of a
"spiritual body" (1 Cor. 15:44) that
could defy the laws of nature, walking
through walls and yeteating food,
bearing fresh wounds, yet never to die
again. I would Ilike to know how



theologians or New Testament exegetes
presume to know what finally happened
to Lazarus and the others. Scripture does
not say they died again. And in Matthew
27:52-53 when we see multitudes of
local saints rise from their tombs in the
vicinity of Jerusalem, are we to suppose
they were on a mere furlough from
Sheol, due back after Easter vacation?
Surely for this writer, the general
resurrection of the just had begun! So
maybe Jesus' resurrection was not
supposed to be so different from
Lazarus'. That is, maybe Lazarus is still
alive today, hiding out in Cyprus, where
church legends appointed him bishop
after his resurrection. Or maybe the
writer assumed he died again some



years later, and that Jesus did, too!
Schleiermacher thought so!

CHAINS OF IRONY

Let us just float two significant ironies
entailed in the efforts of apologists like
William Lane Craig, Craig Blomberg,
and others discussed in the essays in the
present collection. Neither one 1s often,
or ever, noticed as far as I am aware.
First is the implicit absurdity of the
notion that Jesus is still alive, after two
thousand years, in the personal,
individual-consciousness mode intended
by evangelical apologists who, after all,
want to defend and preach a gospel of



Jesus as the personal savior, with whom,
remember, one walks and talks, who
awaits one at the cozy hearth of one's
heart (as in Robert Boyd Munger's
classic My Heart, Christ's Home') in
order to have fellowship as one friend
withanother. We must ask if this
evangelical-pietistic Jesus is to be
pictured like Mel Brooks's comedy
character the Two-Thousand-Year-Old
Man, whom Harvey Corman used to
interview about the remote past. Has
Jesus grown older and wiser in all these
years? Is he immune from senility? Does
he ever forget a face? And how on earth,
having anything like a true human
consciousness, can he possibly keep up



with all the devotional conversations he
1 s supposed to be having with every
evangelical? It 1s exactly like the beliet
1 n Santa's visiting every child's home
throughout the earth during a single
evening. But the best explosion of the
whole idea comes in no dull prose of
mine, but rather in a brilliant Saturday
Night Live skit when the Risen Jesus
(Phil Hartman) appears in the suburban
kitchen of a fundamentalist housewife
(Sally Field) to ask her to ease up on the
constant ~ prayers for = mundane
trivialities! He concludes it was a bad
idea, wipes her memory, and returns to
heaven after she breaks down into
sobbing hysterics: as a Christian, wasn't



she supposed to believe in a personal
Lord who cared about every moment of
her every day? Sure she was, and that is
why no Pietist ever notices the
absurdity, any more than any kid dares
question how Santa completes his
rounds. The belief in the resurrection of
a personal savior who is the same
yesterday, today, and forever, is crucial
to a particular, very widespread type of
piety. It is the emotional equivalent to
Bhakti mysticism in Hinduism and
Buddhism, where one chooses a
personal savior from an available menu
(Krishna, Amida, Kali, Ram, Siva, etc.)
and focuses emotional worship on him
or her in order to receive saving grace.



Jesus as we read him in the gospels (as
one's church interprets him) and equally
in Sunday School books and movies
must still be available or there is no
"personal relationship with Christ."

In the same way, even for traditional
Christians who are not Pietistic in the
same way but do believe in miracles and
the supernatural-Christians like C. S.
Lewis, for example Jesus must have
risen from the dead in a supernatural,
historical ~ form,  something  not
metaphorical, because otherwise it
would seem arbitrary to look forward to
a clear-cut immortality of our own. One
might simply believe in it as a plausible



or attractive idea as Plato did, or Kant,
but the Christian is interested in some
sort of reassurance, some kind of proof.
And thus apologists love to make the
claim (a claim that will be exploded
many times in the course of this book)
that the resurrection of Jesus is the best-
attested event in history. The irony here
is that the claim is always made amid a
plethora of probabilistic arguments the
very existence of which demonstrates
that the resurrection is anything but an
open-and-shutcase. If apologists
themselves did not realize the difficulty
of their case they would waste no more
time with skeptical objections to the
resurrection thanthey do refuting, say,
beliefs that Jesus was a space alien.



WHICH IS EMPTIER:
THE TOMB OR LOCH
NESS?

But the second great and fundamental
irony i1s implied in the very attempt to
marshal demonstrations and
probabilistic, evidential arguments for
the resurrection of Jesus as a miracle. A
claim that can be proven by employing a
set of criteria cannot in principle
transcend those criteria, can it? If you
can offer scientific proof for the Star of
Bethlehem, as popular apologists do
every Christmas season, claiming it
corresponds to some ancient supernova



or planetary alignment, you have thereby
evacuated the phenomenon of all its
miraculous character. A planetary
alignment cannot stand specifically over
one single house in Bethlehem! If the
apologists are right, the Bible is wrong,
And if we try to apply the "save the
appearances" tactic to "proving" the
resurrection rationally, we begin to
experience a sense of deja vu: we are
led squarely and directly to the
Scheintod, the only apparent death, the
second earthly life of Jesus. That i1s what
you get if you prove Jesus was crucified,
that he was buried, that he was
nonetheless seen days later by his
disciples.



But what if, like Leslie Weatherhead
and others, you think there is sufficient
reason to accept that the living are
visited by their recently deceased loved
ones, in an ectoplasmic form? Have you
managed to introduce a miraculous
element? No, you haven't. The idea is
that the "science" of parapsychology
posits hitherto unknown laws of nature
which might explain the phenomena of
the crucifixion, burial, and appearances
in yet another way that need not revert to
supernaturalism. That is the difference
between prophecy and clairvoyance,
alchemy and chemistry.

Or let us go back to Jesus as a space
alien. Why do eccentrics like this idea?



Precisely because it, too, seems to
promise to "save the appearances" of the
gospel stories by substituting acceptable
scientific causal links in place of
supernaturalism. Jesus was not "virgin
born," but rather artificially inseminated
into Mary by the superior technology of
aliens. His miracles were the
application  of astounding alien
medicine, like Dr. McCoy's healing
spree in the barbaric twentieth-century
hospital in Star Trek IV. His death and
burial? Real enough! But then he was
scientifically regenerated like Klaatu
was by the robot Gorr in The Day the
Earth Stood Still. True, we don't yet
understand how they did it, but we can
rest assured it was all factual and all



scientific in nature.

This i1s where you are headed if you
imagine a claim like the supernatural
resurrection of Jesus from the dead by
his heavenly Father can be proven by
scientific or historical arguments.
Whatever you prove this way can never
transcend the framework of the criteria
you try to employ. Again, just like the
Star of Bethlehem. If the apologists are
right on that one, the story has no more to
do with the miraculous than the Nile
turning to blood does as Immanuel
Velikovsky explains it: proximity to
Mars made it look red! Interesting if
true, but theologically unremarkable.



IS THERE A PROBLEM
HERE?

Is there even anything that requires any
special explanation when we approach
the New  Testament resurrection
materials? The contributors to this
symposium do not think so. We are not
surprised to encounter stories in which a
divine figure is shown being glorified
and deified after martyrdom, appearing
to his followers for last words of
instruction and encouragement, and then
ascends into the realm of the gods. Such
elements are common to the Mythic Hero
Archetype and are thus embodied in
tales all over the world and throughout



history. One may discover them, along
with other noteworthy data paralleling
the career of Jesus in the gospels, in the
legends of Oedipus, Apollonius of
Tyana, Asclepius, Hercules, Romulus,
Empedocles, and others. Specifically,
the notion of a death and resurrection
that accompanies, celebrates, facilitates,
or coincides with the change of seasons
and renewal of nature is so common in
the very neighborhood of the gospels,
attested as far back as the Baal religion
of the Old Testament, that it is just no
surprise to find the common mythemes
all over the New Testament. What we
read oflJesus, we have already read
concerning Adonis, Tammuz, Osiris,



Attis, and others. There is just nothing
unique here (though of course each
particular version has accumulated
specific points of distinctiveness, as we
would expect). Apologists have for a
generation or two succeeded in
distracting attention from the force, even
the existence, of these parallels by a
series  of specious, special-pleading
arguments that can no longer be taken
seriously (never could, really) by
serious students of comparative religion
and myth.

The kinship of New Testament
narrative and belief with those of the
adjacent cultures ought to be taken for



granted to such an extent by serious
biblical critics (as it was in the days of
the Religionsgeschichtlicheschule, or
History of Religions school of
scholarship, the influence of which so
enriches Bultmann's  still-masterful
Theology of the New Testament3), that
the real issue of debate ought to be
whether there was a historical Jesus at
the core of all the mythology. And
indeed one would find vigorous debate
among the contributors to the present
collection on that issue.

KNOWING WHO YOUR
FRIENDS ARE

When we find we must spend time



disabusing students of Christian origins
of the red herrings strewn about with
gleeful abandon by apologists, we
critics of traditional supernaturalism
find ourselves in a strange and
seemingly ironic position. We view
ourselves, contrary to the perspective
our own critics and debating opponents
have on us, as the true champions and
friends of the Bible. We are viewed as
insidious villains seeking to undermine
the belief of the faithful, trying to push
them off the heavenly path and into
Satan's arms. But this is not how we
view ourselves at all. Whatever
religious or nonreligious convictions we
have, we find ourselves entering the



field, as we see it, as the champions and
zealots for a straightforward and
accurate understanding of the Bible as an
ancient text, and of the resurrection
accounts as natural accoutrements of
such literature. In our opinion, it is the
fundamentalist, the apologist for
Christian  supernaturalism, who 1is
propagating false and misleading views
of the Bible among the general populace.
We are not content to know better and to
shake our heads at the foolishness of the
untutored masses. We want the Bible to
be appreciated for what it is, not for
what it is not. And it is not a
supernatural oracle book filled with
infallible dogmas and wild tales that



must be believed at the risk of eternal
peril.

There was a generation of Bible
debaters who naively took for granted
that the Bible made the claims that its
misguided proponents made for it. But
we belong to a newer generation. We do
not hate the Bible or view it as another
version of Mein Kampf, as some critics
of religion have. We do not seek to
debunk it, for it is not bunk, any more
than the Iliad or Beowulf is bunk. To
frame the issue in such terms is itself a
foolish fundamentalism inreverse. The
arguments of this book are not attempts
to debunk the Bible but to understand it
better as what it is: a great ancient text



of mythology. When we attack the
arguments of apologists, we believe
ourselves to be doing the same sort of
thing our Classicist colleagues would be
doing if they had toreckon with an
eccentric movement of apologists for the
Olympian gods, zealots who wanted to
convince people they must believe in
Zeus and Achilles. Classicists would
rally to the cause precisely because they
loved the old texts and did not want to
stand by and allow them to be distorted
andmade to look ridiculous by
grotesque demands that they are literally
true!

But have we not, in arguing against the
factual veracity of a belief in the



resurrection of Jesus, argued against
Christian faith nonetheless? Is it naive to
think we have not? Or is it disingenuous
to claim we have not? Not at all! The
whole problem that haunts these
discussions is the failure of some
religious believers to separate issues of
historical scholarship from personal
investment  inthe outcome of the
investigation. We have no chance of
arriving at accurate results so long as we
feel, whether we admit it or not, that we
cannot afford for certain possible
conclusions to be true. The minute we
allow desire, fear, or party loyalty to
overrule judgment, we have corrupted
the integrity of our judgment and entered
upon the worst kind of casuistical "ends



justify the means" strategy. We can never
again be trusted, or dare to trust
ourselves. No worthy faith canhave
intellectual dishonesty, really cynicism,
as one of its pillars.

WARRANT FOR
DEICIDE?

Jesus is dead. Are these fighting words?
It 1s sad that they are. For again, there
ought to be nothing unusual here.
Abraham Lincoln is dead. Albert
Einstein is dead. Marie Curie is dead.
There is nothing shameful about it. And
we must wonder if it does not actually
denigrate the achievements of a figure if



his greatness is taken to hinge upon the
denial of the fact that he is dead. Is not
his legacy great enough? I think I detect
here a microcosmic version of the
common argument, if you can call it that,
that there must be life after death, eternal
life, because otherwise life here and
now would be meaningless. The answer
is simple: if you cannot find meaning
inherent in life right now, as you live it
in this visible world, the addition of an
infinite amount more of the same isn't
about to somehow make it any more
meaningful! Add a whole string of
zeroes to a zero and watch what
happens.



Even so, if the significance of Jesus is
not clear from what we can know of his
earthly life, adding on a resurrected
infinite life at the right hand of God is
not going to lend him some importance
he did not already have. Remember the
hilarious sequence in C. S. Lewis's The
Great Divorce’ in whicha Church of
England bishop with chic modernist
ideas comes up from hell for a day trip
to heaven, not even realizing he has been
in hell? He tells his old colleague, a
bright spirit among the redeemed, about
a paper he plans topresent to the
theological society back home. The
subject: what the mature thought of Jesus
might have been like had he not been



tragically killed so young! The ghostly
bishop seems to have grasped the logic
of resurrection faith more acutely than
Lewis meant for his readers to see: if the
truth of Jesus 1s limited to the teachings
of, say, the Sermon on the Mount, should
w ebe disappointed? Would a
resurrected eternity of Jesus at the right
hand of God in heaven add value to that
teaching that it does not already
possess? Ask Dr. King, or Count
Tolstoy, or Mahatma Gandhi.

And here we must recall Ritschl's
caveat: if we think there is an ongoing
existence of Jesus in the experience
(imagination, more likely) of the Pietist
believer, this latter becomes "the real



thing" for the believer, overshadowing
and outweighing the gospel Jesus,
supplanting any historical Jesus. Jesus
seems to have said a lot more to Julian
of Norwich, Thomas a Kempis, Robert
Boyd Munger, and even Elizabeth Claire
Prophet than he did to anyone in ancient
Galilee. So the name "Jesus" becomes as
meaningless as Coca Cola as soon as
they change the formula. Are you still
having a Coke when it is Vanilla
Caffeine-free = Diet Coke?  Here,
ironically, 1s the answer to our earlier
questionas to whether, after two
thousand years of conscious human
awareness, Jesus' mind would have
changed, his opinions transformed, and
so on. Apparently so, as the pious



imagination continues to attribute its
fancies and judgments to the Jesus it
imagines to be speaking to it, a risen
Jesus who is still available. If there was

a historical Jesus, he is long lost in the
shuftle.

"Personal savior" Christianity is the
product of the Pietist movement of the
seventeenth century. It didn't exist before
then. But there was the tradition of
ongoing prophecy in the name of the
Risen One, and that began already in the
first century, as witnessed in The Book
of Revelation or the Odes of Solomon.
And, as Bultmann showed long ago, it
was this mode of the postmortem
continuance of the slain Jesus that



quickly obscured any genuine memory of
what the historical Jesus might actually
have said. The early charismatics drew
no distinction between the quotes of the
Galilean sage andthe oracles of the
Risen Savior, any more than does the
authoress of A Course in Miracles.' And
as a result, we can no longer tell what
the real Jesus (if any) really said. When
Ritschl warned of the danger of the
living Christ of experience supplanting
the historical Jesus, he was much too
late. The horse had long since gotten out
of the barn and was far away.

All of which is to say that even from a
theological viewpoint, the Christian
doctrine of the resurrection is not above



criticism. Thus whoever thinks to
dismiss the essays in this volume as the
polemical screed of Christ haters or
Bible denigrators is only making it easy
for himself, giving himself a false excuse
not to give searching scrutiny to
important issues of interest equally to
traditional believers, skeptics, and
critical theologians. But no. Come, let us
reason together.

Robert M. Price
July 11, 2002
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IS THERE
SUFFICIENT
HISTORICAL

EVIDENCE
TO ESTABLISH
THE
RESURRECTION
OF JESUS?

ROBERT CREC CAVIN



lively debate has taken place
over the last several years concerning
t h e possibility of establishing the
historicity of the resurrection of Jesus.
Although many crucial issues have been
discussed, e.g., the reliability of the
New Testament Easter traditions, other
problems, equally important, remain too
long overlooked. It is the purpose of this
paper to consider one of these neglected
problems. I shall argue, in particular,
that because resurrection entails the
transformation of a corpse into a
supernatural body, our only sources of



potential evidence, viz., the New
Testament Easter traditions, do not
provide sufficient information to enable
us to establish the historicity of the
resurrection-even on the assumption of
their complete historical reliability.

In order to appreciate this problem, it
1S necessary to consider two matters.
First, it is necessary to consider what
precisely is being claimed as being
established by the New Testament
Easter traditions by those who claim that
these are sufficient to establish the
historicity of the resurrection of Jesus.
That 1s, it is necessary to consider what
exactly the resurrection is conceived by



these individuals to be and, accordingly,
what kind of evidence would be
required to establish it. Second, it is
necessary to consider what kind of
evidence is actually afforded by the
New Testament Easter traditions and,
correlatively, =~ what this evidence 1is
capable of establishing. I shall discuss
these matters in turn.

Let us thus first examine the concept of
resurrection supposed by those who
claim that there is sufficient evidence to
establish the historicity of the
resurrection of Jesus, most notably,
William Lane Craig, Gary R. Habermas,
Murray J. Harris, George Eldon Ladd,
and Wolthart Pannenberg.' According to



this concept, resurrection 1is the
transformation of a corpse into a living
supernatural body (mega
ItvEUpa'ttx6v)2 and, as such, is to be
sharply  distinguished  from  the
resuscitation of a dead individual to the
ordinary, pre- mortem state of life (e.g.,
Lazarus in John 11:39-44).3 Typical
here is the analysis given by Craig:

Resurrection is not resuscitation.
The mere restoration of life to a
corpse 1snot a resurrection. A
person who has resuscitated returns
only to this earthly life and will die
again.4

In contrast:



Jesus rose to eternal life in a
radically transformed body that can
be described as immortal, glorious,
powerful, and supernatural. In this
new mode of existence he was not
bound by the physical limitations of
this  universe, but possessed
superhuman powers.5

This concept of resurrection, of course,
comes directly from the New Testament
where the term ava rraatc (resurrection)
is reserved exclusively for that species
of revivification affirmed of both Jesus
on the third day and the dead at the end
of this age-but never applied to
resuscitation. 6 This is clear from the



biblical passages that are constitutive of
this concept, e.g., the saying ascribed to
Jesus in Luke 20:36:

Those accounted worthy to attain ...
the resurrection from the dead ...
cannot die any more, because they
are equal to the angels.

and the Pauline teaching of 1 Corinthians
15:42-44b:

So is it with the resurrection from
the dead. What is sown is
perishable, what 1s raised is
imperishable. It is sown in dishonor,
it is raised in glory.



It 1s sown in weakness, it 1s raised
in power.

As is evident from these passages, the
resurrection body on the concept we are
examining possesses a number of quite
extraordinary  dispositional properties.
Let us look briefly at those given most
prominence by the individuals, noted
above, who suppose this concept. It has
already been observed, in the second
quotation  from Craig, that the
resurrection body is immortalit 1is
impossible for it to die. Those who are
resurrected, for example, cannot
suffocate or be killed by poison, fire, or
electrocution. Beyond mere immortality,
however, which is compatible with



eternity spent as, say, a leper or a
quadriplegic, the resurrection body
possesses the much stronger property of
imperishability; i.e., as Craig, Harris,
and Ladd have observed, it cannot suffer
deterioration or deformity or, indeed,
any kind or degree of physical indignity.'
This has three important logical
consequences. First, it is impossible for
the resurrection body to age-it cannot
wrinkle or lose its firmness or become
frail with ever-increasing time.' Second,
the resurrection body is insusceptible to
all illness and disease, e.g., it cannot
contract the common cold or AIDS, and
thus enjoys absolutely perfect health.™
Third, the resurrection body cannot be
injured in any way, e.g., it cannot be



blinded by acid or bruised in a fall or
cut by a sword or be otherwise
disfigured or maimed." Inaddition to
imperishability, finally, the resurrection
body also possesses enormous power-in
particular, as Ladd and Craig have
observed, the  power  tomove
instantaneously from place to place, i.e.,
to vanish and reappear, at will, without
regard for spatial distances." Lazarus, of
course, once resuscitated, would have to
walk in order to get around; he would be
doomed to continue to age, to become
sick or injured on occasion, and
eventually to die again. But this is not
possible, on the concept we are
examining, for one who has undergone



resurrection from the dead.

Now, from this brief review of the
concept of resurrection held by those
who claim that there 1s sufficient
historical evidence to establish the
resurrection of Jesus, it is clear that the
hypothesis of the resurrection is not to
b eidentified with the comparatively
weak claim of revivification:

(1) Jesus died and afterward he
became alive once again.

which is strictly neutral between the
hypotheses of Jesus' resurrection and
resuscitation. Rather, the resurrection
hypothesis is logically equivalent to the



much bolder claim:

(2) Jesus died and afterward he was
transformed into a  living
supernatural body.

which entails not only (1) but also the
following dispositional propositions:

(3) Jesus became no longer able to
die.
(4) Jesus became no longer able to

age.

(5) Jesus became no longer able to
be sick.



(6) Jesus became no longer able to
be injured.

(7) Jesus became able to move at
will instantaneously from place to
place.' 2

Correlatively, it is clear that those who
claim that the New Testament Easter
traditions are sufficient to establish the
resurrection hypothesis are claiming not
merely that there is sufficient evidence
to establish (1) but, quite significantly,
that this evidence 1s sufficient to
establish the much stronger hypothesis
(2) and, in consequence, the specific
dispositional propositions it logically



implies, viz., (3) through (7). This can
be seen once again in the typical claims
they make regarding this matter, e.g., the
following claim by Habermas:

The evidence shows that the claims
of the earliest eyewitnesses have
b e e nvindicated Jesus' literal
Resurrection from the dead in a
glorified, spiritual body is the best
explanation for the facts."

Now that we have seen how
resurrection is conceived by those who
claimthat the New Testament Easter
traditions are sufficient to establish the
resurrection of Jesus, we can begin to
consider what kind of evidence 1is



required to establish the resurrection
hypothesis. Here it is crucial to avoid
the mistake of those who, neglectful of
this (the biblical) concept, have been
tempted to suppose that establishing the
hypothesis of the resurrection is merely
a matter of establishing the conjunction
of two singular historical propositions,
Viz.:

(1) Jesus died and afterward he
became alive once again.

For example, Thomas Sherlock in his
classic Tryal of the Witnesses of the
Resurrection of Jesus argues that:

A man rising from the dead is an



object of sense, and can give the
same evidence of his being alive, as
any other man in the world can give.
So that aresurrection considered
only as a fact to be proved by
evidence is a plain case: it requires
no greater ability in the witnesses,
than that they be able to distinguish
between a man dead and a man
alive; a point in which Ibelieve
every man living thinks himself a
judge.'-'

Nothing, however, could be further from
the truth. The problem here is that
Sherlock has confused the relatively
weak claim of revivification (1) with the
much bolder resurrection hypothesis:



(2) Jesus died and afterward he was
transformed into a  living
supernatural body.

But now, while (1) may well be
established through sense perception by
t hekind of two-step procedure
envisaged by Sherlock, this is quite
impossible inthe case of (2). For (2)
logically implies not only (1) but
dispositional propositions (3) through
(7)-which alone distinguish it from the
hypothesis of Jesus' resuscitation.
Accordingly, in order to establish the
resurrection hypothesis it will also be
necessary to establish these



dispositional propositions. As will now
be explained, however, establishing (3)
through (7), inorder to establish the
hypothesis of the resurrection, requires
far more thanmerely establishing
singular propositions about the past.

Dispositional propositions (3) through
(7), of course, are singular propositions,
containing the proper name Jesus.'
However, these propositions are also, in
part, universal generalizations that make
very bold claims about the past, the
present, and all times of the future. To
see this, note that (3) through (7), as
logical consequences of (2), must be
understood as elliptical propositions that



(within the limitations of our best
information) make implicit reference to
the approximate time of the alleged
events they relate, viz., the period from
30 to 33 CE.15 This is because (2)
itself, as understood by those who hold
that there 1s sufficient evidence to
establish the resurrection of Jesus, is not
the temporally vague claim that the
resurrection occurred at some time or
other in the past, but rather, the
comparatively definite proposition:

(2) Jesus was transformed into a
living supernatural body sometime,
after his death, between 30 and 33
CE.



(For example, (2) is clearly understood
in the literature, despite its lack of
explicit temporal reference, as being
incompatible with a date for the
resurrection during the time of Moses or
World War 1II.) Thus, dispositional
propositions (3) through (7), as logical
consequences of (2), contain this
implicit temporal reference as well. As
a result, however, these propositions
alsoconsist, in part, of universal
generalizations about the past, the
present, andall times of the future.
Consider, for example, this dispositional
proposition:

(6) Jesus became no longer able to



be injured.

This asserts that Jesus became no longer
able to be injured at some (unspecified)
time between 30 and 33 CE and thus (in
part) that immediately before this time
Jesus was not unable to be injured
whereas at all times after this time he
has been/will be unable to be injured.
Accordingly, (6) has as a major
constituent a universal generalization
about the past, the present, and all times
of the future, viz.:

(8) Jesus is unable to be injured at
any time after 33 CE.



Similarly, dispositional propositions
(3) through (5) and (7) have the
following universal generalizations as
major components as well:

(9) Jesus is unable to die at any time
after 33 CE.

(10) Jesus is unable to age at any time
after 33 CE.

(11) Jesus is unable to be sick at any
time after 33 CE.

(12) Jesus is able to move at will
instantaneously from place to place at
any time after 33 CE.



These universal generalizations,
moreover, make claims of a very strong
kind since they concern the dispositional
properties of Jesus' resurrection body.
(8), for example, does not claim that it is
a mere matter of happenstance at each
time after 33 CE that nothing injures
Jesus. Rather, it claims that at any such
time nothing can injure Jesus-that this is
a physiological impossibility. It is clear,
then, that very bold universal
generalizations are constituents of
dispositional propositions (3) through
(7) and, as such, logical consequences of
t h eresurrection  hypothesis  (2).
Accordingly, in order to establish (2) it
will also be necessary to establish these



universal generalizations.

But now consider what kind of
evidence 1s required to establish
universal generalizations (8) through
(12). Let us pursue this matter by looking
more generally at any proposition of the
form:

(13) Objects is able/unable to 0 at
any time after r.

There would seem to be only two
possible ways of establishing such a
proposition-depending upon the extent of
our previous experience with objects of
the same kind as s. We will consider
each of these and then apply the results



to determine specifically what kind of
evidence 1is required to establish
universal generalizations (8) through
(12).

First consider those cases in which s
is an object of a kind tV of which we
have had considerable previous
experience. Here it may be possible,
without the need for direct testing, to
establish a proposition of the form of
(13) "from above," 1.e., by deriving it as
a consequence from some previously
wellestablished general hypothesis of
the form that links objects of kind yr
with the permanent ability/inability to 0,
Viz.:



(14) Objects that are W at a given
time are able/unable to Oat any
time thereafter.

The evidence we will need to
accomplish  this is  simply the
corresponding proposition of the form:

(15) Objects is 1 at time 1.

Thus, for example, suppose that a clay
pot is fired in a kiln on May 14, 2024.
Then we can establish the dispositional
proposition:

(16) The clay pot is brittle at any
time after May 14, 2024.



without ever actually having to try to
crack, fragment, or shatter the pot by
simply appealing to the well-established
generalization:

(17) Clay that 1s fired in a kiln at a
given time is brittle at any time
thereafter.

in conjunction with the particular
observation-based proposition:

(18) The clay pot was fired in a kiln
on May 14, 2024.

Now consider those cases in which s
is the kind of object of which we have
had little or no previous experience, so



that we lack generalizations regarding
the properties of objects of this kind.
Here it will be necessary to establish a
proposition of the form of (13) "from
below," 1i.e., by gathering information
about s that directly tests it for the
ability/inability to O at any time after r.
Suppose, for example, that an old tree
stump, found soaking ina vat of some
unknown fluid labeled "E.K.S.," retains
the substance, but insolidified form,
after its removal from the vat. Then,
since, ex hypothesi, wehave no
generalizations regarding the behavior of
wood saturated with this substance, it
will be necessary in order to establish
one or the other of the following
dispositional hypotheses:



(19) The stump is flammable at any
time after its removal from the vat.

(20) The stump 1s not flammable at
any time after its removal from the
vat.

to directly test the stump to see whether
it in fact burns. It is crucial, however,
not only in this case, but again, in any
case generally, that our evidence
concerning object s constitute a genuine
test of its ability/inability to 0 at any
time after T. Indeed, 1t 1s an
acknowledged principle of inductive
logic thatsuch a test must provide a



considerable number of independent
instances (propositions based ultimately
upon observation) acquired over a long
period of time in which s does/does not
0 under a wide variety of circumstances
1 nwhich 4-ing occurs. To see this,
consider, for example, what kind of
evidence would be required to establish
proposition (20), whose negative form
makesthis requirement particularly
acute. It will not do, clearly, even to
have alarge number of observations
made at various times that merely yield
the information that the stump is not on
fire.16 The problem, of course, is that
this information does not tell us whether
the stump has been exposed to



conditions that cause combustion on
these occasions and, thus, cannot
minimize the probability that it has not-
that the stump is actually flammable at
these times. What a genuine test of (20)
must do, accordingly, is minimize this
probability by providing evidence in
which the stump fails to burn even
though it is exposed to considerable heat
(e.g., by being placed in a flame) while
in the presence of oxygen. Moreover,
such observations must be made under a
wide variety of circumstances conducive
to combustion in order to minimize the
still remaining probability that our
evidence (instances in which the stump
is not on fire under conditions that cause



combustion) isdue merely to
coincidence or some unsuspected
transient factor, e.g., an undetected
electric field that, only when present,
creates a rearrangement of the molecules
of E.K.S. within the wood fibers that
prevents their reaction with oxygen to
produce combustion. Finally, since the
stump 1s being tested for permanent
nonflammability, it is also necessary to
gather our items of evidence, not just at a
few times that occur fairly close
together, but rather, over a large number
of times that are spread far apart. The
upshot of this discussion, then, is that in
order to establish universal
generalizations of the form of (13) "from



below" it will be necessary (and indeed
sufficient) to have as evidence a large
number of independent instances
acquired over a relatively long period of
time in which object s is exposed to a
wide variety of conditions that cause 4-
ing and yet does/does not

In light of this general background we
can now see specifically whatkind of
evidence 1is required to establish
universal generalizations (8) through
(12). Consider first what would be
required to establish these propositions
"from above." The task here, again, is to
avoid the need for directly testing
propositions (8) through (12) by



deriving them from some well-
established generalization of the form:

(21) Individuals who are yJ at a
given time are unable to Oat any
time thereafter.

that links individuals of kind Ni with the
permanent inability to 0, i.e., to die, to
age, and so forth. To accomplish this,
accordingly, we will need as our
evidence the corresponding singular
proposition of the form:

(22) Jesus was an individual of kind
yf sometime between 30 and 33
CE.



For example, it might be possible to use
the historical proposition:

(23) Jesus was executed for claiming
to be the Son of God and then
revivified in vindication of that
claim sometime between 30 and 33
CE.

in conjunction with the generalization:

(24) Anyone who at a given time is
executed for claiming to be the Son
of God and then revivified in
vindication of that claim is unable
to be sick at any time thereafter.

to establish:



(1T1) Jesus is unable to be sick at any
time after 33 CE.

We could do this, of course, provided
that (23) is among the items of evidence
we have at our disposal and that (24) is
a well-established general hypothesis.
Propositions (8) through (10) and (12)
could be established "from above" in
this same way.

Next consider what would be required
to establish universal generalizations (8)
through (12) "from below." As is clear
from our earlier discussion, here we
will need as our evidence a large
number of independent instances



gathered over a relatively long period of
time in which Jesus is placed under and
passes a wide variety of genuine tests of
the dispositional properties posited in
these propositions. Thus, for example,
consider:

(8) Jesus is unable to be injured at
any time after 33 CE.

This is a generalization of staggering
proportions! It implies such things as,
for example, that Jesus can never be
blinded by acid, that he can never be
bruised by stones, that he can never be
poisoned by snake venom, that he can
never be pierced by a speeding bullet,



that he can never break his arm falling
off the tallest skyscraper, and that he can
never be so much as even singed by the
blast of a hundred-thousand-megaton
hydrogen bomb! To establish (8) "from
below," accordingly, it will be
insufficient to merely adduce as
evidence a proposition like:

(25) Jesus had no injury on a small
number of occasions (about a
dozen) that occurred during a brief
period of time (forty days) after his
revivification, sometime between
30 and 33 CE.

The problem, of course, is that (25)



omits several crucial items-information
that is essential for establishing (8), viz.,
whether the revivified Jesus was
actually subjected to injurious agents at
the times to which it refers, what kinds
of agents (if any) these were, what the
attending circumstances were on these
occasions, and so on. As a result, (25)
makes (8) no more probable than it
makes  obvious the  competing
hypotheses, in particular, that Jesus (like
Lazarus) was merely resuscitated and
just happened to avoid injury during the
brief period of time he was observed,
that Jesus was able to withstand only
certain injurious agents, that Jesus'
ability to withstand injury was only



temporary (due to some special transient
factor), and so forth. Accordingly, in
order to minimize the probability of
these alternatives and thus establish
universal generalization (8) "from
below," it will be necessary to have as
o urevidence the much stronger
proposition:

(26) Jesus was subjected to a wide
variety of injurious agents (e.g., the
scourge, hydrochloric acid,
cyanide capsules, etc.) under
various conditions (e.g, the
absence of air, temperatures below
-320.5° F)on a large number of
independent occasions between 30



and 2024 CE and suffered no injury
at any of them.

Propositions (9) through (12) will have
to be established "from below" in
essentially the same way. It must be
emphasized, however, in the case of

(10) Jesus is unable to age at any
time after 33 CE.

that it will be necessary to amass our
evidence over a very long period of
time-years if not centuries or even
millennia-since this is the only way to
detect signs of the aging process (e.g.,
increasing wrinkling of skin, graying and



loss of hair, advancement of Alzheimer's
Disease, rheumatoid arthritis, etc.). It is
also necessary to note in the case of.

(12) Jesus is able to move at will
instantaneously from place to place
at any time after 33 CE.

that we will need numerous instances in
which Jesus specifically wills to move
instantaneously from one place to
another and actually succeeds in doing
SO.

Let us now turn to the putative
historical evidence we actually have for
the resurrection hypothesis.  This
consists entirely of biblical traditions



that come from the letters of Paul, the
Gospels, and the Book of Acts. These
documents report a number of
appearances of what is alleged to be
Jesus in his resurrection body: eleven
appearances on earth (to Mary
Magdalene, Peter, et al.) during the forty
day period that began on the first Easter
and one heavenly appearance (to Paul)
approximately three years later.'7 Let us
grantbut merely for the sake of argument-
that the New Testament Easter traditions
are entirely historical, down to the last
detail." Then we may state these
traditions in  one  compendious
proposition as follows:

(27) Jesus died and became alive



again sometime between 30 and 33
CE. On eleven occasions, during
the next forty days, he presented
himself alive before various
individuals and groups-doing such
things as walking, teaching, eating,
etc. He had no illness or injury
(other than what he suffered in
connection with his crucifixion) at
any of these times. On two of them
he moved instantaneously from
place to place-vanishing from the
house in Emmaus and appearing
later in the Upper Room. On
anotheroccasion he walked
through the closed doors into the
Upper Room. Finally, at the end of



his last appearance, he ascended
fromthe Mount of Olives into a
cloud waiting overhead. Sometime,
about three years later, Jesus
appeared on the road to Damascus
to Saul of Tarsus and his traveling
companions in the form of a
heavenly light and voice/noise
claiming to have undergone
resurrection from the dead.

Details not explicitly stated in this
proposition, e.g., that Jesus appeared to
Mary Magdalene and the other Mary on
their way from the empty tomb (Matt.
28:8-10), are nonetheless tacitly
assumed.



Let us now consider, finally, what the
New Testament Easter traditions, as
stated in (27), are actually capable of
establishing. Treating (27) as our
evidence for the resurrection hypothesis,
even for the sake of argument, is clearly
going far beyond "the second mile."
After all, it even treats the revivification
hypothesis (1) as a fact(!). Nonetheless,
even if we waive all critical doubt
regarding the historical reliability of
(27), it is clear that this "evidence" still
cannot be used to establish universal
generalizations (8) through (12)either
"from above" or "from below."

It 1s clear, first, that we cannot use
(27) to establish universal



generalizations (8) through (12) "from
above." The problem here is that there
are no well-established  general
hypotheses that link the putative
evidence we have about Jesus in (27)
with the dispositional properties of the
resurrection body (e.g., the permanent
inability to die) posited in universal
generalizations  (8) through (12). For
example, we have no well-established
generalizations about the properties of
revivified individuals, e.g.:

(24) Anyone who at a given time is
executed for claiming to be the Son
of God and then revivified in
vindication of that claim is unable
to be sick at any time thereafter.



because, clearly, we have no experience
with revivified persons (especially
those claiming to be the Son of God)
upon which to base such generalizations.
It may be objected that we do have
eyewitness reports concerning such
individuals, viz., those recorded in the
biblical accounts of revivification (2
Kings 4:32-35; 13:21; Matt. 9:25;
27:52-53; Luke 7:12-15; John 11:43- 44;
Acts 9:36-41; 20:9-10). However, these
stories, in addition to being of dubious
historical value, involve only cases of
resuscitation. Thus, even if historical,
they would actually tend to support the
following generalization:



(28) Anyone who has been revivified
at a given time is able to die, to be
injured, etc., at any time thereafter.

and thus, ironically, lead us to the
contraries of propositions (8) through
(12)! And this is the situation quite
generally: We lack the requisite
experience necessary for establishing
general hypotheses that would link the
information we have about Jesus with
the dispositional properties of the
resurrection body.

