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ABSTRACT

This thesis will investigate Jesus’ resurrection from a historicappetive. This
investigation will begin by evaluating historical criteria that helponiahs determine the
authenticity of past events. The historical approach to this investigation wlilebeinimal facts
approach as pioneered by Gary Habermas. Using this approach, twelve histotsaelevant
to the resurrection will be explored. We will evaluate why these twelve &€ agreed upon by
a large variety of critical scholars. Next, an argument will be madenignating that the
earliest reporting of eyewitnesses who experienced the resurrectioa trandd to within three
years of Jesus’ death on the cross. Lastly, a chapter will be devoted to BaahEmuirhis
various objections regarding the historian’s ability to determine whether ommoaee has

occurred and other limitations of historical inquiry related to the resurrectidesas.
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Chapter One:
Historically Approaching the Risen Jesus

The resurrection of Jesus after His death and crucifixion is a belief at th@hear
Christianity. Therefore, if the resurrection of Jesus did not happen, then the faghCifristian
is pointless. This statement is not made simply by skeptics of Christiamitlpy one of the very
writers of the New Testament. Paul wrote in 1 Cor. 15:17, “If Christ has not beet) yaise
faith isworthless’* Additionally, it is interesting to note that after this statement concernéng t
resurrection of Jesus, Paul then writes in verse 32, “If the dead are not raigseeadeand
drink, for tomorrow we die.” Thus, for Paul, faithfulness to Jesus Christ and the céahty
resurrection went hand in hand. One cannot find a more powerful statement in thetfinst ce
that confirms the importance of the resurrection for the Christian faith tnats fh 1 Cor. 15.

Evangelist John MacArthur lists six major problems that are posed to the dahifistie
resurrection did not happen. MacArthur highlights the problems given to Christian®m 1 C
15:13-19,

In these verses, Paul gives six disastrous consequences if there were no
Resurrection: (1) preaching Christ would be senseless (v. 14); (2) faith in
Christ would be useless (v.14); (3) all the witnesses and preachers of the
Resurrection would be liars (v.15); (4) no one would be redeemed from
sin (v.17); (5) all former believers would have perished (v. 18); and (6)
Christians would be the most pitiable people on the earth...The two

resurrections, Christ’'s and believers’, stand or fall together; if there i
resurrection, then Christ is de&d.

Christianity, therefore, would be fatally wounded if the resurrection never happene
Yet, if it did happen, then the resurrectsiouldhave an influence on one’s life. It is

such an important event because belief or disbelief in the resurrectios affets

L All translations will be from the NASB unless othise noted.

2 Gary HabermagThe Resurrection of Jesus: A Rational Inquiry” (Ptliss, Michigan State University,
1976), 7.

2 John MacArthurThe MacArthur Bible Commenta¢¥ashville, TN: Nelson, 2005), 1606.



Weltanschauungor worldview. Either Jesus rose from the dead and we should faithfully follow
Jesus’ teachingsr Jesus did not rise and we should “eat and drink for tomorrow we die.” The
debate surrounding Jesus’ resurrection has been discussed throughout the histosyiahiGri
From the very beginning we find writers of the New Testament givingusuts of those
guestioning the historical resurrection of Jesus.

Thus, the central aim of this thesis is to determine if the historian can deset
resurrection as a historical fact. The historical methodology to be usedsfaniéstigation will
be the minimal facts approatfhe chapters will be divided in such a way that first examines
the historical facts and then philosophical issues surrounding history and thectesuriidus,
initial data will be collected which are pertinent to studies of the resumedthe data will be
collected in a specific manner that only accepts facts that are almossaliwagreed upon by
both conservative and skeptic alike, and equally imponntthey are agreed upon. Moreover,
a look into why both conservatives and skeptics agree on the evidence will belxzaaiade it
will map out the reasons these facts are generally agreed upon by both sigdisolNbe facts
will be given equal attention in this discussion, but several will be discussed.

A subsequent investigation will be made into the widely popular author, Bart EArman.
We will examine his historical approach and methodology to determine wioether it is
appropriate. One key area of Ehrman’s methodology is that he denies that thaerhcsiold
ever report that a miracle had occurred, even if one in fact did occur. Another atea wo

investigating is Ehrman’s historical approach to the resurrection and how hesdpsglhistorical

4 Both will be discussed in detail below.

® Barth Ehrman is currently the James A. Gray Digtished Professor at University of North Caroliha a
Chapel Hill. He has studied under the distinguisBatte Metzger at Princeton where he received hib Pwith
honors.



method to determine the historicity of an event. Lastly, we will examine thomdh works out
his historical method and if he does so consistently.
Methodology

Before we begin our historical inquiry into the resurrection a few items lmeudarified.
Due to the investigatory nature and purpose of this paper it will be important to neiisniz
many assumptions as possible. For example, there is still dispute among #mesotogivhether
or not the resurrection was a literal and physical event or a spiritual evergforeett is
necessary to clearly define the term “resurrection” for the purposkis study’ In this paper,
the term ‘resurrection’ will refer to the claim made by the writéth® New Testament of Jesus
in a literal and physical way, unless otherwise mentidrdtitionally, the Bible willnot be
treated as inerrant, inspired, or even trustworthy, but more details will be gitr@minimal
facts approach section.