It is also clear that we cannot establish
propositions (8) through (12) "from
below," by directly testing them against



the putative evidence offered in (27).
The problem here, simply, is that the
appearances of the revivified Jesus
adduced in (27) do not constitute an
adequate sample upon which to base
universal  generalizations of such
immense scope. This is evident, on the
one hand, in the case of the earthly
appearances of the revivified Jesus.
These are very few (only eleven) in
number, occurring within a very brief
period of time (only forty days), and,
worst of all, do not involve genuine tests
of the dispositional properties of the
resurrection body. Thus, Jesus is never
exposed to objects that can injure (e.g., a
mace), disease producing agents (e.g.,
Plasmodium malariae), or lethal



substances (e.g., mustard gas). (This is
hardly surprising, of course, since his
followers would never dare commit
such sacrilege as, e.g., setting Jesus'
clothes on fire in order to see whether he
would burn!) Furthermore, Jesus is only
observed during a six week period in
these appearances-making detection of
the aging process impossible. Finally, in
the Emmaus and first Upper Room
appearances Jesus does not even will (at
least overtly) to teleport. Nor, on the
other hand, does the heavenly
appearance to Paul on the road to
Damascus add anything appreciable to
our evidence. For all that was actually
observed on this occasion was a



blinding light-not the body of Jesus
itself.19 Hence, Paul was not in a
position to determine whether Jesus
could still be injured, killed, and so on.
Moreover, there were no further
appearances of the revivified Jesus.20
Accordingly, we have no observations
of the actual body of Jesus from the time
of the ascension until the present. Thus
we have no evidence that Jesus didn't
catch a bad cold in 43 CE or that he
didn't cut himself on a rock one hundred
years later. We have no evidence that he
didn't succumb to gangrene or a blow to
the head in 503 CE or that he wasn't
shriveled with old age in the year 1200
CE. Nor do we have evidence regarding
the ability of Jesus to move



instantaneously from place to place at
any of these times. Consequently, the
incidents adduced in (27) can no more
establish universal generalizations (8)
through (12) than could parallel
observations (e.g, made by the
townspeople of Bethany) establish:

(29) Lazarus was transformed into a
living supernatural body on the
fourth day after his death by Jesus.

They perhaps offer (12) a scintilla of
support-but that is all.

The upshot of this discussion, then, is
this. In light of the kind of evidence
required to  establish  umiversal



generalizations either "from above" or
"from below," the putative evidence we
actually have from the New Testament
Easter traditions (proposition [271) is
far too weak to establish the distinctive
consequences of the resurrection
hypothesis:

(8) Jesus is unable to be injured at
any time after 33 CE.

(9) Jesus is unable to die at any time
after 33 CE.

(10) Jesus is unable to age at any
time after 33 CE.

(11) Jesus is unable to be sick at any



time after 33 CE.

(12) Jesus is able to move at will
instantaneously from place to place
at any time after 33 CE.

However, since the resurrection
hypothesis entails universal
generalizations (8) through (12), it is
necessary to establish these propositions
in order to establish the resurrection
hypothesis. Consequently, it must be
concluded that the putative evidence
afforded by the New Testament Easter
traditions fails to establish the
resurrection hypothesis. This conclusion,
of course, applies a fortiori to the bona



fide evidence we have for the
resurrection hypothesis-what Habermas
has called "the known historical facts"
of the case-e.g., the basic empty tomb
tradition (Mark 16:1-6,8) and the
appearance list given by Paul (1 Cor.
15:3-8).21

I think there are two likely objections
to my argument that the New Testament
Easter traditions do not provide
sufficient evidence to establishthe
resurrection hypothesis. First, and most
obviously, it may be objected that the
ability of the revivified Jesus (as granted
in [271) to appear/disappear and to pass
through solid objects signifies a change



in the nature of his body most congruent
with the supposition that he could no
longer be injured, die, etc. The intuition
here is that a body capable of
teleportation and/or passage through
solid matter must have undergone a
remarkable change incommensurate with
all forms of physical corruptibility.
Accordingly, it may be argued that (27)
does provide evidence at least for
universal generalizations (8) through

(11).

But this objection is  without
foundation. Upon closer examination, it
proves to be an attempt to establish
propositions (8) through (11) "from
above" by appeal to (27) in conjunction



with the following implicitly assumed
generalization:

(30) Any revivified person who can
move instantaneously from place to
place or pass through solid objects
at a given time is unable thereafter
to be injured, to die, to age, or to
be sick.

The problem, however, is that this
generalization is just an assumption and
thus incapable of providing the
epistemic link required for the relevant
items of (27) to confer evidence upon
universal generalizations (8) through
(11). On the one hand, (30) is not true on



conceptual grounds, for there are
numerous conceptually possible cases in
which it 1s false, e.g., the case in which
the resuscitated Lazarus 1s directly
teleported by God out of the tomb.22
Nor, on the other hand, is there any
evidence for (30)-we have no instances
of revivified individuals who can move
instantaneously from place to place or
pass through solid objects (other than the
very case in question) and thus have no
way of determining what such
individuals are incapable of, e.g., dying,
aging, and so forth. Moreover, there are
at least some intuitive grounds for
holding that (30) is actually false, since
teleportation and passage through solid



objects would surely seem to require the
expenditure of tremendous amounts of
energy-energy that would no longer be
available for use by a revivified body to
maintain itself in homeostasis over
against physico-chemical equilibrium
with its environment.'! 3 Consequently,
t h eappeal to proposition (27) in
conjunction with supposition (30), far
from providing evidence for universal
generalizations (8) through (11), merely
pushes the problem of evidence one step
further back.

A second natural objection to my
argument that there 1is insufficient
evidence to establish the resurrection



hypothesis can be summarized as
follows. The revivified Jesus (as
supposed in [271) was either a liar,
himself deceived, or else telling the truth
regarding his resurrection. But, clearly,
Jesus wasn't a liar-we know this already
even from his earthly life. Nor could
Jesus have been deceived about the fact
of his resurrection. His ascension and
later appearance in heavenly glory
preclude this and show that he would
have hadto have known what had
happened to him, for God would not
allow an individual in  such
circumstances to  be  deceived.
Consequently, the revivified Jesus must
have been telling the truth about his
resurrection, 1i.e., what he actually



underwent was  resurrection, not
resuscitation.

This objection, like the first, is also an
attempt to establish propositions (8)
through (12) "from above" by appeal to
the relevant items of (27) in conjunction
with certain implicit generalizations-in
this case:

(31) Revivified persons who have
been great moral teachers are
unable to lie.

(32) Revivified persons who have
ascended and appeared in heavenly
glory cannot be deceived regarding
their species of revivification, i.e.,



whether they have undergone
resuscitation or resurrection.

Once again, however, this objection will
not withstand scrutiny. The problem
here, as before, 1s that the
generalizations presupposed in the
objection are pure speculation and thus
cannot furnish the necessary evidential
connection  between  (27) and
propositions (8) through (12). It is clear,
in the first place, that neither (31) nor
(32) can be shown to be true by appeal
t oconceptual considerations. For
example, it is conceptually possible that
a very powerful evil spirit (e.g., one of
the Watchers of the pseudepigraphic



Book of Enoch24) or a group of
technologically advanced but
unscrupulous aliens (e.g., the Talosians
of Star Trek25) brought about the
resuscitation, ascension, and glorious
appearance of Jesus-either forcing him
against hiswill to lie about the
resurrection or else tricking him into
believing that it had actually occurred by
enthroning him, after his ascension, in a
fake heaven as the "resurrected" Son of
Man. This 1s conceptually possible,
note, even on the Christian conception of
God, according to which God is of such
a nature as to permit the occurrence of
major theological deception, e.g., false
signsand wonders capable of



misleading even the elect.26 But that this
is at least conceptually possible shows
that (31) and (32) cannot be true on
conceptual grounds.27 Accordingly, if
these generalizations are to be shown to
be true at all, it must be by appeal to
experience. Unfortunately, however, we
have noreal empirical evidence for
either of these generalizations, i.e., we
have  no instances (other than the
assumed case in question) of great
revivified moral teachers who have
ascended from the earth and then
appeared to others in blinding heavenly
glory.z" As a result, we have no way of
determining whether such individuals
are peerlessly honest or pathological



liars or whether they are accurately
informed or utterly deceived. There is
simply noway to determine the
probability of what God would
allow/disallow in suchcases. The
upshot, accordingly, is that the claims of
the revivified Jesus regarding his
resurrection in (27) cannot furnish
evidence for universal generalizations
(8) through (12).

This brings us to the end of our
discussion. We have considered the
claim that there is sufficient historical
evidence to establish the resurrection
hypothesis, viz., the hypothesis that
sometime, after his death, between 30



and 33 CE, Jesus was transformed into a
living supernatural body permanently
incapable of death, aging, etc. Upon
careful examination, however, we have
found that our only source of potential
evidence, the New Testament Easter
traditions, fall far short of providing the
kind of information necessary for
establishing the resurrection hypothesis-
even on the assumption of their complete
historical reliability (proposition [271).
This assumption, of course, is rightly
dismissed in light of contemporary New
Testament scholarship (particularly in
the case of those traditions that recount
the disappearance/appearance of the
revivified Jesus [Luke 24:31,361, his
walking through closed doors [John



20:19,261, and his ascension from the
Mount of Olives [Acts 1:9]).29 It has
served, nonetheless, to dramatically
highlight the ultimate point of this
discussion, viz., that the tiny fraction of
New Testament Easter traditions that
comprises our bona fide historical
evidence-the core empty tomb tradition
(Mark 16:1-6,8) and the appearance list
given by Paul (1 Cor. 15:3-8)-is
woefully inadequate to establish a
proposition as bold as the resurrection
hypothesis.30 It also serves to rebut the
charge, so often leveled by apologists,
that the reason critics find evidence
wanting for the resurrectionis because
of overly zealous skepticism toward the



New  Testament FEaster traditions
coupled with the a priori rejection of the
supernatural.31 For the real problem,
we have seen, is one of logic-not
metaphysics. Things would be different,
of course, if we had eyewitness reports
of the revivified Jesus passing genuine
tests of the dispositional properties of
the resurrection body, e.g., the statement
of Peter and John that they saw Roman
lances bouncing off the body of the
revivified Jesus as he stormed the
Praetorium to unseat Pilate and take his
rightful place as Messiah. But,
unfortunately, we do not. Consequently,
apologists would do well to stop making
exalted claims about establishing the
resurrection and turn their attention



instead to the revivification hypothesis.
But there are serious logical problems
here too that await future discussion.32
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ed., trans. Lewis L. Wilkins and Duane
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1977), pp. 88-106.

2. Although not entirely satisfactory,
the English "supernatural body" is a
much better rendering of the Greek
phrase (Toga ltvevpattxov than the quite
misleading expression "spiritual body."

3. This is also the concept of those
critical scholars writing on the
resurrection of Jesus who do not
necessarily hold that the historical
evidence is sufficient to establish the
resurrection hypothesis, e.g., Raymond
E. Brown, Gerald O'Collins, Reginald
H. Fuller, Pheme Perkins, and J. A. T.



Robinson. See, for example, Raymond
E. Brown, The Virginal Conception and
Bodily Resurrection oflJesus (New
York: Paulist Press, 1973), p. 73:

It 1s probably true that a great
number of Christians who believe in
the resurrection of Jesus have
confused this resurrection with the
resuscitation of a corpse. For
instance, many see no difference
between the risen Jesus and the
people whom Jesus is reported to
have restored to ordinary life during
his ministry (Lazarus, the daughter of
Jairus, the son of the widow of
Nain). This is a confusion because
the NT evidence is lucidly clear that



Jesus was not restored to ordinary
life-his risen existence is glorious
and eschatological, transported
beyond the limitations of space and
time; and he will not die again....
Perhaps we could insist on using
"resuscitation" to describe the
Gospel miracles by which Jesus
restored men to natural life and on
keeping "resurrection" to describe
the unique eschatological event by
which Jesus was elevated from the
tomb to glory.

4. Craig, Knowing, p. 15.

5. Ibid., p. 127. Cf., for example, the
parallel analysis of Harris: "the term



'resurrection’ when it is applied to Christ

refers to the revival and
metamorphosis of Jesus of Nazareth
after his crucifixion and burial" (p. 58);
"the Resurrection was not a resuscitation
ofthe earthly Jesus merely to renewed
physical life" (p. 56); and "the
resurrection of Christ was unlike the
'raisings' mentioned in the gospels (Mark
5:22-24, 35-43; Luke 7:11-17; John
4:46-53; 11: 1-44) 1in that Jesus ... rose
in a glorified deathless state (Rom. 6:9)"

(p.- 57).

6. See the discussion of this point in
The Interpreter's Dictionary of the Bible,
s.v. "Resurrection,” by J. A. T.
Robinson. Note that throughout this



article I am using the term
'revivification' 1in just that sense
according to which all resuscitations and
all resurrections are revivifications-but
not vice versa. It is worth noting in this
connection that at least for Paul, the verb
EyEipw also applies only to
revivification as transformation into a
supernatural body. Thus Paul (Rom. 6:9)
gives as the sole grounds of our
knowledge that Jesus will never die
again the reason that Jesus has been
raised from the dead.

7. Craig, Assessing, p. 142; Craig,
Knowing, p. 141; Harris, p. 121; Ladd,
p. 115. Consider, for example, the
observations made by Craig (Knowing,



p. 104): "The resurrection body... is
completely freed from the effects of sin
... such as disease, death, and decay" and
by Ladd (p. 114):

The mortal body is perishable,
dishonouring and  weak; the
resurrection body [1s] ...
imperishable, glorious, and
powerful ... Who can imagine a body
without weakness? or infection? or
tiredness? or sickness? or death?
This 1s a body utterly unknown to
earthly, historical existence.

8. Craig, Knowing, p. 141; Harris, p.
121. Harris points out (p. 121) that the
resurrection body is forever freed from



the distressing infirmity of old age and
observes in this connection (p. 123) that:

Compared with the earthly and
therefore transient character of the
physical body, the  spiritual
[resurrection] body is permanently
durable, transcending all the effects
of time. Compared with earthly
corporeality with its irreversible
tendency to decay which finally
issues in death, the heavenly
embodiment  is indestructible,
incapable of deterioration  or
dissolution.

9. Craig, Knowing, p. 141; Harris, p.
121; Ladd, p. 115.



10. Craig, Knowing, p. 141; Craig,
Assessing, p. 142; Harris, p. 121.

I1. On this point Craig states:
"According to the gospels, Jesus in his
resurrection body had the ability to
appear and vanish at will, without
regard to spatial distances" (Assessing,
pp. 342-43); and: "In his resurrection
body Jesus can materialize and
dematerialize in and out of the physical
universe" (Assessing, p. 346).

12. 1 am using the modal terms 'able'
and 'unable' in connection with the
phrases 'to die,' 'to age,' 'to be sick,' and
'to be injured" in just that sense
according to which a thing 1s



able/unable to die, age, be sick, or be
injured only if it is alive. There is, of
course, a trivial sense in which a corpse
can be said to be unable to die, age, and
be sick-simply because it is not a living
thing. This is the sense in which any
inanimate object, e.g., a rock, is unable
to die, age, and be sick. Similarly, there
is also a sense in which a corpse might
be said to be able to be injured-because
it can still be cut up, burned, etc. But
neither of these accords with the above
sense which is understood throughout
this discussion.

13. Habermas and Flew, p. 29. Cf., for
example, the claims made by Craig
(Knowing, p. 127):



The historical evidence supports the
resurrection of Jesus. The empty
tomb, the resurrection appearances,
and the origin of the Christian faith
can be explained only ifJesus
actually rose from the dead. What
are some implications of this fact? ...
First, the resurrection of Jesus was
an act of God. Jesus' resurrection
was not just a resuscitation of the
mortal body to this earthly life, as
with Lazarus, miraculous as that
would be. Rather, Jesus rose to
eternal life in a radically
transformed body; thatcan be
described as immortal, glorious,
powerful, and supernatural. In this



new mode of existence, he was not
bound by the physical limitations of
this universe, but  possessed
superhuman powers.

by Harris (p. 71):

There are compelling historical
evidences that encourage and
validate the belief that, at the latest,
some thirty-six hours after his death
and burial, Jesus rose from the dead
in a transformed bodily state.

and by Ladd (p. 140):

The only hypothesis  which
adequately explains the "historical"



facts, including the empty tomb, is
that God actually raised the body of
Jesus from the realm of mortality in
the world of space and time to the
invisible world of God.

14. Thomas Sherlock, The Tryal of the
Witnesses of the Resurrection oflesus,
8th ed. (London: 1736), p. 63.

15. Given our best current information,
the terminus a quo and terminus ad quem
of  the resurrection are respectively
April 9, 30 CE and April 5, 33 CE.

16. That is, not on fire at these times.

17. This figure of eleven depends on



how one tries to harmonize the various
appearance traditions. But it makes no
difference exactly  how many
appearances there were.

18. In actual practice we cannot
assume the complete detailed historical
accuracy of the New Testament Easter
traditions since several of the
components that make up these traditions
contradict one another. I am simply
pretending here that we can completely
harmonize these traditions.

19. As Craig points out (Assessing,
75n35 and p. 333), all Paul actually saw
on the roadto Damascus was a light
brighter than the sun.



20. What Stephen (Acts 7:55-56) and
John of Patmos (Rev. 1:12-16) saw
were mere visions-not  genuine
appearances of the revivified Jesus.

21. Habermas and Flew, pp. 25-26.
Habermas lists "four core historical
facts" as "accepted as knowable history
by virtually all scholars" and a larger set
of twelve facts as "accepted as
knowable history by many scholars."
Proposition (27), of course, includes
both sets.

22. By conceptually possible here I
mean (roughly) logically consistent with
the definitions of our concepts.



23. One might well think that the
diversion of energy necessary for
teleportation or passage through solid
objects would increase the aging
process as well as susceptibility to
injury, disease, and dying.

24. The Interpreter's Dictionary of the
Bible, s.v. "Watcher," by Theodor H.
Gaster.

25. The Star Trek Encyclopedia, s.v.
"The Cage" and "Talosians."

26. Thus according to the Christian
conception of God:

False Christs and false prophets will



arise and show great signs and
wonders, so asto lead astray, if
possible, even the elect. (Matt.
24:24)

and:

The coming of the lawless one by
the activity of Satan will be with all
power and with pretended signs and
wonders, and with all wicked
deception for those who are to
perish, because they refused to love
the truth and so be saved. Therefore
Godsends upon them a strong
delusion, to make them believe what
is false, so that all may be
condemned who did not believe the



truth  but had pleasure in
unrighteousness. (2 Thess. 2:9-12)

On this conception, all of the billions of
adherents of all of the world's religions
(other  than Christianity) are being
deceived to the point of eternal
damnation-by God's permission.
Moreover, on the Christian conception
God actually allows people to have
unveridical  experiences of being
transported into "heaven" and being told
things by "angels" which, unbeknownst
to them, are diametrically opposed to the
truth. Consider, for example, the
Kabbalah mystic's experience of the
Merkabah in the Seventh Hall of the



Seventh Heaven and the neardeath out-
of-body experiences of the New Age
movement wherein '"revelations" are
imparted that run contrary to the message
of the gospel.

27. It might seem plausible to hold that
the proposition that Jesus ascended into
heaven and sat down at the right hand of
God entails universal generalizations (8)
through (12) by virtue of conceptual
considerations. Note, however, that our
"evidence" statement (27) says only that
Jesus ascended from the Mount of
Olives into a cloud waiting overhead
(Acts 1:9) and that he appeared to Paul
on the road to Damascus in the form of a



glorious heavenly light (Acts 9:3).

28. Nelson Pike has kindly pointed out
to me in this connection that from the
standpoint of traditional Christian
theology there can be in principle no
empirical evidence for (31) or (32) (or
for [24] above), other than the assumed
case in question, because according to
thisview these propositions apply
uniquely to Jesus.

29. For excellent discussions of the
critical problems concerning the New
Testament Easter  traditions, see
Reginald H. Fuller, The Formation of the
Resurrection Narratives (Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1980) and Craig,



Assessing, parts I and 2.

30. Note that even if it is denied that
universal generalizations (8) and (10)
through (12) are consequences of the
resurrection hypothesis (2), this cannot
be denied regarding (9), since every use
of the term "resurrection" in the New
Testament-from the resurrection of Jesus
to the resurrections of the just and of the
unjust at the end of time-involves the
permanent inability to die. But, as was
shown in the main text above,
proposition (27) provides no evidence
for universal generalization (9). Thus,
since (2) entails (9), it still cannot be
denied  thatthere is not sufficient
evidence to establish (2).



31. Craig, for example (Knowing, p.
126), echoes the charge of Carl Braaten:

Theologians ~ who  deny  the
resurrection have not done so on
historical grounds; rather theology
has been derouted by existentialism
and historicism, which have a
stranglehold on the formation of
theological statements. This makes

denials of Jesus' historical
resurrection all the more
irresponsible, because this

conclusion has not been determined
by the facts-which support the
historicity of the resurrection-but by
philosophical assumptions.



Cf. the parallel charges made in Gary R.
Habermas, "Knowing that Jesus'
Resurrection Occurred: A Response to
Stephen Davis," Faith and Philosophy 2
(July 1985): 298-99; Harris, pp. 65-67;
Ladd, pp. 12-13, 23-27; Pannenberg,
"Did Jesus Really Rise?" p. 131.

32. It is my intention to discuss these
problems in a future book to be
coauthored with Carlos A. Colombetti.



THE
RESURRECTION AS
INITIALLY
IMPROBABLE

MICHAEL MARTIN

BACKGROUND

O

rthodox Christianity assumes
that Jesus was crucified on the orders of



Pontius Pilate and was then resurrected.
Thus the Apostles' Creed proclaims that
Jesus "suffered under Pontius Pilate,
was crucified, died, buried; he
descended into hell; the third day he rose
again from the dead." The Nicene Creed,
In turn, maintains that Jesus '"was
crucified also forus under Pontius
Pilate; He suffered and was buried; and
the third day he rose again according to
Scriptures."1

Furthermore, the Resurrection has
been considered by Christians to be a
crucial element of Christian doctrine.
Thus nearly two thousand years ago Paul
proclaimed:



If Christ has not been raised, then
our preaching is in vain and your
faith is in vain. We are even found to
be misrepresenting God. . . If Christ
has not been raised, your faith is
futile. (1 Cor. 15:14-17)

Many contemporary Christians seem to
agree. Hugh Anderson, a New Testament
scholar, writes:

With all assurance we can say that,
save for Easter, there would have
beenno New Testament letters
written, no Gospels compiled, no
prayers offered in Jesus' name, no
Church. The Resurrection can
scarcely be put on a par with certain



other clauses in the Apostles' Creed-
not if the New Testament is our
guide ... Easter, therefore, is no mere
addendum to other factors in the
story of Jesus Christ; it 1is
constitutive for the community's faith
and worship, its discipleship and
mission to the world.2

Terry Miethe, a Christian philosopher
at Oxford, has in turn maintained, ""Did
Jesus rise from the dead?' is the most

important question regarding the claims
of the Christian faith."3

THE APPLICATION OF
BAYES'S THEOREM



Is there any way to assess the
probability of the Resurrection story?
Given its significance for Christian
thought the question is of crucial import.
One useful approach to it is by means of
Bayes's Theorem.

Let:

R = The Resurrection

E = Historical Evidence
T = Background Theories

Then on one version of Bayes's
Theorem:



P(R/EST)

is equal to

P(R/T) X P(E/R&ET)
[P(R/T) X P(E/RET)} + [P(~R/T) x P(E/~RET)]

Although this formula seems formidable
it 1s easily explained. P(R/E&T) is the
probability of the Resurrection relative
to the historical evidence and our
background theories. The historical
evidence would include biblical
evidence of the empty tomb, the
postresurrection appearances of Jesus,
and so on. The background theories
would include our general worldview-
naturalism or supernaturalism as well as



theories of perception, human nature,
and the like.

In order for belief in the Resurrection
to be rational P(R/E&T) must be greater
than 0.5 or 50 percent. P(R/T) is the
probability of the Resurrection relative
to the background theories alone. This is
sometimes called the initial or a priori
probability. P(E/RAT) is the probability
of historical evidence relative to the
truth of the Resurrection and background
theories. If R and T entailed E, then this
probability would be 1. P(-R/T) is the
probability ofthe falsehood of the
Resurrection relative to our background
theories alone. P(E/-R&T) is the
probability of E relative to the falsehood



of the Resurrection and truth of the
background theories. The falsehood of
the Resurrection can be understood as a
disjunction of all alternative
explanations of the historical evidence,
for example, fraud or myth.

The following points should be kept in
mind about this formula. The lower the
initial probability of the Resurrection
P(R/T), the stronger the historical
evidence must be to bring P(R/E&T)
above 0.5 or 50 percent so that it would
be worthy of rational belief. To put it in
a different way, the lower the initial
probability of the Resurrection P(R/T),
the weaker the explanationof the
historical evidence must be in terms of



alternatives to the Resurrection to make
the Resurrection rationally acceptable.
As an example, suppose that the initial
probability of the Resurrection is 0.1 or
10 percent. Let us suppose that the
historical evidence 1is completely
explained by the Resurrection combined
with our background theories. That is,
suppose P(E/R&T) = 1. Let us suppose
that the historical evidence 1is not
explained very well by the alternative
theories. For example, suppose P(E/-
R&T) = 0.2 or 20 percent. Even so the
probability of the Resurrection relative
to the historical evidence and our
background theories is only about 0.36
or 36 percent-less than what would be
needed to justify rational belief. In order



for belief in the Resurrection to be
rationally justified, the alternative
theories would have to be poor
explanations of the historical evidence,
for example, P(E/-R&T) would have to
have a value of around 10 percent or
less.

On the other hand, if the initial
probability of the Resurrection were
even lower, say 0.01 or 1 percent, then
the historical evidence would have to be
extremely strong or, to put it another
way, P(E/-R&T) would have to be quite
small. For example, if P (E/-RAT) =
0.01 or 1 percent, P(R/EST) would be
slightly above 0.5.



THE INITIAL
IMPROBABILITY
ARGUMENT

Given these considerations an argument
against the existence of the Resur-
rection4 can be constructed:

1. A miracle claim is initially
improbable  relative to  our
background knowledge.

2. If a claim is initially improbable
relative to  our  background
knowledge and the evidence for it is
not strong, then it should be
disbelieved.



3. The Resurrection of Jesus is a
miracle claim.

4. The evidence for the Resurrection
1S not strong.

5. Therefore, the Resurrection of
Jesus should be disbelieved.

Let us call this the Initial Improbability
Argument. Christians grant premise (3)
and elsewhere I have defended premise
(4).5 Since Christian apologists might
maintain that the argument fails because
of the implausibility of premise (1), |
will concentrate on this premise here.



Why should premise (1) be accepted?
Traditionally a miracle is defined as a
violation of a law of nature caused by
the intervention of God. On a naturalistic
worldview the initial probability of a
miracle would be very small. On a
dogmatic form of naturalism the
background theories would entail the
falsehood of the Resurrection. That is
P(R/T)=0. But even on a more falli-
bilistic kind of naturalism, the initial
probability of a miracle occurring would
be extremely small.

However, it is important to see that the
initial probability of the Resurrection
would be small even if theism were true.
But could we not expectGod to



intervene in the natural course of events
and violate a natural law? We could not.
If theism is true, then miracles in this
intervention sense are possible since
there is a supernatural being who could
bring them about, but it does not follow
that such miracles are more likely than
not to occur.6 Indeed, God would have
good reason for never using miracles to
achieve his purposes. For one thing, a
violation of the laws of nature cannot be
explained by science and, indeed, is an
impediment to scientific understanding
of the world. For another, great
difficulties and controversies arise in
identifying  miracles. Whatever good
effects miracles might have, then, they
also 1mpede, mislead, and confuse.



Since an all-powerful God would seem
to be able to achieve his purposes in
ways that do not have unfortunate
effects, I conclude that there actually is
reason to suppose that the existence of
miracles is initially improbable even on
a religious worldview.'

For the sake of argument suppose now
that we assume with Christian apologist
Richard Swinburne that miracles in the
traditional sense are probable given
God's existence. This assumption is
perfectly compatible with the thesis that
in any particular case a miracle is
unlikely.  Consider the following
analogy: it 1s overwhelmingly probable
that in a billion tosses of ten coins all ten



coins will turn up heads at least once,
but it is extremely unlikely that in any
given case all ten coins will come up
heads. In the same way, even if it is
correct that, given the existence of God,
some miracles are probable, it might be
extremely unlikely that in any given case
a miracle has occurred.

I say "might be" rather than "would be"
because the occurrence of miracles,
unlike the occurrence of ten heads in ten
tosses of a coin, might not be rare. If
miracles were as plentiful as dry days in
the Sahara Desert, my analogy would be
misleading. However, as far as religious
believers are concerned, violations of
the laws of nature are relatively rare.



Even if ten thousand violations of natural
laws were to occur every day, in
relation to the total number of events that
occur, their relative frequency would be
very low. So given the background
belief that miracles are rare-a belief that
is held even by theists-it follows that a
claim that a particular event is a miracle
is initially improbable.

There is another sense of miracles,
however, according to which God sets
up the world so that an unusual event
serves as a sign or message to human
beings without violating a law of nature.
This nonintervention sense of the term is
meant to cover the following sort of
case. Suppose that God arranges the



world so that at a certain time in history
the Red Sea parts because of a freak
wind. Although no violation of a law of
nature has occurred, this event conveys a
message to religious believers; for
example, that the Jews are God's chosen
people and that God takes a special
interest in them.

Now there 1s a way of interpreting a
miracle claim in the nonintervention
sense that makes a miracle extremely
probable. If a theist maintains that most
events which are governed by the laws
of nature are arranged by God to serve
as signs or to communicate messages to
human beings, then miracle claims are
initially probable. But this way of



understanding  miracles tends to
trivialize the notion. Nonintervention
miraculous events are usually contrasted
with the great majority of other events.
For the  typical  believer in
nonintervention miracles, most events
are not arranged by God to convey some
message. Thus, the initial probability of
nonintervention miracles is low in terms
of the background theories of the typical
religious believer.

So far I have argued that miracle
claims are initially improbable even on
the assumption of theism. Indeed,
relative to background beliefs that are
shared by atheists and believers alike,
for example, belief in the uniformity of



nature, miracles are rare ecvents. In
addition, from a historical point of view,
miracle claims, when understood as
violations of laws of nature, have often
been rejected by religious believers
themselves. Even thoughtful believers in
miracles admit that most miracle claims
turn out to be bogus on examination, that
in most cases of alleged miracles no law
of nature has been violated and no action
of God need be postulated. Even they
say that relatively few claims ultimately
withstand critical scrutiny.

For example, the Catholic Church has
investigated thousands of claims of
miracle cures at Lourdes, and it has
rejected most of these as unproven.'



Indeed, the number of officially
designated miracles at Lourdes is less
than seventy. Inductively, therefore, any
new claim made at Lourdes is initially
likely to be spurious. The same is true of
other miracle claims: sophisticated
religious believers consider most to be
invalid. Thus, for example, Stephen T.
Davis, a  well-known  Christian
philosopher, apologist, and believer in
miracles, argues "naturalistic
explanations of phenomena ought to be
preferred by rational people in the vast
majority of cases." His position is
perfectly compatible with both the
existence of miracles and the possibility
of obtaining strong evidence for them. It
does imply, however, that even on the



assumption of theism, initially any given
miracle claim is incredible and that to
overcome this 1nitial 1mprobability
strong evidence must be produced.

THE RESURRECTION
AND GOD'S PURPOSE

So far I have shown that, in general,
particular miracle claims are initially
unlikely even in a theistic framework. Is
the claim that Jesus arose from the dead
an exception to this rule? Could God
have had special purposes that made it
necessary to cause the Resurrection?
Could it be the case that although any
ordinary miracle claim 1is initially



unlikely, the claim that the Resurrection
occurred is initially likely? What special
purpose of God would make the
Resurrection initially likely?

According to Swinburne, it is likely
that the God who created human beings
would make it possible for them to atone
for their sins and, consequently, it is
likely that God's son would become
incarnated as a human and would die in
order to do this."" I have argued in detail
elsewhere" that all the historically
important theories of the atonement
either fail to explain why God sacrificed
his son for the salvation of sinners or
else make the sacrifice seem arbitrary.
But for the sake of the argument let us



suppose that it 1s likely that God would
sacrifice his son for the redemption of
humanity. Still it would not follow that
the incarnation and the resurrection are
themselves likely. These are particular
historical events occurring at particular
times and places. However, God could
have become incarnated and have died
for sinners on an indefinite number of
other occasions. There does not seem to
be any a priori reason to suppose that he
would have been incarnated and have
died atone particular time and place
rather than at many others. Consequently,
e venif some incarnation and
resurrection or other is likely, there 1s no
a priori reason to suppose that he would



have become incarnated and have died
as Jesus infirst-century Palestine.
Indeed, given the  innumerable
alternatives at God's disposal it would
seem a priori unlikely that the
incarnation and the resurrection would
have taken place where and when they
allegedly did.

Consider the following analogy which
[ adapt from one used by Swinburne.
Suppose a mother has decided to pay her
child's debts.12 Suppose that this mother
can do this in an enormous number of
different ways and that there is a wide
time span in which she can act. Suppose
we know of no reason why the mother
might use one of these ways rather than



another or act at one time rather than
another. Although it is likely, given the
mother's decision, that she will pay her
child's debt in some way at some future
time, it 1s unlikely that she will settle her
child's debt by a cash payment on July 8
o fthis year. Indeed, it is initially
improbable that she will do so.

Similarly, given all of God's options,
it is initially unlikely that his son would
have become flesh and then have died in
the way he 1s portrayed to have done in
the scriptures. To use concrete figures:
suppose conservatively that God had one
hundred  possible  scenarios  for
redeeming sinners through the sacrifice
of his son, only one of which is depicted



in the New Testament and none of which
is more likely in terms of our
background knowledge thanany other.
Then the initial probability of R relative
to our background theories would be
P(R/T) = 0.01 or 1 percent. Even if the
Resurrection completely explains the
historical evidence (P{E/RAT] = 1) and
alternative explanations of the historical
evidence are very poor, for example,
(P{E/-R&T} 0.02), the probability of
the Resurrection relative to the evidence
and our background theories would be
only about 0.34 or 34 percent,
considerably less than is needed for
rational belief.

POSSIBLE REBUTTALS



TO THE CLAIM OF LOW
INITIAL
PROBABILITIES13

A. THE PARTICULAR TIME
AND PLACE ARGUMENT

I claim that the probability of the
resurrection is initially low even if God
exists since the resurrection occurs at
some particular time and place. One
possible rebuttal to my argument is that
it would absurdly make the probability
of any future event low.

In order to answer this charge it is
important to notice that my argument is a



special case of a more general and
familiar point: the more specifica
hypothesis, the less its initial
probability, while the less specific a
hypothesis, the more its initial
probability. For example, it i1s more
probable initially that a king will be
drawn from a deck of cards than that the
king of hearts will be drawn; it is more
likely initially that a bird will be seen in
my backyard than that a bluebird will be
seen; it is more initially probable that I
will receive a phone call at some time
or other in the next year than that I will
receive one on July 4 at 2 PM; it is more
likely that T will receive a letter today
from somewhere or other in the United
States than that I will receive one from



New York City.

Unspecific claims often but not always
have a rather high initial probability and
specific claims a very low initial
probability. For example, given the
background knowledge about my health,
the unspecific claim that I will get a cold
sometime in the next decade i1s very high
while the claim that I will geta cold on
October 5, 2003, is initially unlikely. On
the other hand, given our background
knowledge the unspecific claim that
some human or other will turn into a fish
at sometime or other in the next hundred
years is initially improbable even though
the specific claim that Dan Rather will
turn into a swordfish on July 4, 2003, is



even more unlikely initially. In contrast,
the specific claim that on July 4, 2001,
in Phoenix, Arizona, it will be hot and
sunny is initially high but not as high as
the less specific claim that some day or
other in the next century it will be hot
and sunny somewhere in Arizona.

Seen in this light, my Particular Time
and Place Argument should cause no
puzzlement. Now let us suppose that
relative to Christian supernaturalism's
background beliefs, the following rather
unspecific claimis initially probable:

(1) Some redeeming event or other
has occurred or will occur at some
time and place on Earth.



This statement is unspecific in just the
sense considered above. The statement
does not specify how God plans to
redeem humanity. Resurrection is merely
one among many ways of redemption.
Moreover, if the redeeming event is a
resurrection, the statement does not
specify the form the resurrection would
take and when or where it would take
place. In addition, in contrast to a hot
and sunny day in Arizona, this redeeming
event is unique and singular: there is
only one such event of this kind. In short,
although (1) may be initially probable,
both

(2) There was a redeeming



resurrection of Jesus in first-
century Palestine.

and the equivalent of (2)
(2") The resurrection occurred.
are initially improbable.

Thus, my example of a particular hot
and sunny day in Phoenix indicates that
one cannot argue that the initial
probability is low for virtually any
future event. Moreover, an indefinite
number of examples similar to my
Phoenix one can be given.

B. THE FREE WILL



OBJECTION

Another possible rebuttal to the thesis
that the probability of the resurrection is
initially low is based on the following
example. Steven Davis argues:

This 1s why the rarity of
resurrections (which everyone will
grant)  cannotbe equated with
improbability. Suppose [ want to
buy a car, and I enter a lot where
there are a thousand cars for sale, of
which only one is red. Now what 1s
the probability that I will buy the red
one? Clearly, that probability is not
just a function of the infrequency of
red cars in the sample. This is



obviously because my selection of a
car might not be entirely random as
t ocolor. Indeed I might freely
choose to buy the red car precisely
because of its uniqueness.14

This car lot example attempts to show
that since God's choice of the
resurrection 1s free, the initial
probability of the resurrection is not
low. However, consider the 1nitial
probability of a person's free choice of
the only red car in the lot of nonred cars
from the point of view of onlookers who
do not know this person's preference for
red cars. The initial probability of
choosing this car from a lot of thousands
of cars is very low. Of course, if the



onlookers knew the person's color
preferences, this initial probability
would change. By analogy, God's choice
to enact some redeeming miracle or
other i1s a free one. But, as far as
supernaturalists are concerned, God has
numerous options and any particular one
such as the resurrection 1s initially
improbable. Perhaps if Christians knew
God's preferences, this would change.
But they do not. They only believe that
God wants to redeem humanity.

C. ANOTHER OBJECTION TO

THE LOW INITIAL
PROBABILITY CLAIM

Another possible objection to my



argument that the initial probability of
the resurrection is low is that I assume
background beliefs shared by both
naturalists and supernaturalists rather
than ones shared only by Christian
supernaturalists, for instance:

(5) God wants to redeem human
beings.

However, allowing (5) as part of the
background belief still makes

(2") The resurrection occurred.

initially improbable. Indeed, redemption
can occur without any resurrection at all,
let alone the resurrection of Jesus in



first-century Palestine.

CONCLUSION

Bayes's Theorem indicates that if the
initial probability of the resurrection is
very low, the historical evidence must
be extremely strong to make rational
belief in the resurrection possible. In
this paper I take it as a given that the
historical evidence is not very strong
and I show that the initial probability of
the resurrection is very low. This thesis
1s not surprising given the assumption of
naturalism. However, I show the initial
probability is low even on the
assumption of supernaturalism. First,



there is good reason to expect God
would not perform miracles. Second,
even if some miracles could be
expected, there 1s good reason to
suppose they would be rare and thus a
priori unlikely in any given case. Third,
supposing God's purpose is to redeem
humans, given the many alternative ways
that this could have been achieved, it is
a priori unlikely that he would have
chosen to do this in the manner, time,
and place depicted in scripture.
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WHY RESURRECT
JESUS?

THEODORE M. DRANCE

ccording to Christian
theology, the death of Jesus was
supposed tobe a great sacrifice that
atoned for the sins of mankind. But what
sort of death is it if Jesus comes back to
life on earth in a bodily form shortly
after dying? (And not only that, but he



subsequently comes to assume a position
of great power and glory in heaven!) Not
much of a death at all, one might say. It
would have seemed more like a real
death if Jesus, or at least his body, had
stayed dead. For example, the body
might have been cremated and not ever
revived. That would have been a greater
sacrifice on God's part. So, the way
Christian theology portrays the matter,
there 1is an apparent inconsistency
between the atonement and the
resurrection. The atonement requires the
death of Jesus to be genuine and to be a
great sacrifice. But with the resurrection
(and subsequent ascension to glory), the
death of Jesus is shown not to be genuine



and not to be a great sacrifice. Even if
this inconsistency could somehow be
overcome, just the appearance of it
creates a kind of weakness. For
Christian theology to endure such an
inconsistency  (whether it 1s merely
apparent or not), the resurrection must
play some very important role within the
system. To try to understand what that
role might be, I turnto the great
Christian theologian Charles Hodge. He
gave four reasons toregard the
resurrection of Christ to be, as he put it,
"the most important fact in the history of
the world." I shall consider each of
them.



The first of Hodge's reasons is the
following;

(1) All of Christ's claims and the
success of His work rest on the fact
that He rose from the dead. If He
rose, the gospel is true and He is the
Son of God, equal with the Father,
God manifest in the flesh, the
Saviour of men,the Messiah
predicted by the prophets, and the
Prophet, Priest, and Kingof His
people. If He rose, His sacrifice has
been accepted as a satisfaction to
divine justice, and His blood as a



ransom for many.'

There is a mistake in reasoning here.
Even if it were true that Christ's
resurrection is a sufficient condition for
all the factors listed by Hodge (the truth
of the gospel, Christ being the Son of
God, etc.), it does not follow that it is a
necessary condition. Yet it would need
to be a necessary condition in order for
Christ's claims and the success of his
work to rest upon the Resurrection. In
effect, Hodge is initially claiming that
the Resurrection 1s important because it
1s necessary for Christ's claims to be
true and his work to succeed, but instead
of showing how the Resurrection is



necessary, he proceeds to maintain only
that it is sufficient for the various factors
given. This constitutes a great non
sequitur.

Another objection is that the alleged
sufficient-condition relationships do not
hold. Hodge claims that "Christ rose
from the dead" entails all of the
following nine propositions:

(a) The gospel is true;
(b) Christ is the Son of God;
(c) Christ is equal with the Father;

(d) Christ is God manifest in the



flesh;
(e) Christ is the Savior of men;

(f) Christ is the Messiah predicted by
the prophets;

(g) Christ is the Prophet, Priest, and
King of his people;

(h) Christ's sacrifice has been
accepted as a satisfaction to divine
justice; and

(1) Christ's blood has been accepted
as a ransom for many.

But, in fact, it does not entail any of



them. For each item in the list it is
possible to devise a scenario in which it
is false, even though Christ did indeed
rise from the dead. For example, (a)
might be false because people will not
be saved, even though Christ did come
back to life after having died. His
resurrection might have been produced
by voodoo magic. Or it might have been
produced naturalistically, say, through
the work of highly advanced
extraterrestrials. Similar scenarios could
be devised for each item in the list.
Thus, Hodge's initial premise, that the
resurrection of Christ is sufficient for a
great number of truths that are
foundational to Christianity, not only



fails to entail the conclusion that he tries
to infer from it, but it is false as well.
The resurrection is not a sufficient
condition for any of the alleged truths.

A more charitable reading of Hodge's
first point would be to interpret the list
of relationships to be statements to the
effect that the resurrection of Christ is a
necessary condition for each of the nine
items given. Instead of saying "If He
rose, then the gospel is true," Hodge
should have said "Only if He rose would
the gospel be true," and so on for all the
other items ("Only if He rose would he
be the Son of God," and so on). If Hodge
had put the matter that way, at least the
list would have been relevant to the



conclusion that he wished to draw: that
"all of Christ's claims and the success of
His work rest upon the fact that he rose
from the dead." In other words, if Christ
had not risen from the dead, then his
claims would not have been true and his
works would not have succeeded.

To take the resurrection of Christ as a
necessary condition for each of the
propositions (a)-(i), above, would be to
reverse the claimed entailment. It would
then be claimed that "Christ rose from
the dead" is a logical consequence of
each of the nine propositions. The
question needs to be raised, then: is it a
logical consequence of any of them? Or,
viewing it in the opposite way, could



any of the propositions still be true even
if Christ had not risen from the dead?
For example, in the case of (a), could the
gospel still be true even if the
Resurrection had not occurred? 1 shall
consider each of them individually.

(a) Yes, the gospel could still have
been true, since all that the gospel
maintains is that Christ's atonement was
successful, and, consequently, salvation
has been made possible for humanity. It
was the death of Christ, not his
resurrection, that was supposed to have
atoned for humanity's sins. And his death
could indeed have occurred without the
resurrection. Christ's body might have
been cremated or in some other way



destroyed, and the message regarding the
possibility of salvation could have been
communicated simply by scripture. Or it
could have been communicated by
skywriting or a thou sand other ways.
There was no need whatever for the
Resurrection to have occurred.

(b) It is the same with the proposition
that Christ is the Son of God. The
Resurrection was in no way necessary
for that. Christ could still have been and
could still be the Son of God even if his
earthly body had been destroyed. It is the
spirit and/or soul that is supposed to live
on. Jesus commended his spirit to his
father (Luke 23:46) and it is his spirit
and/or soul that could playthe divine



role of "Son," just as it was presumably
his spirit and/or soul that lived and was
the Son of God prior to his advent on
earth.

(c) Similar considerations could be
raised in connection with the proposition
that Christ 1s equal with the Father. For
that to be true, there was no need for
Christ's earthly body to have been in any
way preserved. If it had been, instead,
permanently destroyed, that would not
have  any relevance  to Christ's
relationship with the Father, for both of
them are supposed to be essentially
spiritual beings.

(d) The fourth proposition is that



Christ is God manifest in the flesh. For
that to be true, is it necessary that the
manifestation in the flesh be permanent?
Clearly not. Christ accomplished his
work on earth, declaring "It is finished"
(John 19:30). Even if his earthly body
were subsequently destroyed, it could
still be true that Christ was God manifest
in the flesh during the time that he lived
on earth.

(e) As for "Christ is the Savior of
men," it was the death of Christ that was
supposed to have made that true. The
subsequent resurrection had nothing to
do with it. To think otherwise is to
confuse two quite distinct principles of
Christian theology: the Atonement and



the  Resurrection.  Theyare quite
independent of each other, both logically
and conceptually.

() As for "Christ is the Messiah
predicted by the prophets," the question
is whether the OT prophets ever
predicted that their Messiah would be
bodily resurrected from the dead. The
only verse put forward as a candidate
for such prophecy is Psalms 16:10,
which reads in the King James Version
(KJV): "For thou wilt not leave my soul
in hell; neither wilt thou suffer thine
Holy One to see corruption." Some
Christians would follow Acts 2:24-36
and say that "Holy One" here refers to
the Jews' Messiah and so this is a



messianic prophecy fulfilled by Christ's
resurrection. However, that won't work,
since the KJV translation is inaccurate.
Almost all modern translations instead
render the verse as in the New American
Bible (NAB): "For you will not abandon
me to Sheol, nor let your faithful servant
see the pit." There is apparently no
indication in the original Hebrew that
any reference is being made to the Jews'
Messiah or that the verse has anything to
do with a bodily resurrection. The idea
that the Messiah would die and then
come back to life was totally foreign to
Judaic theology. So, there is simply no
such messianic prophecy.' Thus, there is
no need for Christ to have been
resurrected in order for him to have been



the Messiah predicted by the prophets.

(g) How about "Christ is the Prophet,
Priest, and King of His people"? Could
that be true if Christ had never been
resurrected? I see no reason why not.
All the prophets, priests, and kings who
ever lived on our planet were ordinary
human beings who died and then
remained dead. Even if Christ was not
an ordinary human being, there is no
conceptual necessity in him being
resurrected in order for him to play the
three given roles.

(h) Now consider the proposition
"Christ's sacrifice has been accepted as
a satisfaction to divine justice." Some



Christians might claim that there was a
divine decree to the effect that the
Resurrection was God's way of
certifyingthat the Atonement was
successful. So, if Christ had never been
resurrected, then mankind would have no
way of knowing that its sins had been
atoned for by means of Christ's
sacrificial death. But surely that is not
so. As indicated in (a), above, the
message regarding the possibility of
salvation could have been communicated
simply by scripture or in a thousand
other ways. There was no need whatever
for the Resurrection to have occurred.
The matter is similar with regard to the
message of the Atonement (that Christ's
sacrifice has been accepted as a



satisfaction to divine justice): it could
havebeen communicated simply by
scripture or in a thousand other ways.
The Resurrection was unnecessary.

(1) The last proposition in the list is
"Christ's blood has been accepted as a
ransom for many." This one is very
similar to (h). There was no need for
God to resurrect Christ in order for him
to accept Christ's blood as a ransom.
The Atonement could have gone through
quite well even if the earthly body of
Christ had been permanently destroyed.

My conclusion here is that, simply by
appeal to conceptual considerations, all
nine propositions could still be true even



if Christ had never been resurrected. The
Resurrection was not necessary for any
of them. Hence, for Hodge to proclaim
that "all of Christ's claims and the
success of His work rest upon the fact
that he rose from the dead" is inaccurate
and misguided. So, Hodge's first reason
for declaring the Resurrection to be the
most important of all facts is a complete
failure, for the thinking involved 1n it is
erroneous.

IL.

Hodge's second reason is quite brief. He
says:

(2) On His resurrection depended



the mission of the Spirit, without
which Christ's work would have
been in vain.3

There are two main questions here:
What is "the mission of the [Holy]
Spirit"? And did/does that mission
depend on the resurrection of Christ?
Hodge describes the mission of the Holy
Spirit in various parts of his book. He
says that it was the mission of the Spirit
to:

* be the source of all life and all
intellectual life,'

* be the revealer of all divine truth,’



* inspire the biblical authors,

* Jlead God's people into a
knowledge of revealed truth,'

* influence people toward faith,
repentance, and holy living,
enforcing the truth on their hearts,
causing  religious  experiences
within them, thereby creating
morality and order in the world,"

 regenerate the souls of the elect,
providing them with saving faith,
and then dwelling within them,
being their teacher,

» make the sacraments (baptism and



the Lord's Supper) effective,"' and
* call men to office in the Church."

Despite Hodge's statement (2), 1 see
nothing in this list which could not be
accomplished even if Christ's body had
been permanently destroyed. There is no
mention of the Resurrection in any of
Hodge's descriptions of the work of the
Holy Spirit in his book, so it is unclear
why Hodge would make statement (2),
i.e., the claim that that work depended
on the Resurrection. Itseems to be a
quite empty pronouncement.

Hodge did say that the Holy Spirit



"fashioned the body and endued the soul
of Christ."" Could that special work of
the Spirit somehow depend on or entail
the Resurrection? For example, was
Christ's earthly body made of some
especially tough material, so that it
could not possibly be destroyed? Such a
notion does not make much sense to me,
nor do I see any scriptural support for it.
Nor did Hodge himself make any such
suggestion regarding Christ's body, so it
seems unlikely that it was the basis of
his pronouncement regarding  the
connection between the resurrection of
Christ and the mission of the Holy Spirit.
In the end, I am not able to find any
support whatever for that
pronouncement.
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Hodge's third reason for declaring the
Resurrection to be the most important of
all facts is given as follows:

(3) As Christ died as the head and
representative of His people, His
resurrection secures and illustrates
theirs. As He lives, they shall live
also. If He had remained under the
power of death, there would be no
source of spiritual life to men, for
He 1s the vine and we are the
branches. If the vine be dead, the
branches must be dead also.' 3



This raises two questions:

Q I: Must the afterlife involve a
bodily resurrection?

Q2: If so, then could people still
have a bodily resurrection even if
Christ's body was not resurrected
in the way that it was, shortly after
his death?

Hodge's point (3) seems to imply a "yes"
answer to Q1 and a "no" answer to Q2.
But he does not defend either of those
answers. I see no reason to give a
negative answer to Q2. Christ's body
could have been destroyed and he could



still have had a bodily resurrection in
the distant future (perhaps at the time of
the Second Coming). All of that could
have been made clear in scripture and in
other ways as well (e.g., skywriting). In
fact, presumably  Christ's mode of
resurrection would have been still more
like that of his followers ifit had not
occurred shortly after his death, but
centuries later. Hodge says that Christ's
resurrection "illustrates" that of his
people, and "as He lives, they shall live
also." But that is not so, for Christ's
body was not destroyed, whereas the
bodies of his people will be destroyed
(either by  cremation or by
decomposition). It would be reasonable



for people to say, "I understand how
someone can come back to life again if
his body wasn't destroyed, but I do not
understand how a resurrection can occur
after a body has been destroyed."
Elsewhere, I argue that the very concept
of an afterlife that follows the total
destruction of a body is incoherent." But
even if such a resurrection were
conceivable, and even if that is indeed
the sort that people in general are
supposed to have, it would make sense
for Christ to have that sort as well. In
other words, i1t would have been better
for Christ's body to have been destroyed
and then have a resurrection long
afterward, in order to show that that



mode of resurrection is indeed possible.
At any rate, assuming that resurrections
following the destruction of the body are
possible, certainly everyone, including
Christ, could have had that sort, which
supports an affirmative answer to Q2.

It should also be pointed out that, even
if Christ's body were destroyed and
never resurrected, there 1s no reason the
bodies of his followers could notbe
resurrected anyway. Christ is supposed
to be a divine being and need not depend
on the life of the body in the way that
mere humans do. It would have been
perfectly possible for Christ's mode of
life after death to differ significantly



from that of mere humans. This is still a
further reason which could be used to
attack and refute a "no" answer to Q2.

However, all that is moot if QI were to
be answered negatively, for in that case
Q2 would not even arise. Must life after
death involve a revival ofthe original
body? Many Christians believe that it
does not. They believe that there is (or at
least could be) a disembodied afterlife,
or, alternatively, that God (being
omnipotent and omniscient) could create
a new body for the person who enters
the afterlife. So long as it's the same
soul, it's the same person. Revival of the
original body is unnecessary. Under that
way of thinking, Christ could have gone



on to an afterlife even if his original
bodyhad been permanently destroyed.
He could have lived on as a soul and/or
a s a spirit, or, alternatively, he could
have received a new body. And the same
could be true of everyone else.

Hodge himself expresses belief in
what he calls "the intermediate state,"
which 1s a conscious, disembodied state
of the soul that exists or obtains between
the death of the body and the
resurrection of the body. He puts forth
biblical evidence that there is such a
state. 'l But if there i1s such a state, then
why couldn't the entire afterlife consist
in it? What need is there for a physical
body at all if the person can be



conscious and remain who he/she is
without a body? Hodge does not address
such questions. It seems to me that the
very doctrine of an intermediate state
calls for a negative answer to Q1, which
would, in turn, upset Hodge's third
reason for regarding the Resurrection to
be important.

Hodge's 1idea of the resurrection
becomes mighty peculiar when it is
coupled with the doctrine of the
intermediate state. According to Hodge,
at the moment of death, people remain
conscious and are transported in a
disembodied state to heaven or to hell.
They wait around there until the time of
the general resurrection when they come



to be reunited with their old original
bodies. (The old bodies are improved in
various ways and are made
"incorruptible," but they are still the old
physical bodies, notwithstanding.) Then
the people in those bodies are
transported back to heaven or hell,
wherethey had been during the
intermediate state. All of that is given
biblical support.”" It is left unexplained
whether the resurrected people in that
place getto do different things from the
ones who exist or existed there without
any bodies. It is also left unexplained
whether there is any communication (or
any sort of overlap) between
disembodied people before their
resurrection and people who have just



recently been resurrected, or even how
they all could be in "the same place,"
seeing as some are physical beings and
others are nonphysical beings. Whether
such notions are even coherent or
intelligible becomes highly doubtful. In
any case, it is clear that a strong case
couldbe made for answering QI
negatively, which undermines Hodge's
thirdreason for regarding the
Resurrection to be all-important.

v

Hodge's fourth reason is expressed as
follows:

(4) If Christ did not rise, the whole



scheme of redemption i1s a failure,
andall the predictions and
anticipations of its glorious results
for time and for eternity are proved
to be chimeras. But now is Christ
risen from the dead, and become the
firstfruits of them that slept" (1 Cor.
15:20).... The kingdom of darkness
has been overthrown. Satan has
fallen like lightning from heaven,
and the triumph of truth over error,
of good over evil, of happiness over
misery, is forever secured."

I do not see anything here that was not
already covered in the first reason. Part
of Christ's work was the Atonement,
which was the basis of "the whole



scheme of redemption," and, as shown
previously, the Atonement could very
well have occurred without the
Resurrection. It follows that the claim
above, "if Christ did not rise, the whole
scheme of redemption is a failure," is
simply erroneous. There is no such
connection within Christian theology.
Furthermore,  the  references to
overthrowing the kingdom of darkness,
the falling of Satan, and the triumph of
truth, good, and happiness, are all
misplaced. It was the Atonement, not the
Resurrection, which accomplished all
those great deeds.

It might be objected that Hodge's



fourth reason is more forceful than the
previous three because it is expressed
by Saint Paul in scripture. Paul says, "if
Christ has not been raised, your faith is
futile; you are still in your sins" (1 Cor.
15:17). The problem here is that no
support is given for Paul's claim.
Suppose there had been no resurrection
and Christ's body had been permanently
destroyed. Why should his followers
still be "in their sins"? There isno
answer, since, as shown above, the
Atonement could very well have gone
through even if the Resurrection had
never taken place. If the Atonement had
gone through, then Christ's followers
would not still be "in their sins." The
assertion by Paul is simply mere



assertion, without any theological
backing. If there had been some other
parts of scripture maintaining a
connection between the Resurrection and
the success of the Atonement (especially
aside from Paul's writings), that would
have had some significance. But there
isn't any such, which indicates that the
alleged connection just isn't there. Thus,
the fact that Hodge's fourth reason finds
some expression in the Bible does not
provide it with enough support, nor does
it point to any line of defense against the
strong objections to it. It turns out, in the
end, thatnone of Hodge's four reasons
for regarding the resurrection of Christ
to be an important event 1s defensible.



V.

Hodge did not elaborate on the point, but
it might be maintained that the
importance of the Resurrection lay in
what it showed to mankind. It showed
both: (1) that an afterlife is possible, and
(2) that Jesus of Nazareth was not only
someone quite special, but probably
who he claimed to be (the "son of
God"), and so the gospel message that he
preached is probably true. It is not that
these facts could not have been revealed
in any other way (indeed they could
have), but rather, that God chose the
Resurrection as his way of revealing the
given facts to mankind. As Jesus himself



is supposed to have said:

A wicked and adulterous generation
asks for a miraculous sign! But none
will be given it except the sign of the
prophet Jonah. For as Jonah was
three days and three nights in the
belly of a huge fish, so the Son of
Man will be three days and three
nights in the heart of the earth. (Matt.
12:39-40, NIV)

There is some controversy about the
matter, but I take the sign here ("three
days and three nights in the heart of the
earth") to be a reference to Jesus coming
back to life again. That 1s, it is not that
he will be in the earth but that he will be



in there only a short time and then
emerge alive again. The idea here is that
it is because it was such a great miracle
that the Resurrection had (and has) the
enormous significance that Hodge
attributed to it.

Of course, the biblical passage about
Jonah could be criticized." But, quite
beyond that, both claims above,
involving (1) and (2), might be
challenged. Did the resurrection of Jesus
show that an afterlife is possible?
Clearly not. As pointed out in section III,
above, all it showed was that a body that
had not undergone decay might be
revived. That simply does not apply to



the usual situation of people who die and
whose bodies are then destroyed (either
by cremation or decomposition). It
remains hard to comprehend how anyone
could have a bodily resurrection after
his/her body has been obliterated. The
way Jesus 1s supposed to have come
back to life is totally irrelevant to that
situation. Furthermore, billions of
people through the centuries lived their
entire lives on earth without ever coming
to believe that Jesus of Nazareth was
resurrected from the dead. So, even if
the Resurrection did occur, it did not
show anything to mankind in general.
Not even the Jews, who were supposed
to be God's chosen people, accepted the
claim of the Resurrection (which in



itself 1s quite remarkable). A group of
them, the Sadducees, in fact did not even
believe in an afterlife. And millions of
people today deny the possibility of an
afterlife. Hence, the claim involving (1)
can be refuted.

Similarly, with the second claim, that
the Resurrection showed something to
mankind about Jesus of Nazareth, that
one, too, 1s refuted by the fact that
billions of people have had no
awareness of the event. Even firstcentury
Jews apparently had no awareness of it.
One would think that an omnipotent deity
would have done a better job of
advertising  (or  "marketing") the
Resurrection to mankind (and especially



to his own chosen people) if indeed that
had been his aim. At the very least, the
resurrected Jesus would not have
appeared only to his followers, but also
to thousands ofother people, thereby
making what happened into a genuine
historical occurrence. But that did not
happen. Thus, it seems not to have been
God's aim to have the Resurrection show
something to mankind, despite the
biblical passage regarding "the sign of
Jonah." Grave doubt is cast, not only on
the idea that the Resurrection showed to
mankind something about Jesus of
Nazareth, but also on the idea that God
had intended that it should. Furthermore,
even if it were widely known that Jesus
of Nazareth was resurrected from the



dead, that in itself does not imply that his
alleged message 1s true. The resurrection
could have been accomplished through
some sort of magic or superscience. To
infer from it that everything that Jesus is
supposed to have said is true would be
quite a leap of logic.

To summarize my result, I would say
that Hodge's reasons for regarding the
Resurrection to be an important event
are all failures. Christ's claims and
deeds during his life, the work of the
Holy Spirit, the way the afterlife
operates, the whole scheme of
redemption: none of these things
depended (or depend) upon the
resurrection of Christ. So far as



Christian theology is concerned, all of
them could go on quite well without it
(i.e., even if the body of Jesus had been
permanently destroyed). Not even the
words of Paul suffice to demonstrate the
connection that is claimed. And as for
the notion that the Resurrection served
the important purpose of showing some
important truths to mankind, that too is a
failure, since: (1) in truth, most of
mankind is unaware of the alleged
resurrection, and (2) the propositions
that are supposed to have been shown by
the resurrection of Christ do not actually
follow from it, there being a leap of
logic in each case. I conclude that our
title ques tion, "Why Resurrect Jesus?"
does not have any reasonable answer



within Christian theology. Instead of
being essential to the overall system, the
Resurrection may very well have been a
kind of afterthought on the part of the
biblical authors.
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I CORINTHIANS 15:3-11
AS A
POST-PAULINE
INTERPOLATION

ROBERT M. PRICE

oncerning the pericope 1
Corinthians 15:3-11, A. M. Hunter says,
-"Of all the survivals of pre-Pauline
Christianity in the Pauline corpus, this is
unquestionably the most precious. It is
our pearl of great price."" His sentiment



is widely shared, not least by those who
see the passage as crucial for Christian
apologetics, but also by those who at
least feel that here we have a window,
opened a crack, into the earliest days of
Christian belief. In the present article I
will be arguing that this pericope
presents us instead with a piece of later,
post-Pauline Christianity. Whether it
thus loses some of its pearly sheen will
lie in the eye of the beholder (cf. Gos.
Phil. 62:17-22).

THE LEGITIMACY OF
THE SUGGESTION

Recent articles have tried to establish



ground rules for scholarly theorizing that
would rule out arguments such as mine
from the startt Two of these
prescriptions  against heretics  are
Frederik W. Wisse, "Textual Limits to
Redactional Theory in the Pauline
Corpus" and Jerome Murphy-O'Connor,
"Interpolations in 1 Corinthians." These
scholars seem to speak for the majority
when they maintain that, short of
definitive manuscript evidence, no
sugges tion of an interpolation in the
Pauline Epistles need be taken seriously.
The texts as they stand are to be judged
"innocent until proven guilty,"1 which in
the nature of the case, can never happen.
Otherwise, if we had to take seriously



interpolation or redaction theories based
on internal evidence alone, the result
[would be] a state of uncertainty and
diversity of scholarly opinion.
Historians and interpreters [in such a
case] can no longer be sure whether a
text or parts of it represent the views of
the author or someone else."' The game
would be rendered very difficult to play.

I see in such warnings essentially a
theological apologetic on behalf of a
new Textus Receptus, an apologetic not
unlike that offered by fundamentalists on
behalf of the Byzantine text underlying
the King James Version. Just as the
dogmatic theology of the latter group



was predicated on particular readings in
the Byzantine/King James text and thus
required its originality and integrity, so
does the "Biblical Theology" of today's
Magisterium of consensus scholarship
require the apostolic originality of
today's Nestle- Aland/UBS text. Herein,
perhaps, lies the deeper reason for the
tenacious unwillingness of such scholars
to consider seriously the possibility of
extensive or significant interpolations
(or, indeed, any at all).

The 1issue resolves itself into
theological canon-polemics. If the
integrity of the "canonical" scholarly text
proves dubious in the manner feared by
Wisse, the whole text will be seen to



slide from the Eusebian category of
"acknowledged" texts to that of the
"disputed." That is the danger, not that a
few particular texts will pass all the way
into the "spurious" category and be
rendered off limits like the long ending
of Mark, but that wherever he steps, the
New Testament theological exegete will
find himself amid a marshy textual bog.
The former would actually be preferable
to Wisse, since whatever remained
could still be considered terra firma.
And thus the apologetical strategy is to
disallow any argument that cannot fully
prove the secondary character of a piece
of text. Mere probability results in the
dreaded anxiety of uncertainty, so mere
probabilities are no good. If we cannot



provethe text secondary, we are
supposedly entitled to go on regarding it
as certainly authentic, "innocent until
proven guilty." God forbid the scholarly
guild should end up with Winsome
Munro's seeming agnosticism:

Until such time as the entire
epistolary corpus is examined, not
merely for isolated interpolations,
but to determine its redactional
history, most his torical,
sociological, and  theological
constructions on the basis of the text
as it stands should probably be
accepted only tentatively and
provisionally, if at all.'



William O. Walker Jr. has suggested
that, contrary to those opinions just
reviewed, "in dealing with any
particular letter in the corpus, the burden
of proof rests with any argument that the
corpus or, indeed any particular letter
within the corpus ... contains no
interpolations." Among the reasons

advanced by Walker is the fact that

the surviving text of the Pauline
letters is the text promoted by the
historical winners in the theological
and ecclesiastical struggles of the
second and third centuries.... In
short, it appears likely that the
emerging Catholic leadership in the
churches 'standardized' the text of



the Pauline corpus inthe light of
'orthodox' views and practices,
suppressing and even destroying all
deviant texts and manuscripts. Thus
it 1s that we have no manuscripts
dating from earlier than the third
century; thus it is that all of the
extant manuscripts are remarkably
similar in most of their significant
features; and thus it is that the
manuscript evidence can tell us
nothing about the state of the Pauline
literature prior to the third century.7

Wisse seems to think it unremarkable
that all textual evidence before the third
century has mysteriously vanished. But
according to Walker, the absence of the



crucial textual evidence is no mystery at
all. It was a silence created expressly to
speak eloquently the apologetics of
Wisse and  his brethren. Today's
apologists for the new Textus Receptus
are simply continuing the canon
polemics of those who
standardized/censored the texts in the
first place. But, as Elisabeth Schiissler
Fiorenza says in a different context, we
must learn to read the silences and hear
the echoes of the silenced voices.8 And
that is what Walker and previous
interpolation theorists have learned to
do. The only evidence remaining as to a
possible earlier state of the text is
internal evidence, namely aporias,
contradictions, stylistic irregularities,



anachronisms, and redactional seams.
And this 1s precisely the kind of thing
our apologists scorn. As we might
expect from an apologetical agenda, the
tactic of harmonization of "apparent
contradictions" 1is crucial to their
enterprise. Consensus scholarship is no
less enamored of the tool than the
fundamentalist harmonists of whom their
"maximal conservatism" is so reminis-
cent.9 Wisse is forthright: the judicious
exegete must make sense of the extant
text at all costs. "Designating a passage
in a text as a redactional interpolation
can be at best only a last resort and an
admission of one's inability to account
for the data in any other way."" In other



words, any clever connect-the-dots
solution is preferable to admitting that
the text in question is an interpolation. If
"saving the appearances" is the criterion
for a good theory, then we will not be
long in joining Harold Lindsell in
ascribing six denials to Peter."

One of the favorite harmonizations
used by scholars is the convenient notion
that when Paul sounds suddenly and
suspiciously Gnostic, for example, it is
still Paul, but he is using the terminology
of his opponents against them.'2 This
would seem to be an odd, muddying
strategy. But it was no strategy of the
apostle Paul, only of our apologists. It
commends itself to many, including



Murphy-O'Connor: "If Paul, with tongue
in cheek, is merely appropriating the
formulae of his adversaries, there are no
contradictions in substance."" Note the
talk, familiar from fundamentalist
inerrancy  apologetics, of merely
apparent contradictions. It is implied
when Murphy-O'Connor 1is satisfied with

"no contradictions in substance," '"no
real contradiction." 14

Wisse even repeats the circularity of
apologist C. S. Lewis's argument in the
latter's "Modern Theology and Biblical
Criticism." Lewis dismisses historical-
critical reconstructions of the historical

Jesus, for example, since they are merely
a chain of weak links: "{I}f, in a



complex reconstruction, you goon ...
super-inducing hypothesis on hypothesis,
you will in the end get a complex, in
which, though each hypothesis by itself
has in a sense a high probability, the
whole has almost none."15 But, we must
ask, how 1is the orthodox apologist's
edifice of apologetical bricks any
sturdier? = The  merely probabilistic
character of the critics' position is
evident to him; that of his own is not.

And so with Wisse: "since the burden
of proof rests on the arguments for
redactional interference, the benefit of
the doubt rightfully should go to the
integrity of the text. If the case of the
prosecution is not able to overcome



serious doubts, then the text deserves to
be acquitted. -16 Again, "This lack of
certainty 1s sometimes obscured by
scholars who wishfully refer to certain
redactional theories as if they were
facts."" And yet Wisse seems willing to
consider harmonizations as facts, as if
they themselves were not just as
debatable @ as  the  interpolation
hypotheses he despises. Because the
critical argu ment is merely probabilistic
and not certain, notwithstanding the
similar vulnerability of his own
preferred reconstructions (for that is
what every harmonization is), Wisse
feels as entitled as Lewis did simply to
assume the case is closed.



The whole judicial verdict analogy is
inappropriate to Wisse's argument
anyway. In the one case, we have two
choices, to put a man in jail or not. In the
other, we have three choices: certainty
of an authentic text, certainty ofan
inauthentic text, and uncertainty. A
suggestive argument that nonetheless
remains inconclusive should cause us to
return to the third verdict, but Wisse will
not consider it. The logical implication
would seem to be textual agnosticism,
but Wisse prefers textual fideism
instead.

Though Walker and Munro are both
willing to set some high hurdles for a
proposed interpolation-exegesis  to



jump,18 they are not nearly so high as
the walls erected by Wisse: one must
show manuscript support from that
period from which none of any kind
survives.19 And here we are reminded
o fanother inerrantist apologist,
Benjamin B. Warfield, who set up a
gauntlet he dared any proposed biblical
error to run. Any alleged error in
scripture must be shown to have
occurred in the original autographs,
which, luckily, are no  longer
available.20  Warfield sought to
safeguard the factual inerrancy of the
text, while today's consensus scholars
want to safeguard the integrity of the
text, but the basic strategy is the same:
like Warfield, Wisse, and Murphy-



O'Connor have erected a hedge around
the Torah.21

Murphy-O'Connor rejoices at any
exegesis "liberating us from speculative
interpretations, some with far reaching
consequences regarding the authority of
Scripture."22 Here is the heart of the
apologetical agenda, but with genuine
criticism it has nothing in common. And
thus we proceed with our inquiry.

VERSUS GALATIANS

The phrase "in which terms we preached
to you the gospel" in 1 Corinthians 15:1
must be remembered in what follows.
The list of appearances is not simply



some interesting or important lore Paul
passed down somewhere along the line
during his association with the
Corinthians. This 1s ostensibly the
Pauline gospel itself, the Pauline
preaching in Corinth. "Behind the word
‘gospel' in St. Paul we cannot assume a
formula, but only the very preaching of
salvation" (Dibelius).23

Again, verse 2 makes clear that what
follows is not just a helpful piece of
apologetics but rather the saving
message itself. The phrases "if you hold
it fast" and "unless you believed in vain"
are not antithetical parallels. Rather, the
latter means "unless this gospel is false,"



as the subsequent argument (verses 14,
17) shows.

The pair of words in verse 3a,
"received/delivered"
(napczXap(36,vEt'vw/ ttapa&&So tat) is,
as has often been pointed out, technical
language for the handing on of rabbinical
tradition.24 That Paul should have
delivered the following tradition poses
little problem; but that he had first been
the recipient of it from earlier tradents
creates, I judge, a  problem
insurmountable for Pauline authorship.
Let us not seek to avoid facing the force
of the contradiction between the notion
of Paul's receiving the gospel he
preached from earlier tradents and the



protestation in Galatians 1:1, 11-12 that
"I did not receive it from man."25 If the
historical Paul is speaking in either
passage, he 1s not speaking in both.

Some might attempt to reconcile the
two traditions by the suggestion that,
though Paul was already engaged in
preaching his gospel for three years, it
was on his visit to Cephas in Jerusalem
that he received the particular piece of
tradition reproduced in verses 3ff. But
this will not do. These verses are
presented as the very terms in which he
preaches the gospel. The writer of 1
Corinthians 15:1-2ff never had a thought
of a period of Pauline gospel preaching
prior to instruction by his predecessors.



Gordon Fee claims there is no real
difficulty here, as all Paul intends in his
Galatian "declaration of independence"
is that he received his commission to
preach freedom fromthe Torah among
the Gentiles directly from Christ, not
from men,26 but is this all "the gospel
which was preached by me" (Gal. 1:11)
denotes? The question remains: if Paul
had to wait some three years to receive
the bare essentials of the death and
resurrection of Jesus from the Jerusalem
leaders, what had he been preaching in
the meantime?

Here it is well to recall the cogent
question aimed by John Howard Schutz
at Gerhardsson's attempt at



harmonization. Gerhardsson had
proposed that Paul might have received
the bare bones of the kerygma directly
from the Risen Lord, as in Galatians
1:11, and had later received
supplementary didache, such as that in 1
Corinthians 15:3, from his elder
colleagues. But given the Spartan yet
fundamental character of the items in the
1 Corinthians 15 list, "one cannot help
but wonder what would be the content of
any kerygma which Paul might receive
more directly from the risen Lord."27

Schutz expresses his dissatisfaction
with other previous attempts to
harmonize the two passages. Cullmann
had suggested that there was no real



conflict between the two passages since
the Risen Christ both was the ultimate
origin of the traditional material and
remained active within it as it was
transmitted.2s Thus Paul merely denies
in Galatians 1:11 that his gospel is of a
fleshly, nondivine origin, while in 1
Corinthians 15:3 he makes no bones of
the fact that there were intermediate
tradents between the originating Lord
and Paul as one of the receivers of the
divinely created and transmitted gospel
tradition. One either does or does not
recognize such reasoning as a
harmonization, the erection of an
elaborate theoretical superstructure,
itself never outlined in the texts, in order
that we may have a single framework in



which both texts may be made somehow
to fit. Not only so, but on Cullmann's
reading it becomes impossible to see the
point of Paul's argument in Galatians:
Galatians 1:12 makes it clear, surely,
that Paul means to deny precisely his
dependence on any human instruction.

Roloff's harmonization is of a different
character, but no more helpful. He draws
a distinction between the gospel of the
resurrected Christ received by Paul at
the time of his conversion, and hence
taught by no apostolic predecessor, and
the traditional statements of 1
Corinthians 15, which he had used to
clothe, to flesh out, the preaching of the
gospel to the Corinthians in former days.



When he refers simply to the gospel in 1
Corinthians 15:1 he merely does not
scruple to differentiate between form
and content, husk and kernel.29 Yet are
we justified in reading such a distinction
into the text in the first place? Certainly
the author of this passage does not draw
it. Rather, for him, these are the very
logia that will save if adhered to. 1
Corinthians  15ff. means to offer a
formulaic "faith once for all delivered to
the saints." And we seem to be in the
presence of a post-Pauline Paulinism,
not too dissimilar tothat of the
Pastorals.

Schutz  himself  seeks  another
alternative. For him, Paul's gospel is not



so much the basic facts of the death and
resurrection of Jesus as it is the
implications of those facts for Christian
life and apostolic ministry. Because of
the saving events, human sufficiency is
negated, pure reliance on the Spirit is
mandated. In Galatians, Paul must deal
with those who would return to fleshy
self-reliance by means of a beguiling
gospel of works. In 1 Corinthians he is
dealing with those who believe that
Christ's resurrection has brought a
realized eschatological newness of life
which in fact is only another disguise for
the exaltation of the flesh in religious
enthusiasm. In opposing the Galatian
error, Paul declares the heavenly origin
of his gospel-i.e., the heavenly origin of



his message and the incarnation of it in
his own apostolic existence. His gospel,
so defined, is not from men. That is,
Christian and apostolic sufficiency is not
from men. In 1 Corinthians, he says the
same thing when he notes in 15:10 what
he has already said in 4:8-13, that in
himself he is unworthy and impotent, but
thanks to Christ, he 1s an effective
apostle. In all this, according to Schutz,
there is no need to deny that he may have
inherited the saving facts of Christ from
predecessors. Such facts, in and of
themselves, are not quite the same as the
gospel.30 Schutz canvasses various
passages in Paul where the phrases "my
gospel" or "our gospel" occur, seeking



to demonstrate in them the usage he has
described,31 but his application of this
usage to 1 Corinthians 15 seems to me
tortuous, inferring the outlines of a grand
Paulinist polemic not actually visible in
the text. Is not Schutz's harmonization
victim to the same weakness as
Cullmann's? Is there anything in either
Galatians 1 or 1 Corinthians 15 to
support such a superexegetical trellis?

The stubborn fact remains: in
Galatians, Paul tells his readers that
whathe preached to them when he
founded their church was not taught him
by human predecessors. In 1 Corinthians
15 he is depicted as telling his readers
that what he preached to them when he



founded their church was taught him by
human predecessors. In other words, the
same process they underwent athis
hands, instruction in the gospel
fundamentals, he himself had previously
undergone: "I delivered to you ... what I
also received." In fact what we see in 1
Corinthians is a picture of Paul that
corresponds to that in Acts, the very
version of his call and apostolate he
sought to refute with an oath before God
in Galatians 1:20.

THE FORMULA

According to most scholars, in verse 3b
begins an ancient creedal/liturgical list



of the essential facts of Christian
salvation. The connective o'rt ("that")

introduces each article of the confession:
("I believe ...")

That Christ died for our sins
according to the scriptures; That he
was buried; That he was raised on
the third day in accordance with the
scriptures; That he appeared ...

Here scholarly unanimity vanishes.
Most seem to feel that the credo
extended at least this far,32 some
extending the original tradition to
include the Twelve,33 though Weiss
excised the reference to the Twelve as a
scribal gloss to harmonize the list with



the Gospels.34 Still others leave room
for the reference to James and all the
apostles.35 Almost all would bracket
the mentions of the 500 brethren (v. 6)
and of Paul himself (vv. 8-10) as
Pauline additions to the formula.

Before the Second World War, as
Murphy-O'Connor notes,36 most
scholars took the whole complex down
through verse 7 to form part of the same
confessional formula. Since then, the
tide has turned. However, many
scholars, while severing all or part of
the list of appearances from the creed
concerning the death, burial, and
resurrection, would nonetheless
understand the list of appearances as at



least representing another set of
traditional materials which now appear
as part of a structured whole, 1.e., as a
subsequent addition to the original
formula, but still already part of the
formulaic tradition delivered to the
Corinthians.

Wilckens believes that Paul added the
references to the 500 and himselfto a
traditional, though composite, formula of
six members: he died for our sins, he
was buried, he rose on the third day, he
was seen, he was seen by Peter and the
Twelve, he was seen by James and all
the apostles.37 Wilckens's dissection of
the formula may be viewed in part as a
modification of an earlier suggestion by



Harnack that the core of the appearance
list was the conflation of two
independent, rival statements of
appearances-to Peter and his followers,
and to James and his. These were
competing credential formulas on behalt
of the two rival leaders of Jewish
Christianity.31 I will have occasion to
return to this question, but for the
present, it 1s sufficient to note that
Wilckens has taken over Harnack's
observation that the two membra found
in verses 5 and 7 with their parallel stia
... Enwuta structure most likely represent
independent parallel formulae in their
own right, later conflated, though
Wilckens rejects Harnack's suggestion of
a Sitz-irn-Leben of church politics.39



The real point of originality in
Wilckens's thesis is his partition of the
creed of verses 3-5 into four separate
previous traditions. He takes the
instance of Kai On in verse 5 to denote
that the series of oats represents not
connectives between the articles of a
creed, but rather Pauline connectives
between disparate citations of scripture
or of brief traditional formulae. Against
Wilckens, Kramer, followed by
Conzelmann, rejects such a usage as
having no form-critical parallel.40
Instead, Kramer reasons, the 6Tts were
injected by Paul as punctuators,
emphasizing the various points in the
formula, as if to stress, "first ... , second



..., third...... Murphy-O'Connor shows
that elsewhere even in 1 Corinthians
itself, On ... Kat On is used to introduce
quotations of phrases that followed one
another immediately in the quoted source
(the supposed letter to Paul from Corinth
quoted in 1 Cor. 8:4).41 This means that
even though Wilckens may be right in
denying that the uses of the on connector
formed part of the original creed, it is
still quite likely a creed that is being
quoted. The Otis were never the
principal reason for thinking the material
to be a creed anyway.

Kearney thinks he sees behind verses
6-7 a pre-Pauline doxology formula
stemming from the early Hellenistic



community before the martyrdom of
Stephen: "He appeared above to 500
brothers / Once for all to the apos-
tles."42  Though  his  alternative
translations of ~navoo and E4attac seem
n o tunreasonable, I find the
reconstruction of the implied redaction
history arbitrary. But at least Kearney
does detect the formulaic flavor of the
verses. Stuhlmacher sees the parallelism
in verses 3-5 and 5-7 as evidence of a
careful stylization of the whole text,
arguing that the unit formed by verses
3b-7 had already been joined in the pre-
Pauline tradition. He believes that the
formula developed from a bipartite
proclamation of the atoning death and
resurrection to include, initially, the



scriptural proof, then the burial and the
appearance to Peter, then those to the
other witnesses, and finally Paul's
reference to himself. Only the final stage
1s to be attributed to Paul.43 Dodd, too,
takes the appearance list to be part of the
traditional material, regardless of its
prior composition history: "This list of
Christophanies Paul declares to form
part of the kerygma, as it was set forth
by all Christian missionaries of
whatever rank or tendency (XV. 11),
part of the “tradition' which he received
(XV.3)."44

The formulaic character of the
repeated "thens" in verses 6-7 can no
more be ignored than that of the repeated



"thats" of verses 3-5. By the time they
reached 1 Corinthians 15, the two
multimembered pieces of tradition had
been fused. Thus I intend to treat verses
3-7 as a umt of formulaic tradition,
beginning with the section of four ott-
clauses, followed by a subsection in
which individual appearances are listed
with the connectives Etta, E1tElta:

to Cephas, then [he appeared] to the
Twelve, then he appeared to more
than five hundred brethren at one
time, most of whom are still alive,
though some have fallen asleep, then
he appeared to James, then [he
appeared] to all the apostles.



As already anticipated, at least the
clauses modifying the appearances to the
500 and to Paul himself ("most of whom
are still alive" and "as to one untimely
born") are additions by a later hand
(whether Paul's or someone else's-see
below), since they break the formal
structure. We can see the same sort of
later embellishment in both the
Decalogues of Exodus 20 and 34. In the
latter case, the embellishments threaten
to obscure the barely discernible outline
altogether.

Besides this there is the question
whether a tradition delivered to Paul
would include an account of Paul's own
resurrection vision, especially if, on the



assumption of most, the list/creed was
formulated in Jerusalem, where Paul
was not so well venerated, at least not
unanimously enough to permit his
inclusion in a creed.4 Scholars
universally conclude that Paul must have
added the note on his own experience. |
will leave that question for later
attention.

Since the focus of the tradition seems
to be on notable leaders of the
community, the sudden mention of the
500 anonymous brethren seems to be an
intrusion.” 6 Beyond this, though, the
reference to the 500, most still available
for questioning, raises another major
problem: what was the intended function



of the list? Was it, as Bultmann holds, a
piece of apologetics trying to prove the
resurrection?"" Or is Wilckens right, in
which case the list is alist of
credentials? One who claimed an
apostolate had better have seen the Lord
(cf. 1 Corinthians 9:1). These had .4'
The reference to the 500 unnamed
witnesses certainly implies, as Sider
argues,49 that the list is an apologetical
device, especially with the note of most
of the crowd still being available for
corroboration. But the focus on
community leaders seems to me to
demand Wilckens's view. It is therefore
not unlikely that the list began as a list of
credentials for Cephas, the Twelve,
James, and the other apostles, but that



subsequently someone, reading the list
as evidence for the resurrection, inserted
the reference to the 500 brethren. I will
return below to the question of
apologetics versus credentials. It will
appear in a new light following a
discussion of various details of the list.

THE FIVE HUNDRED
BRETHREN

I judge the very notion of a resurrection
appearance to 500 at one time to be a
late piece of apocrypha, reminiscent of
the extravagances of the Acts of Pilate. If
the claim of 500 witnesses were early
tradition, can anyone explainits total



absence from the gospel tradition? E. L.
Allen sees the problem here: "Why did
not the evangelists include the
appearances of 1 Cor. XV? It 1s difficult
to understand why the tradition behind 1
Cor. XV should be passed over if it was
known. Was it then lost?"50

His answer is, "The Gospel narratives
of the Resurrection are governed by
another set of needs and meet another
situation than those of the first
kerygma."51 But this is unsatisfactory on
his own accounting, since all the
apologetical and liturgical motives
Allen sees at play in the gospels may be
paralleled in the wvarious functions



suggested by scholars for the 1
Corinthians 15 list itself. Again, "If we
suppose, as we well may, that this
incident [the appearance to the 5001 is
to be located in Galilee, it is not difficult
to imagine why it was not taken up into
the mainstream of tradi- tion."52 But
clearly the whole point of 1 Corinthians
15:11, and at least the clear implication
of verses 5-7, is that the quoted creed is
the mainstream of the tradition.

Barrett, on the other hand, counsels
that "it may be better to recognize that
the Pauline list and the gospel narratives
of resurrection appearances cannot be
harmonized into a neat chronological
sequence."S; But Barrett's agnosticism



itself functions as a harmonization. It
implies there 1is a greatcloud of
unknown circumstance: if we knew more
we might be able to see where it all fits
in. But in fact we know enough. It must
at least be clear thatif such an
overwhelmingly potent proof of the
resurrection had ever occurred it would
have been widely repeated from the
first. Surely no selection of res urrection
appearances would have left it out. The
story of the apparition tothe 500 can
only stem from a time posterior to the
composition of the gospel tradition, and
this latter, in comparison with Paul, is
already very late.

True, ever since Christtan Hermann



Weisse, some scholars have tried to see
the episode of the 500 dimly reflected in
the Pentecost story of Acts 2.5' Fuller,
representing this position, asks, "Could
it not be that, at an earlier stage of the
tradition, the {Pentecost} pericope
narrated an appearance of the Risen One
in which he imparted the Spirit to the
+500, as in the appearanceto the
disciples in John 20:19-237"55 But
despite the considerable expenditure of
scholarly ink the suggestion has
generated, including its recent espousal
by Gerd Ludemann,56 its epitaph must
be the words of C. H. Dodd: "it remains
a pure speculation."57

In fact, would it not be far more



natural to suppose that if any connection
existed between the two passages, the
relation must be just the opposite? That,
rather, an  originally  subjective
pneumatic ecstasy on the part of a
smaller number at Pentecost has been
concretized into the appearance of the
Risen Lord to a larger group on Easter?
But then we are simply underscoring
more heavily the apocryphal character of
the result. Ludemann unwittingly
confirms this: "The number 'more than
500 brethren' is to be understood as ,an
enormous number,’ 1.e., not taken
literally. (Who could have counted?)" 58
It 1s just this sort of detail that denotes
the fictive character of a narrative. It is
like asking how the narrator knew the



inner thoughts of a character: he knows
them because he made them upj59 No
more successful is the suggestion that the
appearance to the 500 be identified with
Luke 24:36fft. The same question
presents itself: if there were as many as
500 present on that occasion, how can
the evangelist have thought this "detail"
unworthy of mention? And if we suppose
he did include it, what copyist in his
right mind would have omitted 1t?

Some might challenge my ascription of
the 500 brethren note to a later period in
view of the challenge to the reader to
confirm the testimony of the 500 for
himself. But the whole point is that the
interpolation 1s Paulinist



pseudepigraphy; the actual author (the
anonymous interpolator) did not intend
for the actual reader to interview the 500
in his own day. His invitation is issued
by the narrator (Paul) to the narratees,
the fictive readers, the first-century
Corinthians. His point is that had the
actual readers been lucky enough to live
in Paul's day, we might have checked for
ourselves.60

JAMES THE) UST

The appearance to James carries its own
problems. As 1s well known, the gospel
evidence differs strikingly over the
question of whether James the Just was a



disciple of his famous brother before the
latter's resurrection. John (7:5) and
Mark (3:21, 31-35), followed by
Matthew (12:46-50), are clear that he
was no friend of the ministry of Jesus.
Luke, on the other hand (Luke 8:19-21;
Acts 1:14), rejects this earlier tradition
and instead strongly implies that the
whole Holy Family were doers of Jesus'
word from the beginning. Luke holds this
implied portrayal of James in common
with certain other late pro-James
traditions such as we find in the Gospel
of Thomas, logion 12:

The disciples said to Jesus: We
know that you will depart from us.



Who is to be our leader? Jesus said
to them: Wherever you are, you are
to go toJames the righteous, for
whose sake heaven and earth came
into being. (Trans. T. 0. Lambdin,
NHL, 127)

and the Gospel according to the
Hebrews:

And when the Lord had given the
cloth to the servant of the priest, he
went to James and appeared to him.
For James had sworn that he would
not eat bread from that hour in which
he had drunk the cup of the Lord
until he should see him risen from
among them that sleep. And ... the



Lord said: Bring a table and bread!
And ... he took the bread, blessed it,
and brake it, and gave it to James the
just and said to him: My brother, eat
thy bread, for the Son of man is risen

from among them that sleep. (Trans.
M. R. James)6'

For this tradition there is no thought of
any conversion of James from
unbeliever to believer. That the
resurrection appearance vouchsafed him
is simply of a piece with the others: an
appearance granted to a disciple. Indeed
nowhere in the tradition of early
Christianity do we find the appearance
to James likened unto that of Paul: the
apprehension of an enemy of Christ to



turn him into a friend. This notion, which
serves the agenda of modern apologists
62 seeking to disarm the suspicions of
those who point out that Jesus appeared
only to believers, is quite common
among critical scholars as well .63
Nonetheless, it is an exegetical phantom.
Nowhere is this connection made in the
texts. True, we have an unbelieving
James, a believing James, and an
apparition of the Risen Christ to James,
but the relationship between these
textual phenomena is other than is
usually surmised.

If James was not "turned around" by an
appearance of the Risen Jesus, how else
can we account for his assumption of an



early leadership role in the church? The
answer is not far to seek. He was the
eldest brother of King Messiah. Once
honored for this accident of birth, he did
not see fit to decline it. One might well
remain aloof to a movement in which
one's brother was the leader yet soon
warm to it once the leadership role were
offered to oneself.

The sheer fact of James' blood relation
to Jesus is by itself so powerful, so
sufficient a credential that when we find
another, a resurrection appearance,
placed alongside it in the tradition, we
must immediately suspect a secondary
layer of tradition. And fortunately we
have a striking historical analogy that



will help us understand the Tendenz at
work in such embellishment. James'
claim was precisely parallel to that of
Ali, the son-in-law and nephew of the
Prophet Muhammad. Ali's "partisans"
(Arabic: Shi'ites) advanced his claim to
the Caliphate upon the death of
Muhammad on the theory that the
prophetic succession should follow the
line of physical descent." Later legend
claims that Ali was entitled to the
position on the strength of his piety and
charisma,65 a tacit concession that
blood relation was no longer deemed
adequate for spiritual leadership (cf.
Mark 3:31-35). Finally he is made, in
retrospect, the recipient of new angelic
revelations like those of the Prophet



himself, taking down the dictation of the
Mushaf Fatima, one of the Shi'ite holy
books.66

Similarly, Hegesippus passes along
legendary tales of the exemplary piety of
"James the brother of the Lord," who
"was called 'the just' by all men, from
the Lord's time until our own," since "he
was holy from his mother's womb," who
had callouses on his knees from long
vigils of prayer on behalf of unrepentant
Israel, and whose testimony to Jesus as
the Saviour convinced many, who had
previously rejected the resurrection, to
believe.67 The final stage in the
beatification of James the just was to
assimilate him tothe pattern of the



Twelve, late traditions making him a
faithful  disciple already before the
Cross (present even at the Last Supper!)
and the recipientof a special
resurrection appearance. It is here that I
think 1 Corinthians 15:7 joins the
historical stream. The note of James'
resurrection vision carries no hint of
anything exceptional, as might be
expected if the appearance had turned an
enemy into a friend, the like of which is
noted in the case of Paul in verse 8. The
implication, of course, 1s that the
tradition at this point, as in the case of
the 500 brethren, is apocryphal and post-
Pauline. To be clear, however, let me
note that on my reading, the appearance
to James the just was an original part of



the list, marking the whole list as post-
Pauline, while the note about the 500 is
later still, an interpolation redolent of
much later legendary extravagance.

JAMES VERSUS CEPHAS

[ will now return to the much-disputed
question of whether the appearances to
Cephas and the Twelve and to James
and all the apostles represent rival
traditions. I believe Harnack was
essentially correct and that the criticisms
of Conzelmann, von Campenhausen,
Kloppenborg, Fuller, and others are not
decisive.



Fuller, for example, first points out
that if the two independent formulae
suggested by Harnack had been added
onto the death and resurrection kerygma
of verses 3-5b, then we would have to
leave that kerygma in its original form
ending, implausibly, with "appeared.""
But some scholars have suggested we do
this on independent grounds anyway,
e.g., for the symmetry that would then
exist between the short membra "that he
was buried" and "that he appeared."

Second, Fuller argues, "[O]n
Harnack's analysis, the appearance to the
five hundred 1is left in 1solation,
belonging neither to the Cephas formula
norto the James formula. In either



position it would destroy the parallelism
between the two formulae and can only
be explained as an independent tradition
or as a Pauline insertion."69 Then that is
the way to explain it; Fuller has
answered his own objection.

Third, Fuller maintains that "the theory
of an outright rivalry between a Peter-
and a James-party is speculative. There
is no real evidence for this inthe New
Testament." And as if uneasy about this
absolute statement Fuller immediately
adds, "Galatians 2:11 shows that there
were for a time differences between
Peter and James on the interpretation of
the ‘gentlemen's agreement' (Gal 2.9-
10), but to speak of a rivalry goes



beyond the facts."70 But is not Fuller's
reading of the Galatians passage itself a
going beyond the facts, setting them into
a harmonizing, catholicizing model? At
question is precisely the interpretation of
these facts. He seeks to forestall a
critical interpretation of the facts with an
apologetical reading of his own. And
besides, there is certainly material in the
New Testament that 1s polemically
aimed at James and the heirs (John 7:5;
Mark 3:21, 31-35) as well as pro-Peter
polemic (Matt. 16:18-19) and anti-Peter
polemic (Mark's story of his denials of
Christ, hardly neutral material) '71
followed by the denial narratives of all
the gospels; contrast the milder
Johannine shadowing of Peter in favor of



the Beloved Disciple.72 A James versus
Peter conflict 1s as plausible a Sitz-
imLeben for such materials as any.

Fourth, Fuller observes that for the
compiler of the 1 Corinthians 15 list
(whom he thinks to be Paul himself) the
relation  between  these  various
appearances was a strictly chronological
one, the order of which was verifi-
able.73 This calls for two responses. To
begin with, there is no question that the
Etta ... .t[ctta structure of the list as it
now stands implies temporal sequence;
but this may simply be the gratuitous
assumption of the redactor of the list.

Second, Fuller's own assumption
(shared by O'Collins, von



Campenhausen, and others)74 that Paul
himself compiled the list on the basis of
extensive interviewing of the principal
players 1s a fanciful piece of
historicization. To realize just how
fanciful it 1s, one need only read
Bishop's "The Risen Christ and the Five
Hundred Brethren,-75 which makes
explicit the dubious scenario implicit in
all such suggestions: Paul taking the
role, usually assigned Luke, as a pilgrim
to the Holy Land seeking out various
living saints willing to reminisce about
the great days of old when angels
whispered in one's ear and dead men
tapped one on the shoulder.

Conzelmann and Kummel add the



argument against Harnack's view that
there seems to be no polemical edge or
tone discernible in either of the
supposed rival credential-formulae.76
But this is far from certain, as I hope to
show.

Many scholars exercise themselves
over the meaning of the "all" in "all the
apostles" (v. 7). Many think the
reference is to the larger group of
missionaries, including, for example,
such persons as Andronicus and Junia,
aswell as the narrower circle of the
Twelve.77 Schmithals thinks "all the
apostles" excludes the Twelve, since the
latter were not regarded as apostles until
the second century when Luke melded



the two categories together.78 In all this
there would indeed be no polemic. But
what if, as Winter suggests, "all the
apostles" means to exclude James but to
include Peter and the rest of the Twelve?
Then the sense would plausibly be
construed as a polemical counter to the
"Cephas, then to the Twelve" formula.
The point would be that the Risen Christ
appeared first to James, and only then to
the apostles, including Peter. Not Peter
first, followed by his colleagues, but
rather James first, followed by Peter and
the rest.'9 Seen this way, it becomes
obvious that the James formula is the
later of the two, since its very wording
presupposes the Cephas formula.



Ludemann sees this: "The formula in 1
Cor. 15:7 grew out of the fact that
disciples of James claimed for their
leader the primacy that Peter enjoyed by
virtue of having received the initial
resurrection appearance. To support his
claim they constructed the formula of
15:7, patterned after that of 15:5.""0 But,
as we will see, Ludemann explains "all
the apostles" in a different and, I think,
unsatisfying way.

In his commentary on 1 Corinthians,
Gordon Fee rejects the Harnack theory
simply by reference to Schmithals's
"refutation" of Harnack." But here is all
Schmithals has to say on the subject:



I do not consider correct the thesis
about the two primitive
communities, nor am [ able to
persuade myself that Peter and
James were rivals in Jerusalem. In
the first place, I do not believe that
one could have attempted in the
earliest times to set James up as the
first witness of the resurrection in
place of Peter. In I Cor. 15:6-7
itself, however, there appears no
clue for the assertion that here a
rival tradition to vs. 5 is employed.
These verses rather exclude any
such assumption." (italics added)

While it is evident that Schmithals,
like Fee, disdains Harnack's theory, his



words just quoted can hardly be called
refutation, being merely sentiments of
distaste and incredulity. One suspects
that Schmithals's antipathy toward the
Harnack hypothesis is occasioned by
Harnack's equation of "the Twelve" in
verse 5 and "the apostles" in verse 7.
Schmithals, of course, has argued
persuasively that these two groups are
not connected/conflated until the late
Luke-Acts. One pillar of his theory is
that this connection is made nowhere in
earlier New  Testament material,
including Paul, who always keeps the
Twelve and the apostles separate. To
accept Harnack's argument here would
seem to force Schmithals to admit that
Paul (or whoever framed the list) had



already equated the Twelve and the
apostles.

But the solution to Schmithals's plight
is a simple one: the list with its equation
of the Twelve and the apostles is ipso
facto shown to be not only post-Pauline,
but even post-Lukan, since the list takes
the conflation for granted. Could there
still have been sectarian strife between
the Peter and James factions this late?
Indeed there was, as is shown by late
apocrypha like the Letter of Peter to
James, which subordinates the former to
the latter, as well as by the preferential
treatment given to James the just over
Peter inthe Gospel according to the
Hebrews, where we read that, unlike



Peter, the stalwart James maintained his
faith without wavering until Easter
morning.

Ludemann, too, 1is plunged into
confusion by his early dating of the list.
While he  accepts  Schmithals's
disentangling of the Twelve and the
apostles, he yet maintains that already
for Paul the phrase "all the apostles"
included the Twelve within a larger
group.83 He could hold consistently to
Schmithals's excellent schema if he
would only recognize the late character
of the list. Dodd, while apparently
innocent of such wrangling, admits that
Harnack's  suggestion has  "some
plausibility,"84  while Winter and



Ludemann accept it wholeheartedly,85
as does Stauffer,86 showing how
Harnack's proposed Sitz-im-Leben fits
in well with what else can be surmised
about factional polemics within Jewish
Christianity of the first and second
centuries. Again Dodd: "But in that case
we must certainly take it that the two
lists had beencombined before the
formula was transmitted to Paul,"87 1.e.,
before itreached the form in which it
appears in 1 Corinthians 15.

The trouble is, can we really allow the
presumably long process of sectarian
evolution, factional polemics, and
tradition-formation that must lie behind
the rival formulas-already by the time of



Paul? As Patterson observes, "[T}he
50's CE is a little early for apostolic
authority to have exercised an
overwhelming power in shaping the
tradition."88 And since the conflation of
the two formulas must be a catholicizing
measure,89 it  must  have come
significantly later than the now-cooling
sectarian infighting it presupposes.
Grass is on the right track here: The
harmonization of competing traditions is
the affair of a later generation. "A writer
who stands far distant from the events
does such a thing, but not a person who,
like Paul, has an immediate relationship
with the persons and events."90 What he
does notsee, however, is that the
harmonizing conflation was not Paul's



idea. On the assumption that Paul wrote
it, there wouldn't have been enough time,
so Grass 1s sent searching for some other
exegesis. But if this bit of tradition
postdates Paul then there would seem to
be plenty of the time required for it to
serve the catholicizing purpose Grass
rejects. Whereas Grass dismisses the
notion of a catholicizing harmonization
because of its incompatibility with
Pauline authorship, I regard the opposite
course to be the better: since the
harmonization of the two lists is
apparent, why not rather concede that its
redactor was an "early catholic" like
Luke, not a man of the age of Paul? And
scarcely Paul himself.



THE RECOLLECTIONS
OF AN EYEWITNESS?

I submit that even if the postapostolic
character of the James material were not
apparent, we would still be able to
recognize the spurious character of the
whole tradition from one simple but
neglected fact. If the author of this
passage were himself an eyewitness of
the resurrection, why would he seek to
buttress  his claims by appeal to a
thirdhand list of appearances formulated
by others and delivered to him? Had he
forgotten the appearance he himself had
seen?



We are faced by a similar problem in
the case of the old claim for the
apostolic authorship of the (so-called)
Gospel of Matthew. All scholars now
admit that the author of this gospel
simply cannot have been an eyewitness
of the ministry of Jesus, since he
employs secondary sources (Mark and
Q) , themselves patchworks of well-
worn fragments. It is just inconceivable
thatan eyewitness apostle would not
have depended wupon his own
recollections. This gospel was not
penned by the disciple Matthew.

As an ostensible Pauline addition,
verse 8 is even more embarrassing to the
notion of Pauline authorship, and for the



same reason. For all we have init is the
bare assertion that there was an
appearance to Paul. Would not a genuine
eyewitness of the resurrection of Jesus
Christ have had more to say about it
once the subject had come up? Luke
certainly thought so, as he does not tire
of having Paul describe in impressive
detail what the Risen Christ said to him
(Acts 22.6-11; 26.12-18). While these
accounts are in fact Lukan creations, my
point 1s that they illustrate the
naturalness of the assumption that an
actual eyewitness of the Risen Christ
would hardly be as tight-lipped on the
subject as "Paul" is in 1 Corinthians
15:8. In 2 Corinthians 12:1-10, Paul
declares himself reticent to share his



heavenlyrevelations-but this very
statement is found in the middle of a
miniature apocalypse that is hardly
unspectacular in itself!

The problem becomes particularly
acute with Vielhauer's discussion of the
passage.9' According to his
interpretation of the whole epistle,
particularly 1:10-4:7 and chapter 9, Paul
is fighting against claims for Petrine
primacy being circulated in Corinth by
the Cephas party. He aims everywhere
to assert his own equality (and that of
Apollos) with Cephas. If this is the case,
however, when he turns to the topic of
the resurrection in chapter 15, why
would he risk losing all he has thus far



built by introducing a formula which
draws special attention to the primacy of
Cephas as the first witness of the
resurrection? Surely it would have been
much more natural for Paul to pass over
this inconvenient fact in silence. If he
had wanted to begin his discussion by
reaffirming the resurrection of Jesus,
why would he not rather appeal to his
own recollections, which certainly must
have been more vivid, not to mention
safer?

One might reply that Paul needed to
cite the formula in order to underscore
the ecumenical character of the
resurrection preaching since he was
attempting to reason with all the



Corinthian  factions, including the
Cephas party, and he dared not leave
anyone out. But as Vielhauer himself
admits, there is no reason to assign the
specific Corinthian problems to any of
the various apostle-boosting parties in
particular.92 Paul would need to call
Cephasas a witness (by citing the
formula) only if the Cephas party denied
the resurrection, and there is no reason
to think they did.

Verse 8, like the whole passage, is no
more the work of the Apostle Paul,
eyewitness to the Risen One, than the
Gospel of Matthew 1s the work of one of
Jesus' disciples. On the other hand,
seeing that the whole is post-Pauline,



verse 8 might originally have formed
part of the formula if it mentioned Paul
in the third person: "Last of all he
appeared to Paul." The "last of all" does
fit well as the conclusion of a series of
clauses beginning with "Then .... then. . .
, then...... Scholars have omitted verse 8
from the Ilist only becauseit was
naturally hard to imagine that Paul's own
Christophany formed partof a list
repeated to Paul by his predecessors.
But if the list is a late, catholicizing
fragment it might well have mentioned
Paul.

A CONTEXT FORTH E
LIST: VERSES 3, 9-11



The third-person reference would have
been changed to the first person by a
Paulinist who set it into the context of
verses 3 and 9-11. These verses are
themselves an interpolation into the
argument which once flowed smoothly
from verse 2 to verse 12. They are part
of an apologia for Paul made by a spirit
kindred to the writer of the Pastorals.
The writer wished to vindicate Paul's
controversial heresy-tinged apostolate in
the eyes of his fellow "early catholics"
by doing what Luke did at about the
same time: assimilating Paul to the
Twelve and James. As van Manen noted,
verse lob clearly looks back in history
from a distant perspective from which



one is able to estimate the sum of the
labors of all the apostles, a time when
their labors are long past.93

In verse 8, the xapoi means not "also
me," but rather "even me," because the
point is that Christ in his grace
condescended to appear even to the
chief of sinners (cf. 1 Tim. 1:15-16).
The Pauline apologist altered the
Flaukco of the original text of the list to
xapoi when he changed the thirdperson
reference to a first-person one, in order
to tie it in more securely.

Originally 15:12 followed
immediately on verses 1-2. It read,
"Now Iwould remind you, brethren, in



what terms I preached to you the gospel,
which you received, in which you stand,
by which you are saved, if you hold it
fast-unless you believed in vain. But if
Christ is preached as raised from the
dead, how can some of you say there is
no resurrection of the dead?"

To translate 8e in verse 12 as "Now"
is to imply a taking stock after the
exposition of verses 3-11. But we may
just as easily translate it "But," implying
a direct contrast with verse 2. Then the
idea would be: This gospelas I
preached it is your salvation-unless of
course it was all a big mistake! But you
are saying it was a mistake since you are
denying the resurrection of Christ!



THE FRAGMENT
INTERPOLATED

I have already suggested that the original
list was set into the context of an
apologetic for Paul, resulting in the
fragment we find in verses 3-11.
Presumably there was more to this
document than now appears, but what
remains was preserved by being set into
the larger context of chapter 15, where it
does not really fit. Several scholars have
noted an odd lack of continuity between
the pericope of verses 3-11 and the rest
of the chapter:

I can understand the text only as an



attempt to make the resurrection of
Christ credible as an objective
historical fact. And I see only that
Paul is betrayed by his apologetic
into contradicting himself. For what
Paul says in vv. 20-22 of the death
and resurrection of Christ cannot be
said of an objective historical fact.
(Bultmann)94

[Vv. 3-5 are] a formula which seems
to have little influence on the rest of
the chapter. (C. F. Evans)95

Chap. 15 is a self-contained treatise
on the resurrection of the dead,
[although} it is only from v 12
onward that this topic becomes plain



to the reader.... Up to this point one
is rather inclined to expect an
expositionon the tradition of the
apostolate. (Conzelmann)96

[The interpretation of the formula as
apostolic  credentials, otherwise
plausible, is to be rejected because: ]
It nowhere appears from the context
that Paul is seeking to legitimize his
apostolic status, as is often argued.
The context shows Paul reacting to a

false idea of resurrection among the
Corinthians. (Schillebeeckx)»

In all these cases the exegete is
surprised at the apparent lack of
congruity between the formula and the



argument of the rest of the chapter. The
most probable solution, however, is
simply that verses 3-11 constitute an
interpolation. 98

Why would anyone have made such an
interpolation? A scribe felt he could
strengthen the argument of the chapter as
a whole by prefacing it witha list of
"evidences for the resurrection." In
short, he was no longer interested in (or
even aware of) the original function of
the list as apostolic credentials. That
was all a dead issue. No one any longer
disputed the authority of any of the great
apostolic names, who were all regarded
only as sainted figures of the past. He
could take the authority of the lot for



granted. In his day, by contrast, debates
concerned who had the right to appeal to
the apostles as a whole. He and the
hated Gnostics alike claimed the whole
apostolic college. So instead he saw the
value of the list solely as a piece of
apologetics for the historical
resurrection. And it was this scribe, I
suggest, who also interpolated the
reference to the 500 brethren, a clearly
apologetic intrusion, as we have seen.
Why did he not trim the now-extraneous
verses 9-10?7 He simply overshot the
mark, as when the Fourth Evangelist
drew John 13:16 from a list of mission
instructions much like Matthew chapter
10, where the same saying occurs (Matt.
10:24), and retained the now-pointless



John 13:20 along with it (cf. Matt.
10:40).

On my view, then, Wilckens correctly
discerned the intent of the orig inal list
and of its use by an advocate of Paul's
apostolate, while Bultmannjust as
correctly detected the intention of the
scribal interpolator of verses 3-11 into
chapter 15 and of verse 6 into the list.
Wilckens and Bultmann were both right.
The trouble lay in their assumption that
the whole text was a Pauline unity.

RECENT CRITERIA

By way of conclusion, though I have
sought to argue my case in terms of its



own logic, I would like to measure my
results against a set of criteria for
pinpointing interpolations compiled by
Winsome Munro from her own work as
well as that of P. N. Harrison, William
O. Walker Jr., Robert T. Fortna, and
others.99

First, I freely admit the lack of direct
textual evidence. There are no extant
copies of 1 Corinthians which lack my
passage. While the presence of such
texts would greatly strengthen my
argument, the lack of them does not
stultify it. There simply are no texts at
all for the period in which I suggest the
interpolation occurred. With Walker,



however, [ believe the prima facie
likelihood 1s that many interpolations
occurred in those early days,100 on
analogy with the subsequent, traceable
textual tradition, as well as with the
cases of other interpolated, expanded,
and redacted canonical and
noncanonical texts.101

Second, as for perceived disparities
between the ideologies of the supposed
interpolation and its context, I have
already sought to demonstrate that the
tendencies of the passage, both the
catholicizing  apologetic and the
Jacobean-Petrine polemics, are either
alien to Paul or anachronistic for him.



Third, though stylistic and linguistic
differences, often a sign of interpolation,
appear in the text, they are not pivotal
for my argument, since they could just as
easily denote pre-Pauline tradition taken
over by the apostle.

Fourth, as I have indicated, it is not
rare to find scholars remarking on the 1ll
fit of the passage in its present context,
as Munro suggests we ought to expect in
the case of an interpolation. 1 have
suggested that the argument flows better
without this piece of text.

Fifth, Munro notes that the case for an
interpolation is strengthened if we can
show its dependence on an allied body



of literature otherwise known to be later
in time than the text we believe to have
suffered interpolation. In her own work,
Authority in Paul and Peter, she connects
the Pastoral Stratum with the Pastoral
Epistles. I have argued not for direct
dependence but for relatedness of
themes and concerns with later polemics
and traditions on display in works like
the Gospel according to the Hebrews,
the Epistle of Peter to James, and Luke-
Acts. These factors would also seem to
satisfy Munro's sixth criterion, that of
literary or historical coherence with a
later period thanthat of the host
document.

Seventh, as to external attestation,



though snippets of my passage (including
few if any of the '"appearance"
statements, interestingly) appear here
and there in Patristic sources, these
citations are indecisive, since writers
like Tertullian and Irenaeus are too late
to make any difference, while in my
view the date and genuineness of 1
Clement and the Ignatian corpus are
open questions.

The eighth criterion is that of indirect
textual evidence, minor variations
between different texts all containing the
body of the disputed passage.102 Fee
notes that a few textual witnesses
(Marcion, b, and Ambrosiaster) lack
"what I also received" in verse 3.103



Perhaps a few scribes sought to
harmonize 1 Corinthians with Galatians
by omitting the words; or else most
scribes sought by adding them to
subordinate Paul to the Twelve.

Ninth and last, I have provided a
plausible explanation for the motivation
of the interpolations, both of the list into
the apologetic fragment, and of the
fragment into 1 Corinthians 15. The first
sought to homogenize Paul and the other
apostolic worthies, while the second
sought to buttress the argument for the
resurrection by adding a passage listing
eyewitnesses to it.

Though, as Munro says, the weighing



of the evidence and of the various
criteria must be left to the judgment of
each scholar, 1 venture to say that the
emergent hypothesis, while it can in the
nature of the case never be more than an
unverifiable speculation, can claim a
significant degree of plausibility as one
among many options for making sense of
the passage.

APPENDIX: WILLIAM
LANE CRAIG'S
CRITIQUE

In a public debate on the resurrection in
the New Testament,104 apologist
William Lane Craig offered several



criticisms of the foregoing article, and it
seems worthwhile answering the
strongest of them here. I will leave aside
a few minor points such as Craig's
refusal to countenance the notions that
there ever were any power struggles
between James and Peter factions, or
that authority in the early Christian
movement was based on claims to have
been vouchsafed an appearance of the
Risen Lord. These points seem to me too
well established in contemporary New
Testament  scholarship to  need
reiteration here. | want to address what
Craig calls the "internal evidence"
whichhe says "strongly supports
authenticity" for 1 Corinthians 15:3-11.



Craig contends that "1 Corinthians
15:1 wouldn't make sense if verses 3-11
were an interpolation: Paul would not be
‘making known to you the gospel that
[he] preached to [them],"' i.e., without
the formula set forth in verses 3-5. But |
think he would. The making known, or
reminder, as some translate it, is implicit
(even explicit) in verse 12, which I take
as the original immediate continuation of
verse 2: "If Christ is preached, that he
has been raised from the dead." (The 8E
obviously comes from the interpolator).

"Moreover, the first person plural
pronouns in verses 12-15 (like 'our
preaching is in vain' and 'we are found
to be misrepresenting Christ') refer back



to the apostles in verses 9-11, so that if
we say these verses are an interpolation,
these pronouns would have no
antecedents." But 1 Corinthians abounds
in abrupt, unconscious transitions
between "I" (Paul) (4:15) and "we"-
purely formal, albeit inconsistent,
inclusions of his colleagues Sosthenes
(1:1), Apollos (3:6-9), Barnabas (9:5-
6), or the apostles generally (1:23; 2:13;
4:9-10). Note the rapid switch in 9:3-4:
"My answer to them who examine me is
this: Have we not authority to eat and
drink?"

"Moreover," Craig observes, "when
Paul says ‘Christ is preached as raised
from the dead' [verse 121, that refers



back to verse 11, 'so we preached and
so you believed.' Dr. Price might say,
'No, it refers back to verse 1, where
Paul says, "I preached to you the gospel.'
But here's where English translations
can be misleading. In Greek this is a
totally different verb than the verb in
verse 12. Verse 12 matches the verb in
verse 11, and that is the gospel Paul
refers to in verse 12." I do not see the
problem here at all. There is such a thing
as a synonym, after all, and it is hard to
see why it should present more of a
problem for x11lpv66E'tat in verse 12 to
follow up r vayyEXtaadilv inverse 1
than for 1 pv66opev in verse 11 to do so.

"Moreover, this past perfect form of



the Greek verb, 'he has been raised,' is a
non-Pauline verb. It is found nowhere
else in the Pauline corpus. Where does it
come from? It refers back to verse 4, 'he
was raised,' quoted from the tradition
Paul received." My initial response here
is the standard one apologists like to
offer when confronted with evidence of
anomalous vocabulary: it is the context,
unusual for Paul, that requires the
unusual verb form. Usually we find him
proclaiming the resurrection, saying
things like "God raised him from the
dead" (Romans 10:9), or "{Jesus}
whom he raised from the dead" (1
Thess. 1:10) or "Jesus died and rose
again" (1 Thess. 4:14), simple pasts. But
in 1 Corinthians 15 we hear Paul



occupied not with proclamation but with
theology, reflection on what has
transpired. In Paul's mind is the one-two
punch of the resurrection: "every man in
his own order: Christ the firstfruits,
afterward they that are Christ's at his
coming" (1 Cor. 15:23). The use of the
perfect tense in verses 12 and 13 refers
to the "holding pattern" in which the
ages, for Paul, are momentarily locked.
The first stage has occurred, because
Christ has been raised. We await the
second, because we have not yet joined
him in the end-time resurrection. He
wouldn't have to put it this way, but it
makes good sense that he does. Thus I
see no necessary allusion back to I



Corinthians 15:4 at all. Furthermore, on
Craig's reading, we would face a whole
new difficulty. Why should the form "has
been raised" be so rare inPaul if he
derived it from the ecumenical formula
of 1 Corinthians 15:3ff.? If we regard
verses 3-11 as authentically Pauline we
would have to expect a wide use of the
formula by Paul in his gospel preaching,
and surely some ofthat would have
worn off on his usage in the epistles. But
by Craig's own account, the verb form is
rare in Paul. This 1s quite odd if Paul
really wrote verses 3-11, quoting a
venerable preaching formula he himself
shared with the other apostles.

The logic of the chapter requires the



authenticity of these verses. Paul
presents a syllogism:

(1) If the dead are not raised, Christ
has not been raised.

(2) Christ has been raised.

(3) Therefore, the dead are raised
and the Corinthians are wrong.

The evidence for the second premise
is all of the evidence for the
resurrection appearances in verses
3-8. If you leave these out, then you
emasculate Paul's evidence for his
second premise. By omitting these
verses you destroy the logic of this



chapter.

But we may ask if Craig has correctly
captured the logic of the chapter. It
seems to me, for one thing, that Craig has
conflated two embryonic syllogisms.
First,

(1) The dead are not raised.
(2) Christ died.

(3) Christ has not been raised.
Second,

(1) Christ died.

(2) Christ has been raised.



(3) The dead may rise.

The first is a deductive argument, the
second an inductive. But there 1s no need
for evidence for the inductive argument,
since Paul manifestly assumes the
Corinthians already share with him the
belief in Christ's resurrection: "If Christ
has not been raised, then our preaching
is in vain and your faith is in vain"
(verse 14). The preaching of Paul and
the Corinthians' acceptance of it are
alike falsified if Christ has not been
raised, because his preaching and their
faith are the same: they agree with him
on this point. Thus the force of his first
"syllogism," that of a reductio ad



absurdum. Paul thinks the Corinthians
are inconsistent in that they believe
Christ has been raised from the dead yet
refuse to acknowledge that believers
will be resurrected, too. Their unbeliet
regarding eschatological resurrection
seems to Paul to stem from a Sadducee-
like skepticism about the whole idea of
resurrection ("Why should it be
considered incredible among you people
for God to raise the dead?" Acts 26:8),
and yet they believe the resurrection
kerygma in the case of Christ. Well, of
course, Paul 1s ill-informed or confused
about the views of the Corinthians who
more likely hold, a la Colossians 3:1,
thatthe resurrection has occurred
already in baptism, and that there will be



immortality; it just won't involve the
resurrection of the physical husk-a view
he seems to share (1 Cor. 15:42-44). So
the resurrection of Jesus is not even at
issue in 1 Corinthians 15. "Evidence for
the resurrection" is way out of place
there, as Bultmann and others I have
quoted observed.

Finally, Craig thinks he can harmonize
the appearance to the 500 brethren with
the seeming silence of the gospels on the
matter by suggesting that the appearance
to the multitude took place in Galilee, as
if that would for some reason disqualify
it But then so did Matthew's
mountaintop epiphany in Matthew
28:16ff., not to mention John's



appearance by the Sea of Tiberias (John
21), and in any case it is not clear why
the gospels should be uninterested in
Galilean appearances. On second
thought, Craig suggests the Matthew 28
scene might have been the appearance to
the 500. But thenthis "detail" would
certainly be an odd one for Matthew to
omit, never mind that there 1s no
question of a traditional Easter story
here anyway. Matthew has simply built
an almost-story onto Mark's abortive
note (Mark 16:7) thatthe Risen Christ
would have been there to meet Peter and
his brethren in Galilee had they known
to show up. Getting ahead of himself,
Matthew refers in passing to some
unnarrated command to go to a particular



mountain. Which one? Why, the one
Jesus is always climbing in this gospel:
the mountain of revelation, the Axis
Mundi from whence proceedeth all
revelation. Trying for some effect like
Luke 24:3643, where the disciples at
first do not believe their eyes, then have
their doubts yield to adoring worship,
Matthew instead merely coughs up an
unsorted lot of the requisite story
elements: "seeing him, they worshipped
him, but they doubted" (28:17). And the
words of Jesus to the disciples are pure
Matthean composition. The only way to
find five hundred disciples on stage here
is if the playwright, Matthew himself, so
stipulated 1t, and he did not. Matthew



was not recounting a story he had heard
(in which case he might conceivably
have left out the juiciest detail of all);
rather, he is making it up as he goes
along. And in the latter case, it makes no
sense at all to find in his story a detail he
does not put there.
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THE SPIRITUAL
BODY
OF CHRIST AND
THE
LEGEND OF THE
EMPTY TOMB

RICHARD C. CARRIER

PART I: THE SPIRITUAL
BODY OF CHRIST

1. INTRODUCTION



hristianity probably began, and
was taken up and preached by Paul the
Apostle, with a different idea of the
resurrection than is claimed today. The
evidence suggests the first Christians, at
least up to and including Paul, thought
Christ's "soul" was taken up to heaven
and clothed in a new body, after leaving
his old body in the grave forever. The
subsequent story, that Jesus actually
walked out of the grave with the same
body that went into it, leaving an empty
tomb to astonish all, was probably a
legend that developed over the course of



the first century, beginning with a
metaphorical "empty tomb" in the
Gospel of Mark, most likely written
after Paul's death. By the end of the first
century the Christian faction that would
win total power three centuries later,
and thus alone preserve its writings for
posterity, had come to believe in the
literal truth of the ensuing legend,
forgetting or repudiating the original
doctrine of Paul.

If this theory of events is correct, then
the Christian religion did not begin with
an empty tomb or physical encounters
with the risen Christ. Rather, it began
with visions, dreams, and interpretations



of scripture and, possibly, things Jesus
was believed to have said, which all
converged to inspire a beliefthat
Christ's being had ascended to heaven
and been granted, in advance of
everyone, that new glorious body of the
promised resurrection. There could not
have been any physical evidence to back
up this claim, which is why none is ever
mentioned by Paul or indeed in any of
the epistles. It had to be taken on faith.
At most, one could be persuaded to
believe it through an analysis of
scripture, and the sworn testimony of
men like Paul who claimed to have
encountered the risen Jesus in a spiritual
epiphany. This makes the most sense of
the fact that these two things are the only



evidence Paul ever appeals to in
persuading  his fellow Christians to
remain in the fold. It also makes more
sense of the exact language Paul
employs, and of certain peculiarities in
the Gospel tradition itself.

So I have two points to prove: first,
that the original Christian belief
probably involved a two-body doctrine
of the resurrection, where the identity of
Jesus was believed to have left one body
to enter another; and second, that the
subsequent Gospel accounts,
polemically emphasizing a physical
raising of a flesh-and-blood corpse,
probably  represent a  legendary
development from that original belief.



Before proceeding to a demonstration of
these points, two qualifications are
necessary. First, the view 1 will defend
in this chapter is compatible with both
historicist and ahistoricist
interpretations  of'the life of Jesus.
Whether there was ever a real Jesus or
an earthly ministry, whether there was
really a charismatic Jew of that name
executed by Pilate and buried on earth,
does not matter for my analysis, though
for simplicity's sake I will assume this
as the more probable hypothesis.'
Second, and more importantly, I am not
saying the resurrected Christ was
believed to be a 'disembodied spirit,' or
that his resurrection was just an ‘idea’
(as in "he i1s still with us in spirit"). To



the contrary, I argue that he was
believed to have received a new, more
glorious body, one not made of flesh and
blood but of the stuff of the stars, that his
soul or identity left its old body on earth
and was given another in heaven.' So the
earliest Christians would have believed
Christ had really been raised, and raised
bodily, even as his earthly body
continued to rot in its tomb. I will also
argue that the claim that his tomb was
empty, and his corpse missing, arose a
generation or two later.3 But in the
original belief, the entombed body was a
mere husk: the true identity or soul of
Christ resided elsewhere, in a new
celestial body, just like the one the



faithful would all receive at the end of
the age, when they, too, would be
whisked up into the sky to live with
God, where no flesh can go.

2. THE HEADY DAYS OF
JEWISH DIVERSITY

I must first demonstrate that such a novel
idea as a two-body doctrine was
plausible in early Judaism, of which
Christianity was a new sect, not a
distinct religion' If my theory is correct,
such a belief must have been attractive
to at least some Jews of the day. Yet it is
a common sentiment among modern
defenders of Christ's resurrection 'in the
flesh' that the Jews of the early first



century were somehow too monolithic
and closed-minded to invent or
introduce any novel ideas. Perhaps the
inherently racist nature of such a claim
escapes them. But a typical example
comes from J. A. T. Robinson, who says
"1t would have been inconceivable for a
Jew to think of resurrection except in
bodily terms.... The notion that a man
might be “spiritually’ raised while his
body lay on in the tomb, would have
seemed to the Jew an absurdity."5 Other
examples include Oscar Cullmann, who
argues that, for Jews, "the death of the
body is also destruction of God-created
life" such that the condition of
disembodied souls "cannot be described



as life" in their view. 6 Or Anthony
Harvey: "There is no evidence that the
Greek conception of survival in the form
of a disembodied soul ever penetrated
the Jewish mentality." Or Edward
Bode: "Jewish mentality would never
have accepted a division of two bodies,

one in the tomb and another in a risen
life."

All this 1s, of course, ridiculous.
Already in the Old Testament the idea of
a disembodied life separate from one's
body is well-established.9 And at least
one Jewish text imagines two bodies for
Moses, one in a grave and onein
heaven, claiming that "when Moses was



taken up to heaven, Joshua saw him
twice: one Moses with the angels, and
one on the mountains, honored with
burial in the ravines."10 The commonly
touted idea that the Jews only believed
in an "all-at-once" resurrection, and not
a resurrection in stages, is also false-
even conservative Jews believed Adam
would be raised first (and, as we shall
see, early Christians saw Jesus as the
eschatological Adam). 11 Moreover, it
was precisely in the early first century
that Judaism was at its most diverse,
with numerous sects, many with a wildly
different theology, proving the Jews
were quite capable and completely
willing to invent or introduce all kinds
of novel ideas. There was no single



'Jewish' mindset. Rather, there was a
colorful continuum of ideologies, some
more clearly receptive of Hellenic and
Persian influences than others.12 There
was evendiversity and debate within
each sect. And when we examine the
evidence for these various branches of
Judaism, we find that the claims made by
apologists like Robinson are outright
false. As one leading expert puts it, they
assume "a unitary Jewish view which is
a pure fiction," for "the evidence
indicates that in the intertestamental
period there was no single Jewish
orthodoxy on the time, mode, and place
of resurrection, immortality," or "eternal
life." 13



He is right. We know the names of
what may be more than thirty Jewish
sects that competed for influence in the
time of Jesus. This is often obscured by
the fact that only one sect, a branch of
the Pharisees, who had always
dominated the courts and held the widest
influence, rose to sole dominance over
most of Palestine and the Diaspora after
the Jewish War (66-70 CE), and most
extant Judaica (such as the Mishnah,
Talmud, Midrash, etc.) derives from
only that sect. We thus cannot claim that
what such texts say represented the
opinion of all Jews before the war. We
know for a fact it very definitely did not.
Indeed, the Pharisees were the one sect
against which the Christian sect was



most opposed, and least like. 14 Yet
Robinson and his ilkderive their
absolutist notion of Jewish resurrection
dogma from the Pharisaic literature. It is
wildly inappropriate to attribute to the
original Christians ideas only found
advocated by their enemies. We should
look elsewhere for Christian affinities, if
we are to understand the origins of that
novel sect.

Here is a summary of the known sects
of pre-war Judaism:

The Pharisees held adamantly to a
belief in the literal resurrection of the
body, but also incorporated a Hellenic-
Babylonian astrology into their belief-



system.15 In contrast, the Sadducees
denied any kind of resurrection
altogether, denying even the existence of
spirits, angels, or souls, and they denied
the entire concept of fate in favor of a
doctrine of chance and free Will. 16 The
Scribes often mentioned in the Gospels
were also a distinct sect, closely allied
with the Pharisees but diverging from
them in certain ritual observances and
practices." There were also the
Hemerobaptists, the sect of John the
Baptist, which clung to the idea of a
baptismal ‘washing away' of sin. They
accepted resurrection of the body but
(Epiphanius claims) denied the existence
of spirits or angels." Then there were the
Nasaraeans, a Jewish sect so radical



they rejected the entire Torah, but
accepted the existence and authority of
the Patriarchs, relying on a different
written law.'9 There were the Ossaeans,
who also rejected the Torah, yet
worshipped their own heavenly Christ
figure even before Christians came
along, and defied Pharisaic legalism by
allowing members to escape persecution
by feigning idol worship if neces-
sary.20 Incredibly, there was even a sect
called the Herodians, who appear to
have believed Herod the Great was the
Christ.21 We also know of the
Therapeutae, a Jewish group who
developed a kind of New Age
monasticism in Egypt, treating the entire



Old Testament as symbolic allegory.22

Besides all those sects, we know of
the Bana'im, who had exceedingly strict
rules of cleanliness; the Hypsistarians,
who fused a pious Diaspora Yah-
wehism with a kind of star cult in the
Bosporus and Asia Minor; and the
Maghariya, a strict Jewish sect that
nevertheless adopted a kind of
protoManichaean view that God could
not have created something so base as
the material world and therefore an
interceding angel accomplished it at
God's behest, so that most of the Old
Testament refers to the activities of this
angel, not the one true God.13 We also
hear of sects called the Masbotheans and



the Galilaeans.24 It also appears that the
Qumran Sect was another variety of
Judaism all its own, rejecting every
other, and adopting a spiritual dualism
much akin to the Persian belief in a war
between forces of light and darkness.25

Samaritans were Jews, too, a fact
often overlooked.26 They simply
rejected the Mishnah (oral law) and the
legitimacy of the temple cult, as well as
every holy text except the Pentateuch, of
which they had their own version. Plus
they had a few texts of their own, such as
chronicles and liturgical writings. They,
too, had a developed Christology before
the rise of Christianity, centering on
Moses as the Christ, conceived as an



exalted heavenly savior and
intermediary between man and God. The
Samaritans were apparently splitinto
four sects, one of which (at least
according to Epiphanius) was the
Essenes.27 The others were the
Dositheans,28 the Sebuaeans,29 and the
Gorothenes.30 All of these, except
possibly the Dositheans, denied the
resurrection of the body but, unlike
Sadducees, accepted the existence of
spirits and angels. But they split on many
other issues, especially the dating of
festivals.31

That completes our survey of the rich
diversity of views within early first-
century Judaism. Thirty-two sects are



known by name, and at least four more
by description. There may be overlap,
some groups sharing multiple names, but
even at the most conservative we can
identify no less than ten clearly distinct
sects, some of which we know almost
nothing about. How many more might
there have been whose names were not
preserved? Buteven from those we
know something about, the first thing that
should be clear is that it is vain to argue
what Jews would or would not find
palatable in any variant of their faith. If
they could readily accept beliefs as
seemingly contrary to Judaism as we see
many sects did, then it is absurd to say
theywould not accept a two-body
resurrection doctrine. That would be far



less strange than rejecting the Torah,
crediting an angel with the creation,
worshipping Moses as Christ, permitting
obeisance to idols, practicing astrology,
accepting baptism as an atonement for
sins, rejecting a literal interpretation of
the scriptures, scorning the Jerusalem
Temple, believing Herod was the
Messiah, denying the existence of souls
or angels or spirits of any kind, or
denying the resurrection altogether.
Clearly, the Jews of that era were ready
and willing to believe a great many
things seemingly contrary to what we
think of Judaism today, things
diametrically opposed to what the
Pharisees held to be essential.



3. THE TWO-BODY
DOCTRINE IN PHILO AND
JOSEPHUS

This vast diversity in Jewish ideology
establishes the possibility, but the
existence of a two-body doctrine can be
demonstrated specifically. First, we
know the concept of a purely spiritual
‘salvation' (the soul lives forever in
paradise, or sometimes in hell, without a
body) was held by many Jews in the
time of Christ. This is proven directly by
Jubilees 23-25 and a redaction in 1
Enoch (92-105), as well as other Jewish
apocrypha.32 Even the Pharisees
conceived of souls separable from the



body that wait for the body to decay,
then go to heaven or hell, even raise
complaints with angels about where they
ended up, or hold conversations with the
living, all before the  general
Resurrection even happens.33 It is a
very small step to go from that to an idea
of the departed soul becoming or being
clothed in an entirely new body. And we
have indications of just such a view in
two prominent Jewish writers: Philo and
Josephus.

Philo says that "salvation" (soteria)
requires abandoning the body, "because
the body took its substance from the
earth, and is again dissolved into the



carth, as Moses 1s witness to when he
says You are earth, and to earth you will
return,"' citing Genesis 3:19 ("you are
dust, and to dust you shall return"), then
arguing that whatever is assembled must
be dissolved in the end.34 He concludes
with an admonition to his readers, "And
so depart fromthe earthly stuff that
surrounds you, escape, oh fellow, from
that abominable prison-house the
body!"35 Because some people, Philo
says, "make a truce with the body until
the end, and then are buried in it, like an
urn or coffin or whatever else you like to
call it," but if any portion of their soul
remains virtuous at death, that portion
will be saved from oblivion, while
everything corruptible (the body, and



any part of the soul tainted by, or still
clinging to the body) rots away.36
Indeed, even living bodies Philo calls
"corpses," since they are already dead,
because only the soul can aspire to
life.37 Hence "the wise man does not
seek a grave, for the body is already the
grave of the soul, in which it is buried as
if in a grave." Instead, the wise man only
seeks "possession" of this grave of the
body, to be master over it while he lives
on earth.38

In the end, the body, according to
Philo, will dissolve into the four
elements of which it was made, "but the
mental and celestial species of the soul
will depart into the purest ether," which



he says is a fifth substance superior to
the other four of which the body is made,
and this “ether' is the stuff of which "the
stars and the whole of heaven" are made,
as well as the human soul.39 And so "the
mind 1s released from its evil bond, the
body," and "goes forth and exchanges its
state not only for salvation and freedom
but also" for possessions like virtue and
wisdom.'t0 In fact, because of its
"incorruptibility" the soul:

Removes its habitation from the
mortal body and returns as if to the
mother-city, from which it originally
moved its habitation to this place.
For when it is said to a dying person
"Thou shalt go to thy fathers," what



else is this than to represent another
life without the body, which only the
soul of the wise man ought to live?
41

For does not every wise soul live
like an immigrant and sojourner in
this mortal body, having (as its real)
dwelling-place and country the most
pure substance of heaven, from
which (our) nature migrated to this
(place) by a law of necessity?42

In accord with this, Philo regards angels
as "mental souls," pure minds, which are
‘'wholly' incorporeal'43 yet whose
"substance" 1is "spiritual." Because of
this, they can take the "form" of men to



procreate with women.44 So, although
‘bodiless,' they still have substance, and
thus in a sense a different kind of "body.'

We see here that one prominent Jewish
intellectual, who lived at the very same
time as Jesus and Paul, believed in a
purely spiritual salvation, rejecting any
idea that the body would ever be raised
or live forever. And his view comes
very close to a two-body doctrine-for it
can be described that way: the soul is in
effect its own body, made of "ether,' but
at birth this body is sent into the earthly
body that is subject to death and decay.
Then, atdeath, if a man has been
sufficiently virtuous (by living in the
Law of God), this ‘soulish’ body will be



disentangled from the fleshly body and
ascend to heaven to eternal life. The
idea of the afterlife being an eternal
spiritual abode in heaven with God and
his angels, rather than on earth, is found
1 nPhilo and some Essene or other
Jewish apocrypha.45 And since heaven
w as celestial, anyone who lived there
had to be celestial, too, leaving behind
all earthly substance.

This view is very similar to what
Josephus reports to be held by some
Essene sects. On the Essenes he writes:

For this particular doctrine is strong
among them: bodies are subject to
corruption and their material is not



permanent, but souls are immortal
a n d persist forever. Descending
from the thinnest ether they are
merged withbodies just like
prisons, having been drawn down by
some natural spell. But whenever
they are released from the bonds of
the flesh, as if released from a long

slavery, then they rejoice and are
carried skyward.46

The language here is very similar to
Philo's, who exhibits a strong admiration
for the Essenes, and a similar sect he
calls the Therapeutae, so the similarity
in soteriology is perhaps thus explained.
This also permits the safe conclusion



that the Essene sect that Josephus
describes believed in a system of
salvation similar to Philo's, and may
have conceived of a two-body doctrine.

And so it is that we can also find in
Josephus-who claims to have beena
Pharisee himself-a fusion between the
Philonic and the later Rabbinic theology
of bodily resurrection, in an explicit
formulation of a two-body doctrine.
"The Pharisees say," according to him,
that "though every soul is incorruptible,
only that of good men crosses over into
another body, while that of bad men is
punished by eternal retribution."47
Josephus could not be any clearer: he
says that in the resurrection our soul will



"

"cross over" (metabainein) into "a
different body" (eis heteron soma).
Though such an idea would be
suppressed in later Rabbinic thought, it
is clear here that some Pharisees in the
first century believed in a two-body
doctrine of the resurrection. Josephus
certainly did.

In his own speech to his colleagues
against suicide, Josephus asserts his
personal view of the resurrection:

The bodies of all men are indeed
mortal, and are created out of
corruptible matter, but the soul is
forever immortal, and is a part of
God that inhabits our bodies.... Don't



you know that those who exit this
life according to the law of nature,
and pay that debt received from
God, when he that gave it wants it
back again ... then the souls that
remain pure and obedient obtain
from God the holiest place in
heaven, and from there, after the
completion of the ages, they are
instead sent again into undefiled
bodies.48

Again, Josephus clearly asserts that in
the resurrection we will get new bodies,
not the same "corruptible" ones we once
had. The specific phrase is hagnois palin
antenoikizontai somasin. A hagnic object



is one that is "pure, chaste, holy," as in
unpolluted, or "undefiled," hence brand
new, pristine, while antenoikizo means
literally "insert instead," to introduce as
new inhabitants, from anti- (instead, in
the place of) and enoikizo (settle in,
inhabit). Such an unusual choice of
vocabulary conspires to emphasize the
point: mortal bodies die and perish, but
in the resurrection our souls will be
given new bodies to inhabit-presumably
better ones. Thus, Josephus says
elsewhere that for the righteous, "God
has granted that they be created again
andget a better life after the
revolution."49



It thus cannot be doubted that a two-
body doctrine was feasible and even
attractive to some first-century Jews,
even Pharisees. Besides Josephus,
consider the view of Rabbi Mari that
"Even the righteous are fated to be dust,
for it is written, ‘and the dust return to
the earth as it was,"' quoting
Ecclesiastes 12:7 ("the dust returns to
the earth as it was, and the spirit returns
to God who gave it"), reflecting very
closely what Josephus and Philo say.
This 1is ‘refuted' in the Talmud by a
legendary conversation with a dead man.
But the important thing is that Mari is not
a Sadducee (they get special attention in
a following passage), but one of the



quotable sages of the Pharisaic
tradition.50 Thus, there were Pharisees
besides Josephus who denied a
resurrection in the flesh. Since denial of
resurrection altogether would make Mari
a heretic, and he 1s clearly not treated as
such in the Talmud, we can infer that he
believedin a different kind of
resurrection, probably something like
that described by Philo or Josephus, as
we can see from the fact that Mari
quotes a passage in Ecclesiastes that
could support something akin to
“spiritual' resurrection.

4. PAUL AND THE PHARISEES

From the Rabbinical material we have



ample evidence of how at least one sect
of the Pharisees dealt with those who
doubted the resurrection.51 There are
three general types of attack that keep
recurring in the sources, requiring an
answer: those that challenge the claim
that the resurrection can be deduced
from scripture, those that challenge
whether God can even accomplish such
a thing, and those that challenge the idea
of resurrection with questions about
what form it will take.52 The first kind
of argument is answered with copious
citations and exegesis of biblical
passages. The second is answered with
analogies from observed facts. And the
third is answered with a clever



harmonizing of details in resurrection
doctrine. The first type of argument is
the most fre- quent.53 The second type is
exemplified by a passage in the Talmud:
"An emperor said to Rabban Gamaliel:
“You maintain that the dead will revive,
but they turn to dust, and can dust come
to life?"" The Rabbis answer him with
analogies involving claymolding and
glassmaking, then the spontaneous
generation of moles and snails, then with
an argument that the soul and body must
be reunited so they can be judged
together.54 In every case, the challenge
can only be answered by proving
resurrection possible with logical
argument and evidence from the natural



and human world.

It is the third type of argument that will
interest us most. There are several
important examples to explore. The
Talmud reports that someone asked "But
when they arise, shall they arise nude or
in their garments?" to which the Rabbis
replied "You may deduce" an answer
"by an a fortiori argument from a wheat
grain: if a grain of wheat, which is
buried naked, sprouts forthin many
robes, how much more so the righteous,
who are buried in their rai- ment!"55 But
the Pharisees debated this point, as we
see in a Midrash on Genesis: "Rabbi
Hezekiah maintained: Not as a man goes
does he come. Itis the view of the



Rabbis, however, that as a man goes so
will he come back," the question being
how the raised shall be clothed: with
what they are buried in, or with new
raiment.56 A different problem arises in
the Talmud, where Rabbi Lakish asks
how to reconcile two contradictory
passages: Jeremiah 31:8 ("I will gather
them ... with the blind and the lame, the
woman with child and her that travaileth
with child together") and Isaiah 35:6
("Then shall the lame man leap like a
deer, and the tongue of the dumb sing").
The answer: "They shall rise with their
defects and then be healed."57

A Midrash repeats the idea "as a
generation passes away so it comes" (at



the Resurrection), and applies it to this
problem of how the dead shall come
back:

If one dies lame or blind he comes
lame or blind, so that people shall
not say, "Those He allowed to die
are different from those He restored
to life." For it is written, "I kill and I
make alive." Having declared that
He performs the more difficult act,
He then declares that He performs
the easier act! For "I kill and I make
alive" 1s the harder act, so how
much more i1s it with the easier act,
viz. "I wound and I heal." But [the
meaning is]: I raise them [from the
grave]| with their blemishes ... then



will I  heal them  [after
Resurrection].58

The same solution is then applied in a
different way: "the distinction which
[God] made between the celestial
creatures and the terrestrial, viz. that the
former endure while the latter die, holds
good only in this world, but in the
Messianic future there will be no death
at all,"59 proving that this dichotomy,
expressed by Philo and Josephus, was
well known among the Pharisees, so
much so that they incorporated it into
their theology, and then developed a
doctrine to resolve it. Josephus might
have agreed with their response, since it



is not clear what exactly he envisioned
for the new world, or our new bodies.
But Philo clearly resolved things
differently.

In all cases the Rabbis envision the
resurrected body as hardly any different
than 1t ever was. What changes are what
we might call the ‘laws of nature': the
raised live forever because death itself
1s abolished, not because our bodies are
redesigned to escape it. The only clear
example of the body actually being any
different is the belief that we will be
given "wings like eagles," in order to
reconcile the resurrection doctrine with
the apocalyptic belief that the earth will
be destroyed.60 But in general it is not



the body that changes, but the rules.
Thus, the same passage, when asking
whether we would suffer pain or fatigue
(and by extension, injury) after the
resurrection, answers that "the Lord
shall renew their strength." In other
words, our bodies won't change in any
fundamental sense (beyond the granting
of wings, apparently), but God will act
to preserve them, unlike now.

This is made clear by what follows:
some Rabbis then ask how we can
conclude this, when those resurrected by
Ezekiel did not become immortal or free
of pain, and so forth.6' The response?
That never really happened, it was "just
a parable," a metaphor for the salvation



of Israel. It 1is significant that the
response is not that the resurrection is
fundamentally different from
"resuscitation," it is not that "in the
resurrection” our bodies will be
changed, in a way it was not for those
Ezekiel raised. Rather, the response is to
dismiss Ezekiel's miracle as a myth,
however meaningful. Some Rabbis then
offer "proof" that the story is actually
true, debate who 1t was he raised, and
thenrelate the legend itself. But at no
point is it ever said that what he did was
any different than what God will do at
the end of the world. To the contrary,
when the Talmud then gets to a
discussion of the  resurrections
performed by Elijah, they say God gave



him the "key of resurrection," one of the
three great keys of God's power (the
others being of birth and rain), the very
same key God will presumably use at the
end of the world. So the variety of
Pharisaism that survives in these texts
apparently did not conceive of the
general resurrection differently than any
other raising of the dead.62 Instead, the
way God will rule the new world will
be different.

Now we turn to Paul. The writings of
Paul are representative of the earliest
views of Christians that we have access
to, ideologically as close to the origin of
the faith as we will ever get. Paul was
well-educated, and claims, like



Josephus, to have been a Pharisee,
though unlike Josephus (but like Philo),
he comes from the Diaspora. 63 So we
can be sure he knew of the kinds of
arguments and responses surveyed
above, and that he knew all about
popular pagan beliefs as well. We must
admit, of course, that though Paul had
been a Pharisee when he opposed
Christianity, he had certainly abandoned
that sect upon his conversion, and with it
most of its dogmas, such as
circumcision, oral law, and even much
of the Mosaic law.64 Abandoning these
was a far more serious breach of faith
and tradition for a Pharisee than
adopting a two-body resurrection
doctrine (which as we have seen was



already acceptable to at least some
Pharisees). It follows that we cannot
base our expectations of what Paul
would have believed as a Christian on
what we think Pharisees would have
found acceptable. Nevertheless, Paul
would have been thoroughly familiar
with Pharisaic doctrines and would have
drawn from this well of knowledge
wherever he agreed with it.

Yet when Paul comes up against
opposition to belief in the resurrection in
1 Corinthians 15, he does not employ
anything even remotely akin to the
known Pharisaic defenses of the
resurrection. He never cites any of their
scriptural 'proof-texts'. 61 Instead, he



cites only three scriptural passages in
reference to the resurrection,66 none of
which pertains to the raising of bodies,
unlike many of the texts cited by the
Rabbis. 61 In fact, the passages he cites
barely have anything to do with
resurrection per se, and he doesn't really
use them to prove his doctrine so much
as elucidate it. So we can conclude that
the Corinthians were not objecting to the
scriptural basis for beliefin the
resurrection. If they were, Paul would
have answered in kind. We can also
conclude that, whatever doctrine Paul
was espousing, scripture provided scant
assistance in proving it. If, for example,
he meant that our bodies would be
reformed from the dirt into which they



had dissolved, he would surely have
cited passages supporting such a view
(like Daniel 12:2, Isaiah26:19, and
Ezekiel 37:5-10), and used the familiar
Pharisaic analogies (like clayworking or
glassmaking). But he didn't."

Were the Corinthians, then, objecting
to whether resurrection was possible?
That does not seem likely, either. Paul
assumes throughout his letter that the
Corinthians accept that all things are
possible for God. Hence he does not
bother to defend this point, but merely
asserts it, and unlike the Pharisaic
situations above, he does not present any
logical arguments or analogies to show
that resurrection is possible. Instead, he



spends the first half of his time arguing
only, in effect, "the resurrection must be
true or else we're screwed." 69 That it is
possible is never doubted. That leaves
only one argument: the Corinthians he is
arguing against must have doubted the
resurrection because of some question
about how the resurrection would
happen, along the lines of the sort of
arguments we saw above (e.g., whether
the  dead would arise with their
blemishes and wounds, how they would
be clothed, etc.). And this does appear
to be the one thing Paul explicitly
acknowledges, rhetorically quoting’
some of the Corinthians themselves
when he says, "But someone will say,
‘How are the dead raised? And with



what kind of body do they come?"""

This, then, must be the crux of the
issue. And so we can compare Paul's
response to this challenge with the
known Pharisaic response. But now a
stark contrast comes into view. For Paul
does not respond in any way even
remotely like the Pharisees. While the
Rabbinic responses all emphasize the
continuity of the body, even to the point
of keeping blemishes and wounds,
debating whether the grave clothes
would be restored with the body, and
arguing that the body and soul must be
reunited so they can both be judged
together, Paul goes out of his way to
deny continuity, emphasizing instead



how different the resurrected body will
be.71 The issue of clothing and wounds
is thus entirely bypassed, and there is
certainly no insistence upon or even
mention of ‘reuniting' the soul and body
for judgment.

This 1s particularly clear in three
details. First, while the Pharisees
resolve  the  incorruptible-celestial
versus corruptible-terrestrial dichotomy
by asserting that the distinction will be
removed at the resurrection, Paul insists
it will be maintained, and thus ‘gets
around' the problem in a completely
different way: by giving us new celestial
bodies." Hence, 1 Corinthians 15:54
contains a direct analogy with the



Rabbinic solution of the
celestialterrestrial dichotomy. But when
we compare it with the Rabbinical text,
w e see that death will be defeated,
according to the Rabbis, when God
changes the nature of the universe to
accommodate our bodies, but according
to Paul, when God changes our bodies to
accommodate the nature of the universe.
S othe solution is entirely reversed.
Second, while the Pharisees were
bothered by the problem of continuity so
much that almost any hint of our bodies
being different would challenge their
entire belief in the resurrection (as
quoted above: "If one dies lame or blind
he comes lame or blind, so that people
shall not say, 'Those He allowed to die



are different from those He restored to
life""), Paul is not bothered by this at all,
but even makes fundamental differences
in the raised body essential to his
doctrine, exactly the opposite of the
Rabbinical approach. So, finally, when
Paul resorts to the very same Pharisaic
analogy of a naked grain of wheat,73
unlike the Pharisees he does not see this
as predicting that our bodies will be
clothed in glory like the wheat sprout,
but as predicting that we will be given
entirely new bodies. To this point we
now turn.

5. PAUL ON THE
RESURRECTION BODY



We have established that Paul did not
hold to the resurrection doctrine of a
Rabbinical Pharisee, but something
substantially different, in some respects
exactly the opposite. This should not be
surprising, since upon conversion Paul
came to regard the trappings of the
Pharisees as "mere rubbish" (sky-
bala).74 Unlike a Pharisee, Paul
explains, a Christian "trusts not in the
flesh" (ouk en sarki pepoithotes). The
true circumcision, for instance, 1s
spiritual, not physical.75 Paul sees this
flesh-spirit dichotomy as a fundamental
distinction between Christians and
Pharisees. Naturally, he explicitly links
it to Chris tian resurrection doctrine. In



the very same place where he divorces
himselffrom Pharisaic tradition, he
concludes:

Those whose end is destruction ...
keep their minds on earthly things.
For our place of citizenship exists in
the heavens, from where we also
waiteagerly for a savior ... who
will change the body of our lowly
state to share the same form as the
body of his glory, by using the
power he has even to subject all
things to himself."

This passage clearly connects with
Paul's elaboration in 1 Corinthians 15.
There, too, he explains the resurrection



by appealing to God's power to subject
all things to himself (vv. 25-28). There,
too, he says we will trade earth for
heaven (vv. 47-49)." There, too, he says
we will be changed (vv. 51-52).

From this brief account it seems Paul
has in mind the actual transformation of
our old bodies into new ones, rather than
exchanging one body for another, but to
"change" one's bodily form can mean
either, just as changing your clothes does
not mean literal transformation, but
exchange.18 Accordingly, when Paul
clarifies exactly what he means in 1
Corinthians 15, we find a much more
precise doctrine. I propose that in light



of that chapter, whichI will analyze
next, we can interpret the above passage
as saying that God will change our
'location' into a body whose form
(schema, morphe) matches that of Christ.
This is what is meant by our holding a
citizenship in heaven, not on earth, and
by our current body belonging to a
"lowly state," which means on earth, in
relation to heaven, i.e., the lowly is the
earthly, which is everything that is
"rubbish" and fit for "destruction," 1n
contrast with the body of "glory" (doxa),
which is spiritual (the entire point of
Phil. ch. 3). But this interpretation rests
on how we understand 1 Corinthians 15,
so to that we now turn.



5.1. Establishing the Context

We must begin by understanding the
context of Paul's discussion here.79 It all
begins with one central concern: "How
do some among you say there is no
resurrection of the dead?" "-a doubt that
Paul 1implies originated with the
question, "But someone will say, "How
are the dead raised? And with what kind
of body do they come?"" We are not
told why this question led to a general
skepticism of the resurrection, but it
apparently  did-for some of the
Corinthians-as we saw above. However,
we can infer the reason from what Paul
subsequently argues about the nature of



the resurrected body, since the entire
point of that is to defuse the very doubts
raised by this ques- tion."2 Through all
of this, Paul emphasizes that belief in the
resurrection ofthe dead is an essential
element of the Gospel, the one thing for
which they labor and risk everything,83
and that Christ's resurrection 1is
essential, because only that cleanses us
of sin, provides the ultimate proof-by-
example of our own eternal life, and
ensures Christ's ultimate victory in the
end .14 Paul emphasizes that our
resurrection will fundamentally
resemble his."5 So what Paul says about
our resurrection body applies equally to
Christ's, and at the same time answers



whatever doubts the Corinthians were
having about their own resurrection.

5.2. Either Two Puzzles or Two Bodies

Paul would have known everything
pertinent to  believing  Christ's
resurrection really happened: he attests
to speaking with God directly, knows the
primary witnesses, and attests to having
spoken with them and to having visited
them in 116 It seems improbable Paul
himself would remain a convert without
checking any of the evidence-for if we
are to suppose this, then we can hold no
trust in anything Paul affirms. It is



therefore peculiar that Paul only
provides two kinds of evidence in
support of  Christ's  resurrection:
scripture and various epiphanies like his
own roadside vision."' On the hypothesis
that Jesus rose in the same body that
died (and proved this by submitting that
body to handling by disciples and eating
fish, and by the very words of Jesus
himself)," such an approach makes little
sense. Too many unanswered questions
arise.

How could the Corinthians have any
doubt about the kind of body Jesus rose
in, when they would have had such
specific accounts of i1t? And why would



Paul never once appeal to those accounts
in making his case? It cannot be that the
Corinthians were doubting Christ's
resurrection, since Paul makes it clear
that denial of his resurrection is the
unforseen consequence of their doubts,s9
and therefore not one of the things they
are actually doubting. Therefore, doubts
over the metaphysical minutiae of
Christ's resurrection could not have led
to doubting the resurrection of everyone
else. That would only be possible if the
Corinthians were imagining Christ's
resurrection as somehow different than
their own, and different in a way unique
to him, suchthat the same difference
could not (at least not obviously) apply
to the rest ofus. Only such a line of



reasoning would make any sense of the
dispute Paul 1s responding to. But though
Paul insisits on there being no
difference, he never cites any testimony,
of Jesus or those who saw him raised, as
to the nature of his resurrected body.
This is the first puzzle.

The second puzzle is: How was Paul's
elaborate answer supposed to end the
dispute? If the problem were merely one
of identifying how we are like Christ
and thus will be raised in the same way,
then that is what Paul would have
argued. But he doesn't. Instead, he
discourses on metaphysical minutiae,
clearly aimed at resolving some
misunderstanding about the nature of the



resurrected body in general. Why? On
the same-body hypothesis this doesn't
make much sense. The response for Paul
in that case would be to list the
eyewitness evidence pertaining to the
nature of Christ's raised body and then
directly eliminate whatever “difference’
between us and him the Corinthians
were stumbling over. So why does Paul
respond in an entirely different way?
Why does he never mention the material
witness, or the particular stumbling
block tripping up the Corinthians? Why
does he never resort to any of the
Pharisaic descriptions of continuity
between the dead and the raised body,
which answered the very same worry for
them? More puzzling questions.



Now examine everything on the
hypothesis that Jesus did not rise in the
same body he died in. This resolves all
the puzzles above and answers all our
perplexing questions. First, Paul does
not appeal to any eyewitness evidence
because there 1s none, at least none
pertaining to the nature of Christ's new
body. Disciples did not handle him. He
did not eat fish. All that was known
firsthand 1s that he lives, not how.
Second, the Corinthians could easily
arriveat doubts about their own
resurrection if Christ's body continued to
rot inthe grave. Certainly, this could
lead some to doubt that even Christ was
raised, but such people would not



become Christians in the first place, or,
after converting but then coming to doubt
the central claim of the Gospel, they
would cease to be Christians and leave
the fold. This has not happened for the
Corinthians Paul is writing to. They still
believe Christ was raised.™

However, if the corpse of Jesus
remained on earth, it is easy to see how
some might come to believe his
resurrection was peculiar, in a way ours
could not be. It is possible some decided
his resurrection was only metaphorical
o rthat it was simply a necessary
consequence of his divinity-just as God
lived without a body before the
incarnation, so obviously he would



afterward. And we are not gods, so we
can't count on the same fate. Whatever
their peculiar interpretation was, like
these, it must have made our own
resurrection somehow dubious. Only that
would make any sense of Paul's reply.
So now their specific worry becomes
explicable: If Christ didn't get back his
old body, how are we going to live
without ours? Paul's answer is: We get a
new body. He doesn't need to 'prove'
this is what happened to Jesus, since the
Corinthians  already accept that,
whatever is supposed to happen in 'the
resurrection,’ it undoubtedly happened to
Jesus. So all Paul has to explain is what
happens. His answer then removes the
'stumbling block,’ whatever itwas, by



making what happened to Jesus possible
for us, too.

This makes the most sense of Paul's
otherwise strange but impassioned retort
to the Corinthian doubters:

You idiot! What you sow is not
given life unless it dies, and what
you sow, you do not sow the body
that will come to be, but a naked
seed, perhaps of wheat or something
else. But God gives it a body just as
he pleased, and to each of the seeds
a body of its own.9'

On the hypothesis that Jesus was bodily
raised, why would all this talk of



different bodies take center stage, even
become grounds for accusing someone
of being an idiot? If the Corinthians
were worried about some trivial
problem like how Jesus would not age
or bleed to death if he had the same old
body, then Paul would be calling them
idiots for not understanding that God can
change the nature of that same old body.
Instead, he is calling them idiots for not
understanding that there are two bodies,
in effect one thatages and bleeds to
death, and another, "the body that will
come to be." It is a new body that God
"gives as he pleases" to the seed that
"dies," because that seed had "a body of
its own," which is now dead, and so a



new body is needed for the sprout.

On the hypothesis that the body of
Jesus remained in the grave after he was
raised, Paul's strange argument here
makes complete sense. It is exactly what
someone would say to assuage doubts
over such a fact. In other words, ‘Don't
worry, that body was just the seed, and
don't you see, as for you justas for
Jesus, there will be a new body, not that
same old body that died'. To miss so
simple a point would indeed make
someone seem stupid. And to make this
point the central one, which everything
else merely elaborates, isfar more
probable if it was such an idea of two
different bodies the Corinthians 'didn't



get'. Otherwise, to talk of different
bodies would only confuse the matter.
To instead speak of changing the same
body would be far more likely if it was
indeed the same body Jesus had when he
rose from the grave. Yet that is not the
argument Paul makes.

In contrast, consider how later
Christians defended the resurrection
against doubters (who included both
pagans and  Christians).92  Their
approach is quite the opposite of Paul's.
First of all, their thesis is exactly what
we would expect from someone who
believed the flesh would be raised: as
Justin succinctly puts it, "the resurrection
is a resurrection of the flesh which died.



1193 So why wouldn't Paul ever say
anything like that? There is no logical
explanation-other than the obvious: Paul
didn't say it because he didn't believe it.
Likewise, the arguments they deploy are
exactly what we would expect from
someone who believed the flesh would
be raised. Just like the Pharisees, they
recognize and address the problem of
wounds and blem- ishes.94 Just like the
Pharisees, they prove their point using
analogies, especially the very same
analogy (claymolding), but many others
besides, which illustrate continuity and
reassembly.95 Just like the Pharisees,
they insist thatthe body and the soul
must be reunited to be judged together,
and to restorethe "whole man."96



Indeed, as Athenagoras puts it, "it is
absolutely necessary" that soul and body
be restored together, for "it s
impossible" for the "same man" to rise
otherwise.97 If it is impossible, if it is
absolutely necessary, how could Paul
have failed to say so? Why doesn't he
berate the Corinthians for believing that
the soul can be saved without a body?
Why, indeed, does he never even
mention a soul? Why does Paul show no
interest whatever inthe problem of
wounds or deformities? How 1is it that
Paul never resorts to obvious analogies
like claymolding or shipbuilding? It
simply makes no sense. Unless Paul
believed  something  fundamentally



different from what these later Christians
did.98

So, too, Athenagoras and Tertullian
know they must prove that God can keep
track of all the "parts" of a decomposing
body so as to reassemble 1t.99 Yet Paul
never comes anywhere near such an
argument. His doctrine does not contain
any hint of reassembly, and thus never
encounters any of the ensuing problems.
Unlike Paul, Athenagoras explains that
"the bodies that rise againare
reconstituted from the parts which
properly belong to them," though this
excludes fluids like blood, since we
won't need them anymore.100 How odd
that Paul's explanation never sounds



anything like this. Unlike Paul, Tertullian
argues that a change in form is not a
change in substance, and we will still
have the same body parts, though they
will serve new functions.L.LO1 Again, it is
odd that Paul never feels any need to
articulate such a point. The function of
body parts never comes up-nor, in fact,
does the issue of continuity. Athenagoras
uses the same analogy of sleep employed
by Socrates to defend the necessity of
reincarnation, an obvious analogy for
Paul to employ if he thought those who
slept in the grave would awake in the
same bodies, since his favorite metaphor
for death is sleep."" But that gets no
mention either.



And how can it be that, more than a
century later, Christians would readily
appeal to things Jesus said to prove their
point about the nature of the resurrection,
103 but Paul, only a decade or two
away, can't summon a single word from
Jesus in his own defense? Nor,
apparently, could his Corinthian
opponents. Even more bizarre, how can
it be that, more than a century later,
Christians would have all kinds of
eyewitness testimony to cite in proof of
their position, and had no problem citing
both Old Testament and New Testament
resurrections as examples,104 yet Paul,
only a decade ortwo away, fails to
summon a single example? No witnesses



are cited-noteven his own eyewitness
encounter with Jesus! No analogous
resurrections are used as an illustration
or a point of contrast. No physical
evidence 1s mentioned. So it begs all
credulity to maintain that Paul believed
in the resurrection of the flesh.

It goes even further. Justin,
Athenagoras, and Tertullian take great
pains to attack those who denigrate the
flesh. They argue at length that the flesh
is not dishonorable, not disgusting, not
unworthy of restoration, but that itis
fundamentally good, that it would even
be evil for God to destroy what he
thought good to create in the first
place.105 Thus it is extraordinarily



remarkable that Paul says nothing of the
kind. Many commentators assume this is
the very doctrine Paul was opposing
among the Corinthians, but that is
impossible-if he were, he would issue
various attacks against that doctrine, just
as all these other authors do. But he
doesn't. If anything, his mode of
argument entails an implicit agreement
with the flesh denigrators, or at the very
least i1s quite neutral. Likewise, Justin
and Tertullian specifically attack the
doctrine of the resurrection of the soul
alone, pointing out the obvious: since
souls are already immortal, it wouldn't
make any sense to ‘raise' them-so
resurrection must refer to the body.106
This is so obvious, so essential an



argument, against anyone who believed
in a resurrection of the spirit, that it is
truly incredible Paul never brings it up.

From all this we can conclude three
things with significant certainty:

First, the Corinthian faction who
denied the resurrection did not believe
in the survival of the soul. Had that been
the 1ssue, Paul would have addressed it.
But he doesn't even come near it. In fact,
his mode of argumententails the
opposite view was held by his
opponents. Paul's silence entails the
dispute at Corinth could not have
concerned belief the resurrection was
already happeningl07 or belief in



salvation for a disembodied soul.108 It
had to be about the physical absurdity of
a resurrection of the flesh, which entails
they believed Jesus was not resurrected
in the flesh. The objecting faction must
also have believed only those still living
at the parousia would be saved.1°9
After all, many people in antiquity
believed death was the end."® So the
Corinthians were starting to get worried
by the fact that Christians were dying, a
problem Paul emphasizes throughout."
That the Corinthian faction in question
believed death was final and
irreversible is proved by the fact that
Paul says if there 1s no resurrection, then
the dead are lost.112 That point would
be illogical-indeed, false-if the



Corinthians believed souls ofthe dead
survived at all, much less went to
heavenly bliss. The same goes for Paul's
argument from baptizing the dead and his
moral slippery slope argument in verses
29-34,113 which make no sense at all
unless pitted against someone who
denies any reward for the dead.' 14

Second, the disagreement Paul had
with the Corinthian faction did not hang
on any proto-Gnostic denigration of the
flesh. Had that been the problem, Paul
would have addressed it. But he doesn't.
If anything, what he did say would have
supported his opponents more than upset
them. This 1is, after all, the same man
who says in Romans 7:18 that the flesh



contains nothing good. Though Paul does
not loathe the flesh so much as many
pagan ascetics did, and does have an
occasional kind word for it (for him it is
not the ‘mistake' of a Demiurge, but a
deliberate part of God's plan), he never
goes out of his way to defend it as
innately good and worth preserving in
the new future world, neither here nor in
any of his letters. But surely if the
Corinthians were claiming this, and Paul
disagreed, he would have said so, and
berated and corrected them. But he
doesn't do anything like that. So that
could not have been the issue here.

Third, Paul's doctrine could not have
been of a reassembly and restoration of



the flesh. Had that been so, he could not
have failed to be explicit about it. It is
simply too fundamental a point to avoid
or leave obscure. If the Corinthians were
scoffing at that very doctrine, as
apparently they must have been, Paul
would have been forced to defend it
explicitly, answering their objections to
it-exactly as later defenders of the
resurrection had to. But there is no sign
of any such debate here. To the contrary,
as we shall see, his mode of argument
emphasizes discontinuity and newness,
suppresses continuity and restoration,
and 1gnores all the objections that would
lead anyone to doubt the latter, while
only addressing the sort of objections
one could raise against the former. After



all, Paul never says "the same body is
sown and raised," yet a single word or
two would have easily established such
a point, had he wanted to make it.

So strange in fact was Paul's entire
line of reasoning that later Christians
had to invent a bogus third letter to the
Corinthians in order to make all those
arguments that they rightly thought Paul
should have made.15 All this only makes
sense if the real problem in Paul's day
was the rotting corpse of Jesus, which
led to a belief that Christians who died
would stay dead, not being gods like
Christ. And we know Paul's solution to
this  problem  would  have been
conceptually  intelligible to  the



Corinthians. When Clement later wrote
to them, he used the example of the
Phoenix as a proof-of-concept for the
resurrection, yet as he describes it, the
Phoenix rises in an entirely new body
grown from its ashes, and actually
carries its old dead bones back home-a
perfect example of a two-body
resurrection doctrine. 116 Clement may
have believed the new body would still
be made of flesh,'" but as we shall see,
Paul believed the new body would be
made not of flesh, but pneuma.

5.3. First Corinthians 15:39-44

As we've seen, it cannot be denied that



Paul envisions the dead assuming a
different body in the resurrection. So our
only task is to understand just what he
means by that. We have already seen
from his letter to the Philippians that the
difference he draws is between the
"lowly state" of our "earthly" body and
the "glory" of the body of the risen Jesus,
which has its true home in the heavens.
This is how Paul elaborates in I
Corinthians:

Not all flesh 1s the same flesh, but
there 1s one for men, another flesh
for cattle, another flesh for birds,
and another for fish. There are
bodies inheaven and bodies on



earth, but the glory of the heavenly
ones is different from the glory of
the earthly ones. There is one glory
for the sun, another glory for the
moon, and another glory for the
stars, for star differs from star in
glory. So also is the resurrection of
the dead: one is sown in decay,
raised in indestructibility.' 18

Paul is describing the fact that just as
human flesh differs from the flesh of fish,
birds, and cattle,"9 so do bodies in
heaven differ from bodies on earth.
There are even multiple levels of heaven
in his schemel20-the lunar, the solar,
and the astral, each superior to the next



(the word diaphero means "differ from,"
mainly in the sense of being superior to).
But central is his idea that heavenly
things are fundamentally different from
earthly  things. And he tells the
Corinthians that therein lies the key to
understanding how the dead will be
raised. In one realm is decay, in the
other immortality.

Paul's concluding phrase (speiretai en
phthora egeiretai en aphtharsia) is often
poorly translated. The subject is
unstated, but is either the abstract third
person (the nearest available subject is
‘the dead,' and hence one of the dead) or
‘a body' (from the following clause), as



in "a body is sown in decay, a body is
raised in  indestructibility"  (not
necessarily the same body-see below).
There are also no adjectives here:
phthora (decay, corruption, ruin) and
aphtharsia (indestructibility) are abstract
nouns. Thus I have translated the phrase
literally. It is clear that Paul is calling us
back to his agricultural metaphor: the
seed, which has its own body that dies,
is sown, and the sprout which has a
different body rises, into a different
realm of existence. The use of the
abstract entails that he means the first
body belongs to the category of things
that rot, while the second body belongs
to the category of things that don't. Since
this immediately follows his distinction



between heavenly and earthly bodies, he
clearly means all earthly bodies perish,
and only heavenly bodies do not. There
is no more credible way to understand
what Paul is saying.

Paul then elaborates, repeating the
same sentence structure to hammer home
his point: "one is sown in dishonor,
raised in glory; sown in weakness,
raised in power. A biological body is
sown, a spiritual body is raised." 121
There are two subjects in that last
clause, hence two bodies. That two
distinct bodies are meant is clear in
verse 46 and the final clause of verse
44. Paul is saying the earthly flesh that is
sown is dishonorable and weak and



subject to decay, but what rises is
glorious, powerful, and immortal. And
h e captures all this in his concluding
dichotomy between two fundamentally
different bodies: a "biological body"
(soma psychikon) and a "spiritual body"
(soma pneumatikon). I use ‘biological'
(rather than 'natural') to capture the most
precise meaning of psychic here as
involving the flesh-bound principle of
life. It 1s significant that he ties his point
right back into his earlier distinction
between different bodies: those on earth,
and those in heaven. If Paul meant that
one body would be changed into another,
he would say so. He would not use the
analogies that he has, which all entail
different things, notchanges from one



thing into another. Men don't turn into
fish. And fish don't turn into stars.
Likewise, he would use the appropriate
grammar (e.g., "that which is sown is
raised"), but he doesn't.

Paul's seemingly unusual choice of
vocabulary here has confused scholars
for centuries. Normally psychikon and
pneumatikon are synonyms-and typically
both are antonyms of .coma. But Paul
routinely employs the former as
contrasts, so his doing so here is not
unusual. More importantly, that he
should attach them to soma, a seemingly
contrary word, 1s explicable precisely
because of the particular Corinthian
worry he is responding to. If the



Corinthians were worried about how a
man can be raised while still leaving his
rotting body behind, then obviously Paul
had to employ somatic language here.
Otherwise, it 1is gratuitous and
inexplicable. For if that was not the
Corinthian worry, then the subject of
many bodies would never come up, at
least not so centrally as it does here. The
central point would then have been how
the same body changes. It would not
have been this elaborate discourse on
two entirely different bodies. But the
latter is what we are given.

5.4. Paul's "Spiritual Body'



The word psychikon is the adjective of
psyche, "soul, life," often used to mean
what you lose when you die.'22 The
word for "spiritual" is pneumatikon, the
adjective of pneuma, "spirit," the very
same word used for the Holy Spirit,
which i1s obviously incorporeal-or at
least ethereal. The former appears only
five times in the New Testament; the
latter, twenty-three times.

In the Pauline corpus, pneumatikos is
routinely contrasted with physical things,
like labor, money, food, drink, rocks,
human bodies (sarkinos), and "flesh and
blood" (haima kai sarka).123 So when
psychikos is contrasted with it, Paul



certainly has in mind something
physical, representing the very same
contrast. For a psychikon is everything a
pneumatikon is not. And above all things
apneumatikon is not made of flesh,
therefore apsychikon must be.124 In 1
Corinthians 15, Paul only mentions two
bodies, and if one of them, just like all
pneumatic things, is not flesh, it follows
necessarily that the other one, the only
other body there is, must be flesh.

For Contra Wright (pp. 351-52), the
distinction between -ikos (adjectives of
relation) and -inos (adjectives of
material) is not so clear-cut, especially
in Koine, as even he admits. For
example: xylikos means "wooden," as in



made of wood; hylikos means
"material," as in made of matter; so also
sarkikos can take both meanings: "made
of flesh" and "having to do with flesh";
metallikos, "concerning metal," but also
"having the properties of metal";
pneumatikos can  certainly mean
"containing or animated by wind," but
also "sharing the properties of wind,"
and hence "of subtle substance," in other
words "ethereal"; likewise, psychikos is
typically an antomym of somatikos
("having the properties of a body,
corporeal"), with unmistakable
connotations of both substance and
nature. The context decides-and our
context clearly indicates substances are
the issue: sarx versus pneuma, different



kinds of flesh, astral bodies versus
terrestrial ones, and celestial versus
terrestrial origins and habitations. 125

Accordingly, in 1 Thessalonians, Paul
assumes that the "whole" man is
comprised of three things: "spirit, life,
and body," pneuma, psyche, and soma.
'2 6 Hence Paul's view corresponds
conceptually with that of Marcus
Aurelius, who says we are made of three
parts: body, breath ('life'), and
intelligence ('soul')-where only the latter
is the 'real you, and the others mere
temporary possessions. 127 In Paul's
vocabulary, the unqualified soma is what
suffers illness or injury and is buried.
The psyche is the life that dies (and



perhaps sleeps inthe grave, and is
perhaps restored if a new body is
provided). The pneuma, insofar as a man
properly develops one through his
relationship with God, is what survives
imperishable, and forms the new body in
the resurrection. That is what it means to
be pneumatikon, the opposite of flesh
and earthly life. Hence Clement of
Alexandria calls the stars somata
pneumatika, "spiritual bodies," exactly
like Paul, who associates our future
bodies with the stars of heaven.12s

Now let's examine psychikos in light
of this. In 1 Corinthians 2, Paul contrasts
things of the spirit with things of the
world, especially regarding wisdom: the



wisdom of this world is merely
"plausible" (peithoi: 2:4), and is from
men (2:5), and of the present age (tou
aionos toutou: 2:6), which is going to
ruin. This is the "spirit of the world"
(pneuma tou kosmou: 2:12), equated
with "words taught by human wisdom"
(2:13). In contrast, "the spirit thatis
from God" (2:12) comes in "words
taught by the spirit" (2:13), which, rather
than being merely plausible, are
"proved" (apodexei: 2:4), derive from
God's power (2:5), and constitute a
timeless mystery (2:7), that ‘eye cannot
see, nor ear hear' (2:9), for they are only
"revealed through the spirit"
(apekalypsen ... dia toupneumatos:
2:10). The contrast is between the



apparent or the seeming, and the hidden
truth known only by revelation. It is with
this train of thought that Paul comes to
say: "the psychic man does not accept
the things of the pneuma of God, for they
are foolishness to him, and he cannot
understand them, because he does not
examine them spiritually, whereas the
spiritual man examines everything" in
that way. 129

Here we have the very same contrast,
but now it is the psychikos anthropos
versus the pneumatikos anthropos. The
former means, roughly, "man of life," a
man whose heart is on living in this
world, who is defined by his attachment
to psyche, his "life," unlike the



"spiritual" man, who looks to the next
world, to the unseen, putting his trust in
God. So we can infer that the psychikos
anthropos has only apsychikon soma and
therefore is doomed to destruction. He
has put his faith in the psyche, and hence
in the physical body and the physical
world, which will both fail him, and
ultimately perish. In contrast, the
pneumatikos anthropos will be given by
God a pneumatikon soma, and thus will
survive the destruction of his body and
the world by escaping into a new,
superior one: one that, like spiritual
wisdom, comes from God, lasts forever,
and belongs to the realm of the
mysterious and the unseen. Many of the
concepts here also turn up in Paul's many



discussions of resurrection, especially
the visible and perishable versus the
invisible and eternal, and the mysteries
from above versus the worldly things
below.

The only two other uses of psychikos
outside 1 Corinthians belong to letters
not written by Paul, whose actual
authors are not really known for certain,
but they were probably written in or
near Paul's lifetime. The first instance
appears in James 3, which is an
extended attack on arrogantly going too
far in what you say or presume to know
and comes very close to the theme of 1
Corinthians 2: human wisdom is trash,
only what comes from the spirit of God



is good. Hence both Paul and James
admonish Christians notto voice or
succumb to the wisdom of man, because
down that road is divi lion. As James
says, true wisdom shows itself in moral
behavior and purity of intent, but
worldly wisdom leads to arrogance,
lies, "bitter jealousy" and "selfish
ambition," and thence comes chaos and
"every foul thing.""" This sort of
wisdom, he says, "has not come down
from above, but is earthly, psychic,
demonic." 3' So by extension, if a
psychic wisdom is not from heaven but
comes from earth and is subject to
demonic forces and attached to
perishable life, then a psychic body
comes from earth and is subject to



demonic  forces  and attached to
perishable life, and consequently can
have no place in heaven or our new and
future life. The psychic is bad, rotten,
doomed.

Then there 1s Jude, which may come
from a generation after Paul, yet
confirms the same interpretation. Like
Paul and James, Jude attacks worldly
wisdom as the cause of strife, saying that
"some men have snuck in" to work evil
in the church, who "blaspheme whatever
they don't understand," and "whatever
they know naturally, like unreasoning
animals, in these things they are
destroyed. "132 So, just as we have seen
in the two letters above, Jude is saying



that men who are like "living things"
(zoa) and thus rely on their natural
faculties (physikos), are doomed to
destruction.133 As before, the reason is
their inability to "understand" spiritual
truth because of their attachment to the
physical, earthly world. For they are
"psychic, not having a spirit," and as
before, this is the cause of divisiveness
in the church.' 34 So here again we have
psychikos being contrasted with "having
a spirit" (pneuma echontes), and again it
is the difference between being attached
to the life provided by the material
world, and submitting to the invisible
and the spiritual. And again we are told
about psychic men (the subject
throughout is the anthropoi of verse 4),



who are contrasted with spiritual men
(as inferred from Jude 20), and told the
former will perish, while the latter will
have eternal life.'35 It follows that the
psychic man will perish because all he
has 1s a psychic body, and all psychic
bodies will be destroyed, but the
spiritual man is building for himself a
spiritual body (as in Jude 20) and will
thus be saved, jumping into it like an
escape pod at the end of days (see
below).

To this end a Christian scholar in the
ninth century named Photius wrote an
entry for "psychikos" in his Lexicon.
"Psychikos,"  he  wrote,  means
"sarkikos," or fleshly, made of flesh,



"but also indicating the human soul."136
The word for soul here is not psyche but
thumos, which indicates the seat of
worldly passions and desires, often
equated with the ‘life force' that sustains
a living thing, particularly through its
appetites and rage (the word derives
from thuein, "to rage, seethe"). The
equivalence of ideas is clear: the human
thumos 1s your worldly, appetitive
nature, which clings to this world, and is
inseparable from your flesh, clings to it,
and dies with it. This is exactly what we
have found psychikos to mean in the
New Testament: a psychikos anthropos
1s the man of worldly passions, clinging
to the earthly, the animal, and to his own
life  (psyche), and thus driven to



jealousy, ambition and evil. At the same
time this man 1s doomed to destruction,
because his body is also psychikon, a
body defined by worldly passions,
earthly substance, animal nature, and
attachment to this life, and therefore
fundamentally corruptible. This body,
the body of flesh, dies and does not
return.' 37 We shall now see how Paul
makes this quite clear.

5.5. First Corinthians 15:44-54

Paul continues his discourse on the
resurrected body in 1 Corinthians by
declaring that "if there 1s a psychic body,
then there is also a pneumatic one,"



meaning that every carnal body leads to
a spiritual body, for "the spiritual is not
first, but the psychic, then the spiritual”
follows.13s  The two bodies are
therefore to be understood as existing in
historical sequence: the first body we
get is the psychic one, which obviously
must mean our body of flesh and blood,
which dies. Then we get a new body,
made of some pneumatic substance.
Again, he conspicuously avoids saying
that the one body becomes the other,
despite that being so easy for him to say
here. Instead, he emphasizes their
separateness.

Paul uses a much broader historical



analogy, from alpha to omega, 39 to
establish his point, and he explicitly
relates this to our individual fate:

So also is it written, "the first man,"
Adam, "turned into a living
creature," the last Adam into a life-
giving spirit. But the pneumatic is
not first. Rather, first the psychic,
then the pneumatic. The first man is
of dirt from the earth, the second
man from heaven. As is the one of
dirt, so also are those of dirt, and as
1s the one in heaven, so also are
those in heaven. And just as we
wore the image of the one of dirt, we
shall also wear the image of the one
in heaven.'40



Three things are particularly important
here. First, the word "image" (eikon)
usually refers to an icon, a picture or a
pattern of a thing, rarely the actual thing
itself. Our icon is thus equivalent to our
body, which holds a pattern that
represents us, like a statue. Here Paul
means we now wear the image, the
likeness, the pattern of Adam, but in the
resurrection we will put on the image,
likeness, pattern of Christ, thus
emphasizing again that his resurrection
is identical to ours. Significantly, Paul's
vocabulary also entails that he does not
equate our person or identity with our
body. The body is merely something we
wear or put on, and thus can trade for



another.

Second, the final verb (phoreo) means
"carry habitually" and thus "wear" (often
with the connotation of burden). It has a
strongly attested variant in the extant
manuscripts that could be original:
phoresomen instead of phoresomen. The
difference 1s a single often-confused
letter, omega versus omicron. The
ome gawould entaill the aorist
subjunctive (matching the previous
aorist indicative), which would have to
be hortatory, "Let us wear the image of
the one in heaven."141 Since this is the
more difficult reading, it is more likely
to have been ‘emended' to the simpler
and seemingly more obvious future tense



produced by using omicron. If that's
what happened, then Paul wrote "so let
usput on the image of the one in
heaven," 1i.e., he 1is exhorting the
Corinthians to future action, and the
stress 1s on the singular event ('taking up
the ongoing burden of' hence ‘becoming
clothed in'), not the subsequent condition
('being clothed'), though both are meant.
In like fashion, when the same word is
used in the previous clause, also in the
aorist, the continuous aspect is being
deemphasized, so the idea of "wearing"
our current bodies is conveyed more as
an event than a condition. The idea of
continuity is thus suppressed.

It 1s true that Paul can refer to this



process metaphorically as already going
on: we are even now "changing our form
into the image" of Christ's "glory,"'42
and have already died and been
resurrected. 143 So he may intend such a
sense here as a sort of double entendre,
i.e., "conform yourselves now, so you
will be conformed when the end comes."
But 1t also makes literal sense: since we
are already part of Christ, we will never
die, even when our bodies do. Though
we may have to 'sleep' a bit before we
get our new bodies, we won't really be
dead-if we are in Christ now, we are
already 1mmortal. This is not entirely
novel: Marcus Aurelius explains the
common Stoic view thatour souls are
immortal precisely because they are a



part of God.'44 The main difference is
that Paul does not believe in anything
like a soul-only the spirit, which only
those in Christ have (or else, only those
in Christ have a spirit that is a part of
God and hence immortal: see section 5.7
below).

Finally, when we put the whole
passage together, we see that Paul is
saying that a man who 1is dead and gone
(Adam), and whose existence constituted
being a living psyche, is the analog to
our own psychic body, having had such a
body himself, but a man who now has
eternal life (Christ, the final Adam) and
is thus a pneuma, is the analog to our
future pneumatic body, having acquired



such a body himself. Adam's body, our
present body, was and is made of dirt,
and comes only from and lives only on
earth. To prove which Paul quotes
Genesis, which reads, in the Septuagint
version he quotes: "God formed man,
heaping him up from the earth, and
breathed into his face the breath of life,
and man turned into a living psyche."14'
Thus the body without a psyche is dead,
a body with a psyche is alive. But more
importantly, Adam's body is made of
earth ("dirt" as Paul says). In contrast,
Christ's bodyis not. It comes from
heaven, not earth, and is a spirit, not a
body, at least not in the sense that Adam
had a body heaped up for him from the
dirt. Insofar as the risen Christ has a



body, it 1s made of pneuma from heaven,
not earth.

Paul could hardly be more explicit: the
distinction 1s absolute, and allows no
continuity between the two bodies. They
come from completely different places,
and go to completely different fates.
"Because through a man came death,"
Paul says, "and through a man came
resurrection of the dead, for even as in
Adam everyone dies, so also in Christ
everyone will be made alive," repeating
with the same vocabulary the same
property of Christ as ‘life-giving': hence
by sharing the ‘biological vitality' of
Adam everyone dies, so only by sharing
the ‘life-giving spirit' of Christ will



anyone be raised.146 In life, Paul says,
we are made of dirt and thus share the
same nature and fate as Adam. But in the
resurrection, we are made of heavenly
material and thus share the same nature
and fate as Christ-which includes
residing, like him, in  heaven
(epouranios), hence, as he says
elsewhere, "we will be snatched up in
clouds, to a meeting of the Lord, into the
air, and so we will be with the Lord for
all time." 147

But no flesh can enter heaven, as Paul
immediately says: "I say this, brothers:
that flesh and blood cannot receive the
kingdom of God, nor does decay receive
indestructibility."" 4' Therefore, flesh



and blood goes away, to corruption and
decay. Period. Flesh does not receive
immortality. It cannot receive it. That is
why there must be a new, different body,
one capable of immortality. And the only
stuff in the universe like that is the stuft
of heaven. That is why Christ is now a
pneuma and has a pneumatic body,
unlike the body of Adam, which was
made of the flesh and blood formed from
the dirt of the earth. Therefore, it is
impossible that Christ really said "a
spirit (pneuma) does not have flesh
(sarka) and bones (ostea) as you see |
have," as Luke claims. 149 Had he said
this, Paul could not believe what he
himself 1s now saying, since it is exactly
the opposite, and surely Paul would not



egregiously contradict his own lord and
savior.

Though Paul would certainly agree that
a spirit does not have flesh and bones,
since those are of the dust of the earth,
and thus perishable, he could not
possibly have believed that the risen
Jesus was composed of flesh and bones.
For Paul says such things are perishable,
and they cannot enter heaven, so they
cannot have any place in the
resurrection. And he clearly says,
contrary to Luke, that the risen Christ is
a spirit. Nor can Christ's resurrection-
body have had Dblemishes like
wounds, 150 since that contradicts Paul's
teaching that the raised body is glorious,



indestructible, and not made of flesh.
Nor can Jesus have eaten fish, since, as
Paul says earlier, the raised body will
not have a stomach, nor any need of
food.15" We can therefore reject all the
Gospel  material emphasizing the
physicality of Christ's resurrection as a
polemical invention.'52 Such stories
could not have existed in Paul's day-or,
if they did, Paul would surely have
regarded them as heresy, a corruption of
the true gospel, a product of that divisive
worldly wisdom and attachment to the
flesh that he so often condemns. This we
can say beyond any doubt, so clear is
Paul's discourse on this point.'53

The final section of Paul's discussion



ties everything up with another clothing
metaphor:

Look, I tell you a mystery: not all of
us will fall asleep, but all of us will
undergo an exchange in an instant, in
the blink of an eye, at the last
trumpet. For the trumpet will sound
and the dead will be raised immortal
and we will undergo an exchange.
For what decays must get clothed in
indestructibility, and what is mortal
must get clothed in immortality. And
when what decays gets clothed in
indestructibility, and what is mortal
gets clothed in immortality, then will
happen the saying that is written:
"Deathis swallowed up by



victory."154

The general idea here is that at the
appointed time we will instantly, dead
or alive, pop into new bodies, and live
forever.155 Two particular details
require careful examination here, since
they are usually interpreted differently.

First 1s the verb alasso, used twice
here in the future passive (allage-
sometha), which most translators render
"we will be changed." But this is not one
of the verbs of transformation, which
employ the meta- prefix. 116 The noun
allage means '"exchange, barter," and
belongs to the context of trade, buying
and selling, exchanging one thing for



another. So also for the verb alasso,
which most commonly appears in the
context of taking one thing in exchange
for another, even changing location from
one place to another.' S7 It can mean
"change" or "alter," but usually in the
sense of exchanging one thing for another
(change clothes, change places, change
appearance, change gods).15H

The exact same word occurs in
Hebrews, quoting the Septuagint, in
reference to the end of the world: in the
beginning God "created the earth and the
heavens" and "they will be destroyed"
but God remains. For "everything will
wear out like a garment, and much like a
coat [God] will roll them up like a



garment and they will be traded in"
(allagesotai), while God stays the same,
his time never coming to an end.159
That "traded in" 1s the meaning is clear
because '"change" makes no sense:
they've been ‘rolled up,’ hence
destroyed, their days do not go on. So
how could they still be around to have
"changed" into something else? And
what did they change into? And how
would the analogy make any sense? We
don't roll up old clothes and transform
them into new objects, we get rid of
them (often tossing them into the fire)-
and that is obviously the point of the
analogy, since it serves only to illustrate
what has already been plainly stated:
everything will be destroyed. 16" The



contrast 1s between God who lasts
forever, and the universe that doesn't; it
1s not between a universe (the "garment')
that changes and anunchanging God.
When it i1s said that God remains the
same, it means God is not traded in for
anything else. But what are the old
garments traded for? A new creation and
eternal life for his chosen.161

The explicit connection between such
a prominent use of this verb in the future
passive, and the resurrection at the end
of days, in both Psalms and Hebrews,
surely informs what Paul has in mind in
1 Corinthians, and the repetition of the
clothing metaphor all but confirms it. He
is saying we will all be traded in, too.



Only we will get new bodies back in
exchange for the ones that get destroyed.
This is roughly equivalent to what Paul
says 1n Romans, using the same verb
again: pagans "traded the glory of the
indestructible god for the likeness of a
perishable idol of man, and of birds,
quadrupeds, and reptiles." 16' Though
the context is different, the underlying
ideas are the same: earthly creatures are
perishable, divine things are not, and
fools trade the one for the other.
Conversely, at the resurrection, the
bodies of'the saved will be traded the
other way, the animal for the spiritual.

The second detail is the actual clothing
metaphor itself. Paul describes the



exchange by saying in effect that the
mortal, rotting body will be "clothed."
What does he mean? The verb in
question means literally "go into" and is
a familiar idiom for getting into armor, a
shirt, or a sandal. Does this make sense
on the theory that our bodies will
change? Not much. If a corpse enters a
garment, it is still a corpse. How would
dirt putting on a coat make it no longer
dirt? But on the theory that our bodies
will be traded inwe can make some
sense of the metaphor: as the mortal
body enters the realmof the
imperishable, and is enveloped by it, it
passes away, leaving only the
imperishable garment, without which we
would perish entirely. The garment thus



becomes our 'escape pod' into the next
life. Dale Martin imagines something
similar: the flesh 'drops off' leaving the
'spirit' underneath to rise into life, as a
new material body (pp. 128-29). As a
later Gnostic text says, "the visible
members which are dead shall not be
saved," but "the living members which
exist within them shall arise," and then
the invisible 'you' becomes
'revealed'.163 As Marcus Aurelius says:
the soul is our 'divine part' that lives
forever, while the body 1is our
'perishable part' that we leave behind, so
after death we become 'a different kind
of living being, and will not cease to
live'.164 In like fashion, Paul imagined



our 'spirit as a part of Christ's
pneumatic body, so it will rest with him
in heaven until the end of days, when it
will be assembled, organized, into a
coherent, individual body.165

As the Gospel of Phillip puts it: "Some
are afraid lest they rise naked. Because
of this they wish to rise in the flesh, but
they do not know that it is those who
wear the flesh who are naked," and those
who strip it off who are clothed.'66 So,
also, the Ascension of Isaiah speaks of
the raised 'stripping off their robes of
flesh,’ donning 'heavenly robes like
angels,’ and ascending to heaven. 16'
The 1dea that the old body passes away
and the inner, better body rises, is



described by Lucian: "everything of the
body is stripped off and left below"
when the dead "ascend," so when
Hercules "was burned and became a
god," he "threw off the whole human part
that came from his mother and flew up to
the gods, bringing the divine part, pure
and undefiled," i.e., the part from his
father, which had been "sifted out by the
fire."16s It 1s often overlooked that few
among the ancients imagined souls or
spirits as imma terial in our sense, but
usually, as we saw with Philo, it was
made of some- thing.'69 We can also be
sure Hercules is not becoming a
'bodiless' god in this story because part
of what it meant to be a god (in
traditional polytheism) was to have a



body, with location and the power to be
seen and affect the physical world.17'
Thus, Lucian is describing a two-body
doctrine of 'resurrection,’ albeit within
the pagan tradition, which Paul has
Judaized, thus accounting for the
differences  (such as  immediate
ascension versus sleeping until a single
universal event, and innate divine
parentage versus joining a collective
divine spirit, and so on).

This could correspond at the end of
days to the destruction of the whole
universe in Paul's view," but it is not
necessary to think only in those terms.
Jesus was not raised at the end of the
world, so we cannot be sure how much



of the scene that Paul depicts (of what
happens at the last trumpet) applied to
him. After all, Paul is now talking about
the final event, not Christ's resurrection.
But in both cases we can imagine that as
we put on one garment, we shrug off
another. The corpse in its grave was
already in life impregnated or enveloped
by a spiritual body. Then in death one
sleeps in that garmentuntil the
resurrection, and it is in this garment that
the dead man rises, leaving his old
garment in the grave. This fits the
analogy drawn in the Hebrews-Psalms
passage, where the old garment of the
world 1s cast aside. Paul does mix
metaphors a bit. The 'naked seed'
implies that to be in our present body is



to be naked, so there is only one garment
in that picture: the resurrection body. But
Paul also says that we become naked by
losing our present body,'12 and that we
'wear' the image of Adam's body before
we die, but then 'wear' the image of
Christ's body when we are raised,"
hence exchanging one garment for
another.14 So the concept of casting
aside nakedness by donning a garment

amounts to the same thing. Either way,
the old body is discarded.

This is the most plausible
reconstruction of what Paul means.
Otherwise, it 1s hard to explain why Paul
doesn't just say '"this mortal body
becomes immortal." If that is what he



meant, surely that is what he would have
said. But he didn't. Instead he says "what
is mortal enters into immortality," a
highly abstract phrase, neither clear nor
direct, but certainly mysterious, justas
he claimed it would be. Obviously what
he wants to say is not simple. He is
struggling to describe it.175 But what he
isn't saying is that the mortal body will
change into an immortal one. For he
quite clearly says that can't happen:
"perishability cannot receive
imperishability," so it won't receive it
by putting on a cloak of imperishability.
He must mean something closer to what
Josephus said: that the mortal man, as a
mortal thing, must cross into the realm of
immortality by assuming a new immortal



body. To Philo, of course, spirit and
body were opposites. So Paul's idea of a
"spiritual body" seems a paradox. But
when we look at the concepts behind his
words, even Philo believed that spirits
are made of an ethereal material, the
same material of which stars were
made-and obviously stars are visible
things with location and volume. And so
it makes obvious sense when Paul says
starshave bodies, though of a
fundamentally different kind than bodies
down here on earth. Paul and Philo are
not that far apart. They are simply using
different language for what amounts to
nearly the same thing. Both say the
resurrected body will be ouranion,



"celestial." And both regard the body we
have on earth as a burden we must
discard. To this we now turn.

5.6. Second Corinthians 4:16-5:8

When Paul writes again to the
Corinthians, he finds the need to
elaborate even further on what he means
by this resurrection doctrine-which
provesit was neither simple nor
straightforward, for the Corinthians
continued to have problems
understanding it even after receiving the
first letter. So in 2 Corinthians 5, he
revisits the mystery of the resurrection.
First Paul reiterates the truth of the



Gospel and the sincerity of his belief (in
chapter 4), hence revisiting the issue
first covered in 1 Corinthians 15:1-11,
reaffirming that despite their doubts
there will be a resurrection. 116 "So do
not  become discouraged-though our
outer man is decaying, yet our inner one
is being renewed day by day," because
we Christians look to what is not seen,
not what can be seen, for "the things that
can be seen are temporary, but the things
that can't be seen are eternal.""'

Now why would Paul say that? We
might think he is referring to the secrets
of the Gospel,'" but this is unlikely, for
three reasons. First, he explicitly links



4:18 with what follows, not with what
came earlier, because he begins the next
verse (5:1) with the connective gar
("For ..."). Second, this introduces the
section corresponding to and thus
elaborating on 1 Corinthians 15:12-58,
which is Paul's answer to the worry that
the Corinthians will not be resurrected,
by explaining how their worry (which
we analyzed above) is unfounded. So
4:18 pertains to the nature of the
resurrection and the specific Corinthian
worry about that, and not any difficulty
with the Gospel in general. And third, in
accordance with both points, what
actually precedes and thus leads to 4:18
is the thought stated in 4:16: that we
should not be discouraged by the fact



that what we see, our "outer man" (hence
our physical body) will decompose (as
it begins to do even in life, as we age or
become crippled), because it is our
"inner man" (our spiritual selves, hence
our spiritual body) that is preserved by
God through the grace of Jesus Christ,
179 even though we can't see this part of
us so as to confirm it is immortal. This is
the thought of the passage, which Paul
goes on to elaborate:

For we know that if our earthly
house of the body (skene) is torn
down, we have a building from God,
a house made without hands, eternal
in the heavens. For indeed in this
one we groan, longing to be clothed



with our dwelling from heaven, and
if in fact we get undressed, we will
not be found naked. For while we
are in the body (skene) we groan
because we are weighed down, and
for this reason we do not want to
undress, but to put something on, so
what is mortal may be swallowed up
by life.lso

So have courage, he says: "while we are
home in our body (soma), we are absent
from the Lord," but "we walk by faith,
not by sight," so "we prefer rather to be
absent from the body (soma) and to be
home with the Lord."181

Remember the context: the Corinthians



are still worried about how they can be
resurrected, and this 1s Paul's answer to
their worry. Therefore, this passage must
be interpreted in such a way that it
alleviates whatever their worry was,
reassuring them that they will be raised.
So again the key to understanding what
Paul means here is to understand what
that worry was. But there seems to be no
plausible worry we can pin on the
Corinthians, given that they have no
problem believing Christ was raised.
But the enigma is easily solved if their
worry stemmed from the problems
created by a twobody doctrine: if
Christ's body remained on earth, and so
ours will as well, in what sense can we
really be resurrected? Indeed, from



Paul's reply this seems quite obviously
what was worrying them. Hence Paul
reminds them that "even though we have
known Christ in the flesh, now no longer
do we know" him thus, 112 and he
connects this directly with our
resurrection into a new body: "if anyone
1s in Christ, he is a new creation-the old
things have passed away, behold new
things have come."113 So if anyone is in
Christ at the end or dies in Christ before
the end, then he 1s 'in Christ' and so will
enter into a "new creation," 1.e., a new
body, different from the one that will
have "passed away" (parerchomai, lit.
"pass by," hence leave behind).

Consider the facts: Paul reveals that



what discourages the Corinthians is the
fact that, according to Paul's doctrine,
their bodies are going to ruin ("our outer
man is decaying"), which may mean
(again) that believers are dying, and
their comrades are worried they 'missed
the boat' so to speak. 114 Paul answers
this not with reassurances that God will
restore their outer man, but by telling
them it 1s their inner man that will live
forever. That only makes sense if Paul
means what he says: though our bodies
rot, our spirits have eternal life-in some
form or other. If he did not mean that, he
would have answered in exactly the
opposite way. And Paul makes this point
even more explicit by emphasizing that
good Christians don't worry about



visible things (like bodies), but focus on
invisible things (which, obviously, can't
be their bodies), because visible things
will pass away, and only what is
presently invisible will live forever.
This emphasis only makes sense if Paul
is repudiating our current body as
temporal, as what does not survive in the
resurrection. Then Paul gets even more
explicit by taking up the discussion of
our earthly bodies, which he says are
mere dwelling places here on earth.
With copious vocabulary he equates our
bodies with buildings, structures in
which we reside. Our present bodies, he
says, are not the places we will dwell in
when we ascend to heaven at the end.



Instead, God will make an entirely new
house for us there. Paul contrasts the
dwellings at length, in terms directly
parallel to those employed by Josephus,
Philo, and others: in our earthly bodies
we groan under the burden of their
weight, and like the Essenes, we long to
get our new bodies, our true bodies,
without which we feel naked.

The analogy of clothing is directly
combined with the analogy of structures
that one inhabits: we "put on" the new
bodies in the same way as we inhabit a
new place or put on a new coat. And
Paul leaves no doubt that this is what he
means, since he says that what is mortal
will be completely consumed (just as



bodies are consumed by the grave, and
just as death itself will be consumed in
the end). He does not mean that our
bodies will be converted into new ones.
If he did, he would simply say that.
Instead, he ties up his final discussion of
the nature of the resurrection by drawing
us back to the point with which it began:
"we walk by faith, not by sight," and so
prefer the invisible (the new body we
will get) to the visible (the old body that
will see destruction), because we prefer
the body God will give us in heaven, to
the body we have now-the one in which
we are presently "at home," which does
not reside with God. And so Paul
concludes that the only way to be with
God in the end is to leave our present



abode (to ekduei, "get out of it"), which
he already said is our earthly body.

5.7. The Body as Tabernacle and Dying in Christ

Remarkably unusual in 2 Corinthians 5:1
and 4 1s the use of the word skenos
instead of sorna for "body." For this is a
term unique to Orphic conceptions of the
body as a residence, jailhouse, or
tomb.'s5 It derives from the word skene,
which means '"tent," "hut," or
"tabernacle," but cast in the third
declensionit always connotes the
"body" conceived as a tent or hut in
which the soul resides-or from which it



has departed, hence skenos often means
"corpse." Itshould be obvious how
closely this connects with Philo's
soteriology, and the Essene view
according to Josephus. Philo also
regarded our bodies as residences from
which we will depart in the end, and as
corpses even when alive. And both he
and the Essenes described by Josephus
held the body to be a burden that weighs
us down and keeps us from company
with God. Though Paul's view is his
own, it clearly has strong affinities with
ideas like these andcan only be
understood in light of them. There can be
no other explanation for  Paul's
appropriation of such unusual and unique



vocabulary, especially when placed in
such a blatant context of buildings and
burdens.

To get a feel for this concept cluster,
observe how a pre-Christian
pseudoPlatonic dialogue puts it: once the
body and soul are separated at death,
"the soul (psyche) is settled in its
dwelling-place (oikeion  topon),"
meaning heaven, while "the body (soma)
is left behind," because "being earthly
and mindless, it is not what a man 1s."
Rather, "we are a soul, an immortal form
of life (zoion athanaton) that has been
caged inside a mortal jailhouse (en
thnetoi katheirgmenon phrourioi)." So
"from crappy material nature has



fastened all around {our soul} this tent
(skenos)," while our soul "because of its
sympathy, longs for the celestial
(ouranion)," sharing as it does the "same
quality as ether. 11186 Here we see the
same cluster of concepts: the body is
bad, corruptible, earthly (geodes, the
same word used by Philo), and is left
behind, while the true self, made of
heavenly material (ether), is immortal,
and ascends toits proper dwelling in
heaven. The idea of the body as a
‘container' for the soul also matches
Orphic theology and is found in pagan
and Jewish thought."' So Paul also treats
the body as a container for the spirit in 2
Corinthians 4:7, where we are described



as the ostrakina skeue, the very 'clay
pots' that, once wused, must be
destroyed.Iss Pitchers of clay were also
regarded as 'made by hands' (in contrast
to more precious vessels of gold, which
arenot) and as beyond repair once
broken.l1s9 So Paul envisions our bodies
a s made by hands' and thus beyond
repair, and so we need new bodies 'not
made by hands,’ and thus of more
precious material. In just this way Paul
fuses Jewish with Orphic theology.

The Orphic cluster of ideas certainly
infiltrated popular Judaism by the early
first century."0 Consider the Wisdom of
Solomon, an apocryphal textalso
composed around that very time, or a



little earlier. Repeating the Pauline
notion that worldly wisdom is vain and a
stumbling block, and only inspiration
from the Holy Spirit can bring true
knowledge,'9' the text declares: "For the
thoughts of mortals are worthless, and
our conceits dubious. For the perishable
body weighs down the soul, and the
earthly skenos loads down the mind that
thinks many thoughts." 112 Though not
connected here with resurrection, the
terminology and concepts are the same,
and the context is identical to that of
Paul's discussions of the psychic man
and body. And so in 2 Peter we find a
hint of the same sentiment. Though
employing the word skenonla, which in
the plural usually means "army tent," but



in the singular often takes the same
meaning as skenos,193 the author writes
that "as long as I am in this tent" and
"knowing that the removal of my tent is
close at hand" he must write down his
testimony so his readers can consult it
after his "departure" (exodos).114 This
terminology of approaching death, and
then dying, echoes our analysis of Paul:
the body is a mere residence that we
inhabit temporarily, which will be torn
away, and which we will depart upon
our death. Calling this an "exodus" also
calls up Philo's conception of the
departure of the soul for heaven as
something metaphorically prefigured in
the legendary Exodus from Egypt. This



is probably no coincidence, as both
Peter and Philo no doubt drew on earlier
sources for their ideas.'95

Accordingly, the great Christian
scholar  Origen understood Paul's
resurrection doctrine just as I do.
Predictably, he was branded a heretic,
his treatise on the resurrection was
destroyed, and many of his other
statements onthe resurrection were
'revised' to agree with the ascendant
orthodoxy.'9" But in the most trustworthy
statements that have survived, Origen
says that "according to the scriptures"
the body in which Paul says we groan is
the skenos tes psuches, "the tabernacle
of the soul," and that:



To be in any physical location, the
soul, in its very nature bodiless and
invisible, must have a body suitable
in nature to that place. So it strips
o fffrom itself the former body
which it carries here, which was
once necessarybut is  then
superfluous to its second life, and
puts on another there, over what it
had before, needing a superior
garment for the purer, ethereal,
celestial places.197

Origen compares this process to the
casting off of the placenta at birth.
Elsewhere in the same work he says we
do not rise in "the same flesh" (autais ...



sarxi) but "transfer" (metabolen) to
"better" bodies (epi to beltion), "as if"
(hoionei) rising "from" (apo) our
corpses, just as a stalk rises "from"
(apo) the seed; we need bodies to get
around, but we will not need the body
that rotsin the grave; and so, it is
something indestructible "inside" our
present bodies that rises to form the new
body.'9s Likewise, Methodius' attack on
Origen's lost treatise on the resurrection
makes several points explicit and clear:
Origen argued that the raised body is not
the same one that died, thatidentity
could never reside in any substance, but
only in form, and that justas fish need
fins and gills to survive in water, those



in heaven will need new ethereal
bodies, just like angels.199

It is clear that Origen's conception is
much closer to Paul's than anything we
find in the rest of the Church Fathers, yet
Origen 1s right in the community of
Philo, and even more so of Josephus
himself, who also said we would get
new "purer" bodies.200 This is surely
what Paul had in mind: the stripping oft
of one body and the putting on of
another. The only hint of con- foundment
in Paul's attempt to describe such an
idea lies in the fact that Paul appears not
to have resolved the problem of the
"vessel of identity." Origen, Philo, and
Josephus all draw on the familiar



concept of the bodiless, invisible
psyche, as the soul, the "true self" that
always endures. Many Jews, even the
Rabbinical Pharisees, understood and
made use of such an idea.201 But it
seems Paul did not accept such a notion.
He apparently did not believe there was
any "thing" that could retain our
individual identity without a body. He
certainly never speaks of such, in any of
his correspondence. Though he views
man as composed of psyche, pneuma,
and soma, he never seems to imagine any
of these things surviving on its own.
Rather, the psyche is "life" itself, a prop
erty only ever possessed by the living,
This may change its fundamental nature
from the biological to the spiritual, but if



it survives in the grave, it does so only
in the sense of being "asleep." Yet it is a
mere vitality, and is not equated with the
'inner man' who survives death to rise
again.202

Then comes the soma, which, as
Origen says, i1s needed to exist in any
particular "place," and thus essential to
resurrection and the experience of
eternal life. But Paul (like Origen) never
says the soma is the vessel of iden-
tity.203 It is not who you are, and it is
not what preserves your personality in
the grave. To the contrary, it is a mere
residence, and he says we have to trade
bodies, the perishable one for an
imperishable one. Just as Origen says,



w eneed a body to "exist" in any
location, but any body will do, whatever
bodyis suitable to the place we will
live.

The pneuma comes closer to
preserving one's identity, but not as a
single entity itself. It does not appear to
be a "soul" that departs the body upon
death and floats around somewhere.
Rather, by participating in the pneuma of
Christ, by becoming "one" with it, our
identity is preserved within the
collective spirit of God.204 Otherwise,
our own pneuma is destroyed at deathor
not even something we have unless it is
developed and '"grown" inside us
through communion with Christ.205 This



is probably how Paul would have
described the 'inner man' who will never
really die.

So to Paul, 1t 1s not a disembodied
soul that preserves us while our flesh
rots in the grave, but our participation in
the spirit of Christ.206 This view of
participatory resurrection has replaced
for Paul the traditional Jewish view of
the corporate resurrection of Israel: for
those "in Christ" are the new Israel.207
At the resurrection, Christ will draw us
out of his collective essence and place
ourunique being within an ethereal
body, so we can exist again as
individuals. 208 This is why Paul so
routinely speaks in terms of being or



living or dying "in Christ" as what is so
essential to our salvation.209 Such a
way of talking was as bizarre then as it
is today. But if we understand it as I
have described, it makes perfect sense.
Paul's ideology of corporate identity thus
explains "in Adam" as belonging to the
world of flesh as a corporate entity-
through birth we are all just snipped-oft
parts of the same body, the body of
Adam, the ultimate ancestor of all
mankind. But "in Christ" we belong to
the world of divine pneuma as a
corporate entity, such that through re-
birth we become united to a new body,
the body of Christ, the ultimate savior of
all mankind.



Such a corporate view of participatory
resurrection makes sense of bap tism for
the dead, which amounts to the same
idea as the salvation of anunbaptized
spouse through a baptized one: through
sharing one flesh they share one spirit,
and so belong to one and the same body.
210 Hence I agree with Conzelmann that
Paul's "exposition ... shows that
existence without a body is a thing he
cannot conceive of at all," or, at least,
that neither he northe Corinthians
believe (p. 280). That is why present
participation in the body of Christ is so
important to Paul's entire soteriology,
and why such participation only makes
logical and metaphysical sense if



Christ's resurrected bodyis made of
spirit-since we cannot join his flesh,
except in a purely metaphorical sense,
i.e., through the spirit. Only by such a
means can someone "survive" without
their own "body" after dying.211

This was probably a novel way of
imagining survival, and so Paul found it
exceptionally difficult to find the words
to express it. Without an individual
entity that can survive death and wait for
the new body, Paul had to resort to
ambiguous, indirect metaphors. This
explains why there is no easily
identifiable subject in 1 Corinthians
15:53-54 or 42-43, which is very odd.
What constitutes the "we" who will do



the wearing in 15:49, for example?
Where does the "inner man" of 2
Corinthians 4:16 go when we die? If it
never dies, then-for the dead-where is
it? Indeed, what is it? Paul doesn't say.
Probably because he didn't know how
to. Being an individual drop in the sea of
God's spirit, not existing as an
individual, yet still existing, is not the
sort of concept that admits of easy
description. There is no word for such
anexistence. It is not a "thing," yet it
contains the essence of one, which can
b e poured out into something (a new
body) at the appointed time. Origen
found a way to articulate this, using a
soul (psyche) as something that has no
location yet still somehow retains the



properties of an individual. But Paul had
not yet hit upon such an expression. Nor
was he likely to. He had already
appropriated a very different meaning
for psyche and still had his mind on the
corporate nature of this structure, our
"being in Christ," more than on how the
individual survives within such a
structure. He could only assure the
Corinthians that it did.

This brings us all the way back to
where Paul began, with his seed
analogy. Such a concept might imply
continuity to us, but not to those who
grew up in an agricultural society. The
biology of seeds is such that they have
shells, as anyone then would know-the



entire point of grinding grain, for
example, was to separate "the wheat
from the chaff." The shells, by which
seeds are identified, are not continuous
with the sprout, but are cast off and rot
away in the ground. Instead, it is the
inner part, the part you can't see (until
the new birth), that sprouts into the new
plant. This is surely what Paul and his
readers got from his analogy: the body,
the "outer man," 1s the shell that is
sloughed off, and the kernel, the "inner
man," is the body that will sprout anew
at the resurrection, preserved through its
integration withthe imperishable
pneuma of Christ, like a seed nourished
by the water of life. The corpse of Jesus
was just the chaff. The risen body was



the kernel's sprout. And as for Jesus, so
for us. That is the entire thrust of Paul's

argument.

5.8. Other Epistles

I have made a pretty solid case for
Paul's advocacy of a two-body doctrine.
This interpretation only finds further
support in the remaining epistles. For
example, Paul's many declarations of the
Christian "creed" omit any reference to a
literal bodily appearance of Jesus after
death. Nowhere does Paul state that a
fleshly resurrection of Jesus was a
necessary belief, or even a belief anyone



held. The fullest account of the
necessary elements of the Gospel creed
appears in 1 Timothy, where we find the
incarnation, spiritual vindication,
association with angels, the teaching and
success of the Gospel, and the ascen-
sion.212 Postmortem appearances get no
mention here, nor do they in Philippians,
which only lists the incarnation,
crucifixion, exaltation, subjection, and
success of the Gospel.2' 1 Even when the
appearances finally find a mention in 1
Corinthians, they are equated with Paul's
encounter. 21 { And we cannot presume
that the Gospel at the time implied
bodily encounters and empty tombs,
especially when we can account for



everything Paul says without them.

Instead, Colossians says Jesus gave up
his "body of flesh" for us (1:22), such
that we now must act "in the flesh on
behalf of his body," because his body is
"now ... the church" (1:24).215 When
did that happen? The Gospel that Paul
describes nowhere says anything about
Jesus rising in his same old earthly body
and then exchanging that body for the
earthly body of the church. The only
moment Colossians, or any other letter,
allows for such an exchange to happen is
Christ's death and resurrection. The
moment Christ rose from the dead, the
church became his body-his earthly
body, that is. That makes no sense if



Christ rose with the same body he died
in, and still has. After all, Christ is said
to be risen, not to have thrown off his
risen body after being raised (what are
we supposed to imagine he did with it?).
So also everything Paul says about
having "the spirit of Christ" in us and
only "the spirit of Christ" being life.' 16
How can Christ be in two places at
once, fleshin heaven, spirit down here
inside us? And if only the spirit of Christ
1s life, how can the flesh of Christ be
alive? Many puzzles like these arise. But
on the two-body doctrine this all makes
complete sense: Christ rose in his new
spiritual body, in which he ascended to
heaven and now sits enthroned, and
through the Holy Spirit his spiritual body



(like the tentancles of a hydra) now
‘inhabits' every Christian, and hence the
Christian community as a whole, making
that community his new earthly body. At
no point in this equation does the corpse
need to be vaporized or taken up to
heaven. Nor would that make much
sense. As Origen says, the corpse is just
the placenta. It is the mere shell of the
seed that is left behind after the plant
rises in glory. It is mere dust. By dying,
it has done all it needed to do.

Nor do any of the other epistles,
whoever actually wrote them, assert a
resurrection in the flesh or even suggest
it. While the Peter of Acts says the flesh
of Christ is immune to decay, the Peter



of the Epistles says all flesh withers
away like grass, declaring that Jesus
was "put to death in flesh but made alive
in spirit."217 It seems obvious that to
this Peter's understanding the body of
Jesus died, and then he rose only in
spirit form. This is basically just what
Paul says in Romans 1:3-4: Jesus was
born in "flesh" but raised in "spirit." The
only credible translation of kata in these
verses is either location ("on," "among,"
"in the realm of") or form ("as," "in
conformity to," "having all the properties
of"). Either way, Paul and Peter
understand the same dichotomy: the
incarnated Jesus had the properties of
and dwelled in the realm of flesh, while
the risen Christ had the properties of and



dwelled 1in therealm of spirit.
Accordingly, when Peter comes to say
that "when we made known to you the
power and presence of our Lord Jesus
Christ, we were not depending on myths
that had been cleverly devised," but "we
became eyewitnesses of that man's
magnificent greatness," he reports that he
himself heard the voice of God from
heaven at Christ's transfiguration-in
other words, during his ministry.21s No
mention is made of what would have
been far more valuable, even crucial
eyewitness  testimony: seeing and
handling the risen body, seeing the tomb
empty, observing his bodily ascension
into the clouds. Obviously there was no



resurrection or ascension or empty tomb
to see. All those details could only be
known  through  revelation  and
scripture.219

The only passages that present a
difficulty for my theory are two verses in
Romans 8. The first, Romans 8:11, says
our mortal bodies will be ‘made alive'.
This seems odd coming from a man who
is elsewhere emphatic (as we have seen)
that a mortal body cannot enter eternal
life. So insistent is Paul on this point that
we are compelled to accept a
contradiction in his thought, as if he was
teaching (or conceding) a different
doctrine to the Romans.220 Unless he is
not talking about the resurrection here.



And the context does seem to be our
present life, not the resurrection. He
does not say our mortal bodies will be
raised. Paul often speaks about our
present circumstances in the language of
resurrection, so we do have to be wary.
221 Here, Paul argues: we do not walk
in the world of flesh, but that of spirit
(8:4-5); for the former "is death," the
latter "life and peace" (8:6); in the here
and now (8:7-8); but if "the spirit dwells
in us" now, as 1s the case for those, and
only those, who "belong to Christ," then
we are in the realm of spirit even now
(8:9); therefore, if Christ 1s in us now,
though the body is already dead, "the
spirit is life" in us (8:10). It is this train
of thought which Paul concludes as



follows:

So if the spirit of the raiser of Jesus
from the dead dwells in you, the
raiser of Christ from the dead will
also give life to your mortal bodies,
through the Spirit dwelling in you.
And so, therefore, brothers, we owe
nothing to the flesh, we ought not
live in the flesh, for if we live in the
flesh, we are destined to die, but if
we kill the deeds of the body we
will live.222

The grammar of 8:11 often becomes
misleading in translation, giving the
appearance that the “also' (kai) implies
likeness to the resurrection of Christ,



when in fact, grammatically, "he who
raised Christ" is the agent, not the point
of comparison. Instead, the point of
comparison 1s the giving of the Spirit.
So: if the Spirit dwells in us now, we
will also be made alive now. This is
essentially the very same thing Paul says
on two other occasions, both clearly in
reference to the present and not the
future: "even though we are dead" to sin,
Christ has "made us alive" in the here
and now.223

In Romans 8, Paul goes on to talk
about how we are presently linked with
the Spirit that will save us in the end,
and moves on to discuss the



resurrection. Thus, though Paul does
eventually turn his mind to the future,
and links our present with it, his
discourse up to then is about what is
happening to us in the present: God
gives life to our bodies now, bodies that
will die because they are mortal (the
only reason to describe our bodies as
such), but because the Spirit in us "is
life" (the entire point of Paul's line of
reasoning), we will live-though here he
does not specify how. His point
throughout is that we must not have any
concern for the worldly things that will
pass away, meaning everything of flesh
221

The other verse 1s Romans 8:23,



which speaks of our "bodies" being
ransomed in the resurrection. But we
should understand this in light of another
passage which speaks of being "inside"
and "outside" the two houses (that of
flesh and that of God),225 which
deliberately parallels Paul's "inner" and
"outer" man dichotomy.226 Thus, when
Paul says in Romans 8:23 that we groan
"within ourselves" until the "release of
our body," he means the "setting free" of
our "inner man," hence entering into our
new spiritual body. Accordingly, the
present world, just like our present
bodies, will be destroyed-a view made
explicit elsewhere: for example, though
a man's "flesh" will be "destroyed," his
"spirit" will be "saved."227 Yet the



passing away of the world Paul still
calls a "liberation."228 Then he links
this via 8:22 with what he says about our
body. So he must mean the same thing
there. After all, this is meant to expand
on what Paul said previously, where he
argues that we long to be "freed" from
the body of flesh, and have been sold
into slavery '"because" we are of
flesh.229 Thus, to ransom us from our
bondage requires getting rid of the flesh
that imprisons us: the outer man passes
away, and the inner man is freed,
surviving in his own ethereal body.230

That Paul's language in Romans 8 can
so easily lead to confusion about how he
conceives of the resurrection is



precisely why he had to elaborate in
such detail in 1 Corinthians 15, and yet
again in 2 Corinthians 5. Though the
letter to the Romans may have been his
last, it is to a new Church inPaul's
travels. Romans thus represents the
beginning of his discourse, for the
"babes in Christ,"231 reserving the more
careful doctrine for later when his
audience i1s more '"mature."232 So
chronological order is misleading: in
terms of doctrine, the order is the other
way around-conceptually, the
elaborations in the Corinthian letters are
what would follow Paul's discourse in
Romans. And so we must look for
clarification in those elaborations, not
the introductory remarks in Romans. And



the elaborations tell us it is not our
mortal bodies that rise. They pass away.
We rise, instead, in spiritual bodies.
This 1s confirmed by an analysis of just
what Paul claims about his own witness
to the resurrection of Christ, to which
we now turn.

5.9. Paul's Encounter with the Risen Christ

Paul is a witness to the resurrection.
After all, he asks the Corinthians, "Have
I not seen Jesus our Lord?" 233 And he
places himself on the list of witnesses to
the risen Christ, along with Peter, James,
and everyone else.234 The only
distinction he makes between his



experience and the others is that it came
last in sequence (epeita ... epeita ...
eschaton de panton). Otherwise he
emphasizes its equality in kind (kamoi,
"to me, too," hence just like everyone
else).235 The purpose of Paul's list is to
summarize all the evidence on which
their faith in the resurrection of Christ
rests, since he then uses the presumption
of that faith as the linchpin in his
following argument (as we saw earlier).
We can therefore be assured that this is
the best he had to offer by way of
proving it. Yet all he mentions are
scriptures and  epiphanies.236 No
physical evidence, no special testimony.
Yet we already saw how priceless such



evidence and testimony would have been
for illustrating and demonstrating
whatever he wanted to say about the
nature of the resurrection. So its absence
here is not a mark of assumption,
brevity, or oversight. It indicates there is
no other evidence.

Everything for us, then, rests on what
Paul means by these appearances of
Jesus, since only that is acceptable today
as evidence for an actual historical
event. And since he means what he
himself saw, which he does not
distinguish in any fundamental way from
what anyone else saw, an analysis of his
encounter with the risen Christ must be



normative. The only firsthand account
we are given of this encounter is in
Paul's letter to the Galatians. The
Gospel, Paul says, "I neither received
from a man nor was I taught it, except
through a revelation of Jesus Christ,"237
which he says was not a "flesh and
blood" encounter.238 This is the very
same Gospel he received and passed on
to the Corinthians, including the
revelation that Christ had been raised-
for the exact same technical word for
received tradition is used there as here
(paralam- bano) and the phrase "the
Gospel preached" in both verses is
nearly identical.239

The key term here is apokalypsis, the



same word that comprises the title of the
New Testament book of Revelation. It
means literally an '"uncovering" of
hidden things. It is typically a spiritual
experience.140 This does not mean that
to them it was regarded as a purely
inner, subjective, psychological event,
though in hindsight we now know this is
what most such experiences appear to
have been.'" But in those days,
especially for the religious minded, a
spir itual experience would have been
understood as an objective presentation
of a genuine external reality, albeit in a
mysterious manner. Thus, Paul envisions
Christ's return in the end as an
"apocalypse," his spiritual  body
physically and visibly descending from



heaven.242 And however his vision of
the risen Christ first came to him,243
convincing him of the Gospel's truth, he
would no doubt have believed he was
seeing or hearing the real spiritual body
of Jesus (possibly even physically
becoming one with it in his own spirit
and thus "feeling" the real Jesus within).
But we can rightly be skeptical.

Paul's conception of his first encounter
with Christ as an "apocalypse" 1is
claborated in his letter to the Romans,
where he says the Gospel and the
Kerygma both came from "the revelation
of the mystery kept in silence through
ages past, but now made clear through
the prophetic scriptures at the command



of the eternal God, and made known to
all nations." 244 Ephesians 3 entirely
corroborates that account, using much of
the very same language. Revelations
typically, by  definition, reveal
‘mysteries,’ and, as we saw earlier,
when Paul says he knows what will
happen at the last trumpet, he calls it a
mystery, hence indicating that his
knowledge probably came by revelation.
This clearly does not mean a flesh-and-
blood Jesus knocked on his door, sat
down, and told him.

What is also telling is that Paul here,
in both Romans and Ephesians, assumes
that the Gospel, which he said to the
Corinthians was known by scripture and



epiphany, came entirely by a revelation
from God, who in effect "interpreted"
for him some hidden meaning in the
scriptures.245 Paul has thus completely
omitted any reference to conversations
with a flesh-andblood Jesus, as well as
any witness or physical evidence of such
a thing. That Christ is raised is known
from scripture, which is known because
Christ"revealed" it in a spiritual
epiphany after his death. This fits
perfectly a situation where his body
remains buried, for then the only way it
could be known that he had been raised
(exalted and reembodied in heaven)
would be through the spiritual revealing
of hidden meaning in scripture. And that
is exactly the only way Paul says it was



known.

As further proof, consider another
"revelation" described by Paul. In 2
Corinthians he gives an example of
"visions and revelations":

I know a man in Christ who fourteen
years ago-whether in the body I don't
know, or out of the body I don't
know, only God knows-such a man
was snatched up as far as the third
heaven. And 1 know such a
manwhether in the body or without
the body I don't know, only God
knowsthat he was snatched up into
paradise and heard unspeakable
words, which man is not permitted



to tell.246

This is a perfect example of the kind of
thing an apocalypse was for men like
Paul. On the one hand, it is mysterious
and not entirely comprehensible. On the
other hand, it 1s believed to be real-even
though clearly to us an internal and
psychologically subjective event, like an
"out of body experience" involving
imagined transport to heaven.247 Paul's
strangely emphatic uncertainty as to
whether he went up there in his body, or
out of 1it, confirms whatwe have
learned: Paul had no clear idea of how
someone could be in any location at all
without a body, yet a normal human body



cannot enter heaven. If this man he knew
had gone to heaven bodily, he would
have to have been given a spiritual body,
which would all but constitute a
resurrection before the last trumpet, thus
contradicting Paul's own doctrine, and
making no sense of the fact that he came
back into his old body again afterward
(whichleaves open the question of
where his new heavenly body then went,
if it 1s supposed to be imperishable).
Therefore, Paul confesses he has no idea
h o wthis trip to heaven was
accomplished, but God can do anything,
so we needn't doubt that it happened. But
what this event and Paul's witness of the
risen Christ have in common is the



subjective, spiritual nature of the
experience. We now know such
experiences can have a purely
psychological and biological cause, and
thus can easily be doubted as
experiences of any genuine external
reality. But that is not how they were
understood by religious men in those
days.

Since Paul was entirely converted,
even from open hostility to the faith, by
that single spiritual event described in
Galatians, and was sustained in that
belief, and actively promoted it for three
years before even discussing any
accounts with the apostles, it is clear



that it was not stories of empty tombs or
doubting Thomases that generated early
Christian belief, but revelations of the
Spirit.24s No one doubts that Paul was
one of the most ferventand important
believers in the Gospel, without whom
the Christian religion might never have
succeeded. Yet if he could be moved to
unyielding faith by a mere revelation, we
can conclude that anyone else would
have as well, including the very first
Christians. Indeed, the entire gist of
Paul's letter to the Galatians 1s that
revelation is the only truly respectable
evidence for religious doctrine, that
believing it on the mere testimony of
human beings is inferior  and
untrustworthy. 249



Finally, Acts also depicts Paul's
experience as a vision-just a light and a
voice, visionary details so unique and
unusual, even for Luke, that Luke must
have felt constrained by a genuine
tradition about Paul's experience, which
must have indeed described it as merely
a light and a wvoice. So those two
elements can probably be taken as
genuine,  further  confirming  my
assessment. However, in every other
respect I believe Acts is worthless as a
source, because Luke presents three
different accounts that all contradict
each other, and all contain details that
seem contrary to Paul's own story in
Galatians-which does not mention



attendants, denies meeting anyone, much
less Ananias, and places his return to
Jerusalem with Barnabas much later, and
with no suggestion of danger.250

5.10. Assessment

I believe I have more than adequately
demonstrated that Paul probably
believed in a two-body doctrine of the
resurrection, wherein those who sleep in
Christ will be given at the last trumpet
entirely new bodies to live in, and not
their same old bodies reconstituted.
Then they will be snatched up to live
forever in heaven. Paul certainly
believed the resurrection of Jesus was



essentially the same sort of event,
differing only 1n that it took place before
the last trumpet. Therefore, Paul
probably believed Jesus was '"raised
fromthe dead" by being given a new
body in heaven, and not by being
physically resuscitated in the grave. This
is perhaps why the language he uses for
resurrection is  never  that  of
regeneration, but always of waking from
sleep  and ascending, matching his
constant reference to death as "sleeping.
"'51 Whereas Plutarch calls resurrection
what we should expect it to be called-a
palingenesis ("back to life,"
"regeneration") or an anabiosis ("return
to life" ),252 Paul shuns these words,



calling it instead an anastasis ("rising
up") and anegersis ("waking up").253
The dead wake from sleep in their new
bodies and rise up to heaven to be with
God.

This view agrees with all Christian
literature before the Gospels and fits the
sort of evidence they provide.
Therefore, it was probably what the
original Christians believed. After the
death and burial of Jesus, his "disciples"
received spiritual "revelations" which
they took to be visitations of the newly
embodied Christ. In these epiphanies the
secret meaning of various passages in
the Old Testament were "revealed" to



them, which "predicted" and thus
confirmed that Jesus was indeed granted
the new resurrection body in advance of
everyone else, and was exalted above
all other beings in the uni- verse.z54
This revelation also told them that the
promised resurrection of the righteous
would only happen to those who became
one with Christ in spirit, in order to
share in the same resurrection bestowed
upon him. It follows that there was no
empty tomb, and no physical encounters
with a risen body of Jesus.

PART II: THE LEGEND
OF THE EMPTY TOMB



6. ORIGINS OF THE EMPTY
TOMB LEGEND

In the generation after Paul someone
wrote what was probably the first-ever
account of the "Gospel" of Jesus Christ.
Tradition has assigned the book to an
unknown author named Mark, according
to legend, Peter's scribe. It is not known
when the book was written. Most
scholars believe it was sometime around
70 CE, give or take a decade. But it is
clear that Paul knew nothing of the work,
so we can be fairly certain it was not
circulating when he was alive. Yet this
Gospel contains the first known
appearance of an empty tomb story. All



other accounts rely upon it and basically
just embellish it or modify it to suit each
author's own narrative and ideological
agenda.z55 As nearly all scholars agree,
Matthew and Luke clearly used Mark as
their source, repeating the same elements
in the same order and often using
identical vocabulary and word order,
not only for this story but for the whole
Gospel. And though John does not
directly use Mark as a source, it is
probable his account ultimately derives
from it.'56 Beyond mere conjecture,
there is no indication any of them had
any other source of information for the
changes and additions they made. In the
case of Matthew there is good evidence



his "source" was in fact the Book of
Daniel-meaning his changes do not
derive from any historical aims or
sources, but are purely a didactic
invention. It 1s probable the changes
found in Luke and John are no
different.257 And since they are clearly
deploying a polemic against opponents
of a resurrection in the flesh, their
employment of an empty tomb story is
guaranteed, regardless of whether they
had any reliable historical sources
attesting 1t.258

Luke does claim to have many sources,
but does not say who or for what
material, so this can be of no help here,



where we are interested in one
particular unit of a much larger
hagiography.259 Likewise, John claims
to derive from an unnamed eyewitness,
but only in a section of his Gospel that
looks like it was added by a different
author, who does not include mention of
a nempty tomb.260 So though it is
possible these other Gospels preserve
some genuinely independent evidence
for an empty tomb, it is just as possible
they do not. We can safely account for
everything they add as a legendary or
didactic embellishment upon the basic
original claim in Mark.

This does not mean these authors must
be considered liars. The logic of their



sectarian dogma would lead to an honest
and sincere belief in an empty tomb:
since Jesus must have risen in the flesh,
his tomb must have been empty. The rest
they can have total confidence in through
the two popular "excuses" of their day,
which were respectable then, but now
are often agreed to be dubious: (1)
historical truth can be revealed directly
by God through the Holy Spirit, and (2)
whatever isn't historically true 1is
nevertheless didactically true. Just as
Paul can find "hidden meaning" in the
Old Testament Prophets, and Philo and
the Therapeutae can find deep symbolic
truths 1n ostensibly historical narratives
like that of Exodus, so could the Gospel
authors create narratives with deeper,



hidden meanings under a veil of history.
It was honest work then, even if it
disturbs us today.261

This leaves us with Mark. Even if not
certain, it is a credible hypothesis that
all other accounts originated with his.
But where did his come from? I believe
he invented it. For Mark the empty tomb
was not historical, but symbolic. It
represented the resurrection of Jesus,
with a powerful symbol pregnant with
meaning-not only elucidating the "core"
Gospel inherited from Paul (e.g, 1
Corinthians 15:3-5, which is ambiguous
as to whether Jesus rose inthe flesh or
the spirit), but also maintaining Mark's
own narrative theme of'"reversal of



expectation." The empty tomb was for
Mark like the Exodus for Philo:
educational fiction, whose true meaning
was far more important than any
historical claim ever could be.

I cannot say for certain whether Mark
was a Pauline or a "Sarcicist" (from
sarx, sarkikos: an advocate of a
resurrection of the "flesh"). At one point
Mark implies belief in resurrection of
the flesh-and denial of the Pauline
doctrine of the raised body as
incorruptible-by having Jesus imply that
severed hands, feet, and eyes will stay
severed even after the resurrection.262
But this also goes against conservative
Pharisaic resurrection doctrine, wherein



dismembered bodies would be so
raised, but would then be healed
anyway. So this is probably not to be
taken literally. It certainly creates more
questions than it answers (what if you
cut off-or, worse, crush your head?). It is
also possible Jesus does not mean
resurrection, but entrance into the life or
kingdom as entrance into the Christian
church, into salvation as such. After all,
Paul would agree it is "better" to lose
your limbs, since you won't need them
when you get your new body.

In contrast, when Mark has witnesses
claim Jesus said, "I will destroy this
holy residence made by hands, and in
three days build another house not made



by hands," he seems to be quite overtly
calling up Pauline resurrection doctrine:
the human body in which we now reside
will  be destroyed, and anew,
superhuman body fashioned in its place.
261 For the naos, as the sacred building
containing the image of God, is here an
obvious analogy to the human body-Paul
often equated the body with a
temple,264 and the three days is an overt
invocation of the three days between
Christ's dying and rising. One might also
see a connection between Pauline
resurrection discourse on nakedness and
clothing, and Mark's use of a "young
man"  who loses his linen garment
(representing the body of flesh, like the
linen cloth that "clothes" the dead Jesus



in Mark 15:26), becoming naked (Mark
14:51-52), then after "the resurrection"
is clothed in a white robe (Mark 16:5),
representing the celestial body (e.g.,
Dan. 12:2-3, 10).

So, on the first passage Mark would
seem to believe in a resurrection of the
flesh, warts and all, while on the second
passage Mark would seem to believe
that the body of flesh will be destroyed
and a totally different body created from
scratch to replace it, a view further
supported by the "young man" analysis.
Mark also reiterates the Pauline view
(consistent with but not entailing a two-
body resurrection doctrine) that "the
spirit 1s willing but the flesh 1is



weak."265 Finally, Mark records a
saying of Jesus that the raised will be
"just like angels in the heavens,"266 and
angels were typically ethereal .261

Unfortunately, all these passages are
ambiguous, leaving unclear what Mark
really believed. But it doesn't matter.
Whether Mark was a Pauline ora
Sarcicist, either way, on my theory the
empty tomb story originated as a symbol,
not a historical fact. It then became the
subject of legendary embel lishment
over the ensuing generations, eventually
becoming an essential element in the
doctrine of a particular sect of
Christians, who spurned Paul's original
teachings, and insisted on a resurrection



of the flesh instead. To these two claims
(invention and embellishment) we now
turn.

6.1. THE ORIGIN AND
MEANING OF MARK'S
INVENTION

Where did Mark get the idea of an empty
tomb, and what did he intend his empty
tomb narrative to mean? The answers lie
in Mark's own thematic agenda, and his
surrounding literary and cultural milieu.
Mark may have had some inspiration
from Homer,268 or from contemporary
ascension mythology (both Pagan and
Jewish), wherein the absence of a hero's



body is taken as evidence of his
ascension to heaven and concomitant
deification.269 But the most likely
origins are the Psalms, Mark's penchant
for reversing the reader's expectations,
and the "body as tomb" concept-cluster,
which we already observed had deep
connections in Paul.

Any one or several of these ideas may
have been at play in Mark's mind, but we
can divide all influences into two
possible directions: If Mark was a true
Pauline Christian, then the tomb
represents the corpse of Jesus. If not,
then the tomb represents the ascension of
Jesus. There would surely be overlap: a



Pauline would find double meaning in
the tomb as symbol of ascension and the
earthly tabernacle, while a Sarcicist
would find double meaning in the tomb
as symbol of ascension and escape from
death. So we must first survey the three
most likely sources of inspiration Mark
drew upon, which his more educated
readers would have understood (and
which "mature" initiates may have been
secretly told).

6.1.1. Psalmic Origins

Crucial to any account of the Gospel
would be elucidation of the idea that
Christ was raised on the third day after



his burial.270 Many Jews held a belief
that "until three days" after death "the
soul keeps on returning to the grave,
thinking it will go back" into the body,
"but when it sees the facial features have
become disfigured, it departs and
abandons it."271 This is corroborated
by the oft-repeated principle that the
identity of a corpse could only be legally
established by the corpse's
"countenance" within three days, after
which itbecame too disfigured to be
identified.272 Both facts were explicitly
connected:

For three days the soul hovers over
the body, intending to re-enter it, but



as soon as it sees its appearance
change, it departs, as it i1s written,
"When his flesh that is on him is
distorted, his soul will mourn over
him" [Job 14:221.... [So) the full
force of mourning lasts for three
days. Why? Because the shape of the
face i1s recognizable, even as we
have learnt in  the Mishnah:
Evidence is admissible only in
respect of the full face, with the
nose, and only within three days.273

This third-day motif was certainly
widespread, and may be very ancient,
perhaps lying behind the prophecy of
Hosea 6:2 that "He will revive us after
two days, he will raise us up on the third



day, that we may live before him."274
The covenantal use of the third day motif
in Exodus 19:11, 15, and 16 is also an
inviting possibility, as is the story in 2
Kings 2, where, after his ascension (2:1,
11-13), men search for Elijah for three
days and don't find him(2:17).275
Parallels with the then-contemporary
Osiris cult are curiously strong, too,
though I see no need for such a
connection. Among the links: Osiris was
sealed in a casket (equivalent to a tomb)
by seventy-two conspirators, while the
Sanhedrin  who condemned Christ
consisted of seventy-one men, and Judas
makes seventy-two; Osiris was then
resurrected on the third day, and died



during a full moon, just like Christ (for
Passover comes at the full moon).276 I
don't know what to make of this, though
it does seem an improbable coincidence.

Whatever the case, Paul's conviction
in 1 Corinthians 15:4 that Jesus "was
raised on the third day according to the
scriptures”" must derive fromsome Old
Testament passage, even if it was also
developed in conjunction with Jewish or
Pagan ideology. And the Hosea passage
1s the most probable scriptural source-or
perhaps several passages were linked.
That Paul never mentions this or any
other passage as supporting a third-day
motif is of little importance, since Paul
says he got it from some passage in the



Bible, and (per section 5.9 above) we
know there were a great many biblical
passages that the Christians relied upon
for their beliefs, and these were
probably employed in oral discourse far
more often than having any occasion to
be mentioned in Paul's letters."

In choosing how to illuminate this
motif in his parable of Christ's death,
burial, and resurrection, however, Mark
drew upon the Psalms. He consciously
modeled his crucifixion narrative on
Psalm 22, adapting phrases directly from
the Septuagint text thereof,278 including
Christ's cry on the cross, the taunts of the
onlookers, and the dividing of garments
by casting lots. Crucifixion also calls up



the psalm's image of the messiah's
pierced hands and feet.279 This begins a
logical three-day cycle of psalms: Psalm
22 marks the first day (the crucifixion),
Psalm 23 the next (the Sabbath, during
which Christ's body rests in the grave),
and then Psalm 24 predicts and informs
the resurrection on Sunday, the third day.
Psalm 23 1is the Funeral Psalm ("The
Lord is my Shepherd, I shall not want ...
Even though I walk through the valley of
the shadow of death") and thus
represents Christ's sojourn in the realm
of the dead. It concludes with what can
be taken to be a prediction of a Pauline
resurrection: "And I will dwell in the
house of the Lord forever," just as Psalm
22 concludes with a prediction of



salvation for those who believe in the
Christ.280 Then Psalm 24 proclaims
God's Lordship over the universe (24:1-
2) and anticipates the New Era (24:6),
which begins with Christ's resurrection
and ascension to heaven: "Who may
ascend into the hill of the Lord? Who
may stand in his holy place?" And with
what imagery is this signaled? "Lift up
your heads, 0 gates, And be lifted up, 0
ancient gates, That the King of glory may
come in!"281 And what are the gates that
open up in Mark? The "stone" that "had
been rolled away, although it was
extremely large," a symbol of the barrier
of death, which Christ has finally broken
through.282 So the gates of the land of



the dead have opened for him, proving
that he has "ascended to the Lord's hill."
Hence the empty tomb signifies not only
the conquest of death, but Christ's
ascension-and the fact that he i1s the
Christ.283

That Mark is drawing on Psalm 24 for
his empty tomb narrative is indicated by
the very same method employed for
Psalm 22: he adapts and insertsa
peculiar phrase from the Septuagint
version of the Psalm. Breaking with the
Pauline phrase "on the third day" that
most characterizes the Gospel, Mark
instead employs the strange Hebraic
formula "on the first from the Sabbaths,"
meaning "on the first day of the week,"



1.e., the first day after each Sabbath.214
This phrase appears in only one place in
the entire Old Testamentin Greek:
Psalm 24, in the title verse, "A Psalm for
David of the First Day of the Week"
(this is not present in the Hebrew from
which modern English translations
derive).285 The obvious narrative role
for Mark of Psalms 22 and 23, combined
with this peculiar phrase as an overt
marker, confirms that he is calling the
reader to reflect on Psalm 24 and to
"interpret" his empty tomb narrative in
light of it. And in so doing, we see the
tomb as a symbol of the gates of death
that Christ has flung open.

Mark also calls upon other biblical



parallels to illuminate the secret
meaning of the narrative. For example,
both Mark and Ecclesiastes speak of
walking under the sun and seeing the
youth who "stands in place" of the king
(Eccles. 4:15).286 But even more
prominently, when the women say "who
will roll away the stone ... ?" Mark
copies a phrase from the Genesis
narrative of Jacob's fathering of the
twelve tribes of Israel through two
women (and two slaves)," which, like
Mark, contains a reversal of expectation
theme, leads to the foundation of a new
Israel (the twelve tribes prefiguring the
twelve disciples), and involves the visit
of a woman (bringing in the sheep to be
watered from the well, the parallel to



Christ's tomb, whose opening also
brings the water of life to the
faithful).zs8 And Psalm 24 also links us
to this very narrative and its meaning,
through its prominent mention of Jacob
and his nation (24:6). Thus, just as the
empty tomb served for Matthew to evoke
Daniel in the Lion's Den (see my chapter
"The Plausibility of Theft" in this book),
so here, for Mark, it evokes Jacob's
watering of the sheep, and the founding
of Israel.

But why the first day, why Psalm 247
Besides the handy alignment of the three
psalms with the three days of Christ's
death, sojourn, and resurrection, and
besides the rich meaning that can be



drawn from the text, brilliantly
illuminating the Christian concept of
salvation, the "first day" also represents
the day of circumcision, and through
faith in Christ's resurrection the believer
is spiritually circumcised.289 But even
more importantly, it represents the first
day of the New Creation, a fundamental
symbol in early Christian
eschatology.290 Thus, by inventing an
empty tomb, Mark can exploit all these
layers of meaning, and convey deep
truths about the Gospel.

6.1.2. Orphic Origins

We have already seen (in sections 3 and



5.7 above) how Philo and the Josephan
Essenes saw the living body itself as a
corpse and a tomb. This concept appears
to have originated within pagan Orphic
theology.291 Paul also regarded the
living body as dead,292 and the
influence of Orphism on certain strands
of Jewish thought from as early as the
second century BCE is  well
established.293 Plato puts the Orphic
view like this: "In reality we are just as
if we were dead. In fact I once heard the
wise men say we are now dead, and the
body is our tomb."294 In fact, he has
Socrates claim the word soma itself was
actually derived from a word for "tomb'
(sema) for this very reason, as "some



say it is a tomb of the soul (psyche), as it
the soul were buried in the present life,"
especially the "Orphics," who think the
soul needs a body as an "enclosure, in
order to keep it safe, the image of a
jailhouse," hence making the body "a
safe" for the soul.295

Accordingly, a tomb would be a
recognizable symbol for the body,
especially in the context of a salvation
cult. And an empty tomb would therefore
symbolize an empty body, representing
the fact that the soul has risen (into a
new body), leaving a mere ‘shell'
behind, which was its ‘tomb' in life. To
understand the resurrection then requires



one to understand that the body is not
where the person lies: for they have
gone elsewhere. In Orphic theology, this
meant a bodiless soul had ascended to
heaven. In Pauline theology, it would
mean the person had been reclothed in a
new body and ascended to heaven. This
is exactly what Paul calls a "mystery,"
and like all mysteries, it would not be
written down in the cult's sacred story
but explained through an oral exegesis,
and only to initiates, while the outward
appearance of the story would serve to
conceal this mystery from the uninitiated.
This could well be just what Mark was
doing,

Orphic mysteries were one of the most



popular categories of salvation cult in
the ancient world, widely known to
everyone. A common motif was that
initiates would be taught the secret of
cternal life, which often included
instructions to follow after they died.
Several metal plates preserving these
secret instructions have been recovered
from the graves of initiates. The best
example, from around 400 BCE (and
thus contemporary with Plato) is the
Gold Leaf of Hipponion.296 Though this
preserves the instructions in a
significantly older form, and in a
different dialect, than what would be
known to Mark, the links remain startling
and informative. According to the plate,
when an initiate enters the land of the



dead, they will find "a white cypress" on
"the right-hand side" (leuka and dexia).
In Mark 16:5, when the women enter the
tomb (the land of the dead), they find a
"boy in white" on "the right-hand side"
(leuken and dexiois). The initiate is told
to go beyond the white cypress, where
guardians of the sacred waters will ask
them "What are you looking for in the
land of the dead?" In Mark, too, the
women are searching for something in
the land of the dead: Jesus, the water of
life. Yet they, too, are supposed to go
further (physically, to Galilee; but
psychologically, to a recognition of the
truth), for they are told that though they
are "looking for Jesus," he is not there



(Mark 16:6). The initiate is supposed to
ask for a drink from the sacred waters,
because they are "perishing" (apollumi,
hence "being destroyed, dying"), and the
guardians will give it to them, and they
shall thereby secure themselves eternal
life in a paradise of the here- after.297
Likewise, for the women (and the
reader), through Mark's invocation of
Jacob's well, the tomb represents the
well of eternal life, from whose waters
the sheep must drink to be saved. Just as
the initiate must drink of the waters of
"memory" (mnemosune) to be saved, so
do the women enter thetomb, a
"memorial" (mnemeion), where they are
told to remember something Jesus said
(Mark 16:7).



Thus, Mark's empty tomb story mimics
the secret salvation narratives ofthe
Orphic mysteries, substituting Jewish-
Messianic eschatology for the pagan
elements. Only in an understanding that
Christ is not here (meaning: the land of
the dead, but also the corpse) will the
water of life be given. Thisis the
fundamental underlying message of
Mark's empty tomb narrative. The tomb,
and its emptiness, symbolizes the land of
the dead, or even the dead flesh of Jesus,
and the details (the boy in white on the
right, the water of life being sought, the
need to go further, the role of memory)
evoke the symbols of Orphic mystery
cult, thus becoming a narrative symbolic



of the path to salvation: one must "see"
the truth, and become "one" with the new
body of Jesus in heaven.

6.1.3. The "Reversal of Expectation' Motif

Finally, an empty tomb serves Mark's
thematic agenda of ‘reversal of
expectation,’ which structures much of
his Gospel, in which he clearly sought to
"reverse" the reader's expectations
throughout his narrative. As just a few
examples: James and John, who ask to
sit at the right and left of Jesus in his
glory (10:35-40), are replaced by two
thieves at his crucifixion (15:27); Simon
Peter, Christ's right-hand man who was



told he had to "deny himself and take up
his cross and follow" (8:34), is replaced
by Simon of Cyrene (a foreigner, from
the opposite side of Egypt, a symbol of
death) when it comes time to truly bear
the cross (15:21); instead of his family
as would be expected, his enemies come
to bury him (15:43); Pilate's expectation
thatlJesus should still be alive is
confounded (15:44); contrary to all
expectation, Christ's own people, the
Jews, mock their own savior (15:29-
32), while it isa Gentile officer of
Rome who recognizes his divinity
(15:39); likewise, the very disciples are
the ones who abandon Christ (14:50 and
66-72 versus 14:3 1), while it is mere



lowly women who attend his death and
burial, who truly "followed him," and
continue to seek him thereafter (15:40-
41, 15:47, 16:1), fulfilling Christ's word
(the very theme of reversal itself) that
"the leastshall be first" (9:35, 10:31);
and, the mother of all reversals, Mark
ends his Gospel with the women fleeing
in fear and silence, and not delivering
the good news (16:8), the exact opposite
of the "good news" of the "voice crying
out" of the "messenger who will prepare
your way" with which Mark began his
Gospel (1.1-3).298 The parables of
Jesus are also full of the reversal of
expectation theme,299 and Mark appears
to agree with the program of concealing



the truth behind parables.300 And so, the
empty tomb story is probably itselfa
parable, which accordingly employs
reversal of expectation as its theme. The
tomb has to be empty, in order to
confound the expectations of the reader,
just as a foreign Simon must carry the
cross, a Sanhedrist must bury the body,
and women (not men) must be the first to
hear the Good News.

This 1s why, contrary to all
expectation, Jesus is anointed for burial
before he dies (14:3). This is meant to
summon our attention when the women
go to anoint him after his death (16:1),
only to find their (and our) expectations



reversed by finding his body missing,
and a young man in his place-and this
with an explicit verbal link to the
exchange of one thing for another in
Ecclesiastes, and just as Mark's tomb
door is explicitly linked with another
reversalof-expectation  narrative  in
Genesis. The expectation is even raised
that the tomb will be closed (16:3),
which 1s yet another deliberate
introduction of an expectation that Mark
will then foil. Just as reversal of
expectation lies at the heart of the
teachings of Jesus-indeed, of the very
Gospel itself-so it is quite natural for
Mark to structure his narrative around
such a theme. This program leads him to
"create" thematic events that thwart the



reader's expectation, and an empty tomb
i1s exactly the sort of thing an author
would invent to serve that aim. After all,
it begs credulity to suppose that so many
convenient reversals of expectation
actually happened. It is more credible to
suppose that at least some of them are
narrative inventions. And one such
invention could easily be the empty
tomb. And as we saw above, an empty
tomb would have made a tremendously
powerful parabolic symbol, rich with
meaning.

6.2. SUBSEQUENT
DEVELOPMENT

It cannot reasonably be doubted that the



Gospels exhibit legendary
embellishments upon the basic story of
Mark. However much you might quibble
about which elements were invented, it
is clear at least some were. Mark tells a
simple story about a Sanhedrist burying
Jesus, women going to the tomb and
finding it open, meeting a single boy in
white, then running off.301 But by the
time we get to Matthew, Joseph has
become a "disciple of Jesus" (27:57)
who buried Jesus "in his own new tomb"
(27:60); the boy has become an angel
descending from heaven (28:2-3, 5); the
women experience a  "massive
earthquake" and watch the angel descend
and open the tomb (28:2); guards have



been added to the story (27:62-66; 28:4,
11-15); and the women run off but now
get to meet Jesus, even touch him (28:9).
There canbe no doubt that we are
looking at  extensive  legendary
embellishment upon what began as a
much more mundane story. And all this
embellishment took place in less than
forty years, since most scholars agree
that Mark dates later than 60 CE and
Matthew earlier than 100 CE.

We can see the same trend in the other
two Gospels. Luke, unaware of Matthew
and less prone to the fabulous, also
"embellished" the story received from
Mark, though less excitingly. Joseph is



only said to have been a swell guy who
abstained from condemning Jesus
(23:50-51), who buried Jesus inan
empty tomb (not said to be his own:
23:53). But these are still details not
mentioned by Mark. Likewise, the one
boy has been multiplied into two men,
but who "suddenly appear in dazzling
apparel" (24:4). This 1s anobvious
embellishment. The women don't get to
meet Jesus this time, but we do get a tale
now of Peter going to check the tomb
and confirming that it is empty (24:12),
also something not mentioned by Mark.
John borrows some of  the
embellishments of Luke, but makes the
story entirely his own: Josephis now a
secret disciple (19:38), and again uses



an unused tomb (not said to be his own:
19:41), but delivers an absurdly
fabulous burial (19:39); only one woman
(Mary) goes to find the tomb empty
(20:1), but as in Luke, she tells Peter,
who goes to see for himself, this time
with another disciple (20:3-8); Luke's
two men now become two angels
(20:12); and again Mary gets to meet
Jesus and possibly touch him (20:16-
17).

Similar trends follow the appearance
narratives: from none in Mark's original
composition (ending at 16:8), to a hint of
physical contact in Matthew (28:9), to a
full-on handling and eating and
proclamation from Jesus himself on the



nature of his body in Luke (24:37-43), to
the most detailed Doubting Thomas story
in John, involving physical confirmation
o fwounds (20:24-29), plus an overt
polemical message (20:29-31), making
explicit the motive that was only implied
by Luke. It is quite unreasonable to
maintain that we are not seeing a trend of
legendary embellishment here,
especially given the evidence from Paul
that these appearance narratives must
have been crafted to sell a doctrine that
Paul denied (see section 5.5. above).

This should not come as a shock.
Already in  Paul's own day
embellishments and distortions were
entering the record. Paul and others of



his generation often lament the
proliferation of newfangled Gospels that
contained false claims, including
"myths" and "genealogies" that produce
all kinds of"questions. "311 So the
church was already dividing into several
sects, each with their own ideas about
what happened and what it meant. So we
can be sure this would only have gotten
worse after Paul's death. There can be
n o doubt, then, that before the extant
Gospels were written, some sects had
strayed in one direction away from the
truth, and others 1n another.

Following this trend, it is likely that
the sects we generally label (often
incorrectly) as the Gnostics went all the



way toward Orphic notions of a
resurrection of a disembodied soul,
while Sarcicists went all the way in the
other direction, to a fanatic insistence on
resurrection of the flesh. Both were
equally wrong, equally far away from
what Paul originally preached. Yet the
need to oppose each other probably led
to rapid polarization of their doc-
trines.303 To make themselves less and
less Gnostic, the Sarcicists became more
and more insistent on fleshly
conceptions of the resurrection.;04 At
the same time, prospective converts who
favored one view or the other would
join the church that most agreed with
them, thus polarizing these sects even
further. All this clearly took place in



less than two generations after the death
of Paul, since already we see a complete
abandonment of Pauline resurrection
doctrine (in Luke and John) by the end of
the first century. It also cannot be
doubted that several so-called Gnostic
sects were in full swing by then as well,
so we can be certain that fundamental
distortions in understanding the Gospel
and the nature of Christ's resurrection
had occurred in that time. Therefore, we
cannot rule out the possibility that the
eventual orthodoxy had also undergone
just as fundamental a distortion of the
truth at the same time.

Dale Martin demonstrates throughout
his study on the Corinthian letters that



the disputes there often broke down
along class lines, the elites pitted against
the commons.305 On the resurrection
i1ssue, elites found a resurrection of the
body distasteful to their educated
sensibilities, but the uneducated masses
loved the idea and accepted it readily-it
was more easily grasped, and more
obviously what most people wanted.306
At the same time, Caroline Bynum
argues that the church could more easily
promote (and thus benefit from)
martyrdom, maintain its power hierarcy,
and control the bodies of congregants, if
it preached a resurrection of the
flesh.307 Jerome, for example, disgusted
by women using the Pauline doctrine to
justify suggestions of equality, implied



that resurrection of the flesh was needed
to oppose this, ensuring women
remained subjugated to men in the future
world.3111 In contrast, Paul envisioned
the elimination of all distinctions of
class and race in the end, and perhaps
also gender as well.309 Apparently, the
Sarcicists weren't going to stand for any
of that rubbish, and modified their
resurrection doctrine accordingly.

All this would make the Sarcicist sect
a strain of anti-intellectualism, much like
the bulk of modern fundamentalism,
which is also prone to dogmatic
distortion of the historical record and to
polarizing itself into extreme positions.
And Roman persecution would ensure



that most sensible people, as well as
those who preferred the idea of spiritual
salvation, would gravitate to "accepted"
salvation cults, which already offered
such a thing, leaving the Christian church
to be flooded with fanatics who disliked
that idea, wantingto get their bodies
back, leading to the eclipse of Paul's
original vision. After all, Sarcicist
Christianity was the only cult in antiquity
offering resurrection of the flesh on easy
terms (the Jews, by contrast, required
adherence to a mass of stifling rules and
mutilation of the penis).

What 1 have presented so far is an
articulation of my theory as to the origins
of the empty tomb story, first as a



metaphor in Mark, then as an inspiring
element in the development of a
Christian heresy that took the empty
tomb as literal, using it to bolster their
own doctrine of a resurrection of the
flesh. That this heresy became the
eventual orthodoxy is simply an accident
of history and politics. Now [ must
conclude by surveying the evidence that
this theory 1s both plausible and
probable.

7. FERTILE SOIL FOR THE
GROWTH OF LEGEND

First: Plausibility. William Lane Craig
puts the challenge like this:



Roman historitan A. N. Sherwin-
White remarks that in classical
historiography the sources are
usually biased and removed at least
one or two generations or even
centuries from the events they
narrate, but  historians still
reconstruct with confidence what
happened. In the Gospels, by
contrast, the tempo is "unbelievable"
for the accrual of legend; more
generations are needed. The writings
of Herodotus enable us to test the
tempo of mythmaking, and the tests
suggest that even two generations
are too short aspan to allow the
mythical tendency to prevail over



the hard historic core of oral
tradition. Such a gap with regard to
the Gospel traditions would land us
in the second century, precisely
when the apocryphal Gospels began
to originate.310

So, the argument goes, the sort of
legendary  embellishment I  am
advocating should be impossible in so
short a time (two generations, roughly
forty or fifty years). Of course, this
argument is already deeply challenged
by such obvious evidence of legendary
developments, not only (for example) in
Matthew, but in the parallel
development of quasi-gnostic sects



(whose own Gospels were not
preserved to us by the eventually
victorious sect that opposed them), both
taking place within two generations.
That 1s why Sherwin-White, whom
Craig cites, in the very same book Craig
cites, freely admits that, despite Craig's
representation of his position, "Certainly
a deal of distortion can affect a story that
is given literary form a generation or
two after the event, whether for national
glorification or political spite, or for the
didactic or symbolic exposition of ideas.
"311

To be exact, Sherwin-White never
uses the word "legend" in the chapter



Craig quotes. Nor does he discuss the
empty tomb narrative, or any miracle at
all-his remarks are confined solely to the
trial of Jesus. In this context Sherwin-
White talks mainly about "myth" (pp.
189, 190, 191, 193), cast sometimes as
"propaganda" (p. 186), "contradictions"
(p. 188), "falsification" (p. 191), the
"didactic or symbolic exposition of
ideas" (p. 189), or "deliberate

embroidery" (p. 193), all of which he
admits can arise within two generations.
He clearly has in mind any false story, of
whatever origin, that is later believed to
be true. Yet his argument from
Herodotus rests merely on a single case,
and even that contains the full admission
that a legend was widely believed true



at the time. The only difference is that
Herodotus challenges it, as he did many
claims.312 But we have not even a
single example of such a method or
approach being employed by the Gospel
authors: theynever challenge or even
question anything they report, and unlike
Herodotus they never once name a single
source, or consciously weigh the
evidence for or against any particular
claim.313

Thus, the analogy with Herodotus
fails. The Gospel writers are much more
akin to the people who believed the
legends, than they are to a careful
critical historian like Herodotus himself,
who often doubts them. And yet even



Herodotus believed without question
many obvious legends (as we shall see),
a point Sherwin-White curiously
neglects to mention, probably because it
would have undermined his argument for
the historicity of Christ's trial.314
Worse still, Sherwin-White's one case
study is so dissimilar to the empty tomb
story that no analogy can be drawn
between them, and thus 1t 1s
inappropriate for Craig to employ it in
such a way. First, the event in question
happened in the very same city in which
Herodotus and Thucydides still lived,
whereas this was not possible for the
Gospel authors, who wrote after
Jerusalem was destroyed, and about
whose origins we know nothing with any



confidence. And second, the truth could
be recovered because it was preserved
in an inscription, which Thucydides
cites, yet obviously no inscriptions were
available for the Gospel authors, or their
readers, to check their story by. So the
failure of this one legend to swallow up
history in Athens is entirely credited to
facts not applicable to the empty tomb
story.

So not only is Sherwin-White wrong
about myth overcoming history, Craig
has further misrepresented his case.
Craig implies that Sherwin-White did
not believe any legendary material had
accrued in the Gospels. That is not true.
And Craig claims that "tests" (plural)



have been performed on the text of
Herodotus that suggest myth cannot
prevail over history. That is also not
true-Sherwin-White performed only one
"test," and even that is severely
compromised by his biased selection of
a single case that supports him,
neglecting the many cases in Herodotus
that do not, and this one "test" case 1s not
analogous to the empty tomb story
anyway. Finally, Craig does not explain
what Sherwin-White means by a "hard
historic core" or how one is supposed to
ascertain which elements represent that
core, as opposed to legendary
embellishments thereto. It is thus quite
possible that the "hard his toric core" is
that Christ was executed, buried, and



then, through epiphanies and scripture,
believed to have been raised from the
dead (all this seems clear enough from
Paul), and that the added detail of
discovering an empty tombis the
embellishment upon that basic historic
truth.

In short, since Sherwin-White believes
an element of a story can be invented
within two generations purely for a
"didactic exposition of ideas," and since
that 1s exactly what I am saying Mark did
when he created the empty tomb, Craig
cannot cite Sherwin-White against my
position. Just as Matthew could invent
guards, an earthquake, and a descending
angel, so could Mark invent an empty



tomb. This is all the more clear when we
notice that Mark is not writing a history,
but a "Gospel," which, just as we see in
Matthew, is more focused on a symbolic
expression of deeper truths, than on
preserving any actual history.315 Mark's
Gospel i1s more akin to a didactic
hagiography (which are by definition
legends-see below) than any other genre
of literature, and thus has little in
common with Herodotus in approach or
purpose.316

Finally, quite contrary to the hyperbole
of Craig and Sherwin-White, the cultural
setting in which the Gospels arose was a
time and place fertile andripe for
legendary developments of exactly the



sort I am alleging. We have numerous
ancient examples of rapid legendary
development of the very same order.
And our sources are wholly inadequate
for deploying any kind of "argument
from silence" against an empty tomb
'legend'. Such a development is therefore
plausible.

7.1. SOCIOCULTURAL
CONTEXT

Tacitus was well in tune with his time.
"That everything get