Historical Epistemology

There are important questions that all historians must ask. How can weideterm
whether or not a person or event is truly historical? At what point can we conpa&revent
truly historical? When are we justified in claiming knowledge of a past hidteneat? These
guestions require an appropriate philosophy of history and historical methodology. New
Testament historian Mike Licona describes historiography as the “hadttmg philosophy of
history and as writings about the past. Historiography is not historical methotlogles it,

since method enables one to write about the past...philosophy of history concerns

® John Dominic Crossan, N. T. Wright, and RoberS&wart.The Resurrection of Jesus: John Dominic
Crossan and N.T. Wright in Dialog{Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2006).

" Gary HabermasThe Resurrection of Jesus: A Rational Inquiry,” 4.



epistemological approaches to gaining knowledge of the pasessence, historiography is the
philosophy of history and the methods historians use to gain knowledge of past events.
Therefore, it will be important to address some epistemological appraacdeshistory of
philosophy.

History is a unique discipline that stands quite opposite of science becausgshistor
findings and data cannot be repeat&tientists may repeat an experiment many different times
in a lab before coming to a conclusion. Historians are not so fortunate becguselyheave
one time events to work with. For example, the sixteenth American PresideahaAbLincoln,
was assassinated in 1865 by John Wilkes Booth at Ford’s Theatre. This is not an evant that
be repeated in a lab, yet we still can know that this was an actual event in. Mé&argn verify
this event through newspaper reports, government documents, Lincoln’s tombstortegretcs T
evidence for the historian through these other avenues that allows us to gain knabtaage
past events.

Another surprising aspect of history is the role of belief or faith. The questipansa,
what role does belief or faith play in history? It is quite well-recoghimehistorians that we
cannot know history with 100% certainty. Historians can only know whether or not an event in
the past occurred or not with varying levels of probability. When we look back to thegpeahw
only believewith a certain degree of probability regarding a past event or person. Mgriéaver
person or event from the past affects how we act or behave in the present antviiituereen

require faith in the reality of that past event occurring.

8 Mike Licona, “The Historicity of the Resurrectiof Jesus: Historiographical Considerations in thght.
of Recent Debates” (Phd Diss., University of Prieta2008), 16.

° However, even science has similar limitations. M/Bkperiments can be repeated, the experiment will
never be exactly the same as it was in its prewvigals A simple illustration is that we never stieghe same river
twice. The water has changed since we have lagiyuoot in it. In a similar way this works witlcisnce
experiments because it is never the exact sameialdteing usedTherefore, in a sense science and history
intertwine with each other in this aspect.



Famed writer and Oxford University professor C.S. Lewis wrote hriliiaon this aspect
of faith. Lewis describes how our belief in past historical events can bengedley our
imagination and emotions. Lewis writes concerning our knowledge of contampuedicine
and how our faith in this history has its part as well:

| was assuming that the human mind once accepts a thing as true it will

automatically go on regarding it as true, until some real reason for

reconsidering it turns up. In fact, | was assuming that the human mind is

completely ruled by reason. But this is not so. For example, my reason is

perfectly convinced by good evidence that anesthetics do not smother me

and that properly trained surgeons do not start operating until | am

unconscious. But that does not alter the fact that when they have me down

on the table and clap their horrible mask over my face, a mere childish

panic begins inside me. | start thinking | am going to choke, and | am

afraid they will start cutting me up before | am properly under. In other

words, | lose my faith in anesthetics. It is not reason that is taking away

my faith: on the contrary, my faith is based on reason. It is my imagination

and emotions. The battle is between faith and reason on one side and

emotion and imagination on the otHr.
This is a great example of how our faith in the contemporary medicine isngedl®y our
situation. Since we do not know with certainty that anesthetics always work wépuiustir
faith in anesthetics.” We can see that our current situation can affectylveenaok at the facts.
This example shows that we can all reasonably know that anesthetics workebubwy
situation changes and we are in the operating room we can doubt the knowledge thatcsnesthet
work. Therefore, it is important to establish objective data and a methodology that prsvent
data from changing with our presuppositions as best it can.

Historical Method
Graham Twelftree describes a common methodological problem confronting historia

“One fundamental issue involved in historical method is the question of who should bear the

10°C.S. LewisThe Complete C.S. Lewis Signature Clasg$emn Francisco, CA: Harper Collins, 2002),
115-116.



burden of proof—the so-called skeptical historian or the proponent of historicity. In calloqui
terms, is a document from the past guilty or innocent until proven otheriidé®@se who do
research bring with them individual experiences and presuppositions that ceatdladir
studies. These presuppositions or worldviews can affect conclusions that are eradéen the
same data are used. A good example of this is the current debate betesgt@n(Sts and
Evolutionists. While both look at the exact same data, it is presuppositions thatisan ca
scientists to arrive at completely opposite conclusions.

Historians often struggle with the same dilemma. The factors that caenoéwur
conclusions are ethnicity, gender, nationality, values, political and religousctions,
concepts of the external world and of the nature of history itself. Licona si¢fiedias that
historians bring to their research as “horizons.” He has defined horizonsnass f{fde-
understanding. It is how historians view things as a result of their knowkedugrience, beliefs,
education, cultural conditioning, and preferences, presuppositions, and worl&¥/teey.”
continues to write about how horizons affect our conclusions, “They [historiamsjtdaok at
the data vacuous of biases, hopes, or inclinations. No historian is exempt...How can so many
historians with access to the same data arrive at so many differehistoms regarding what
actually occurred? Horizons*Therefore, there is a difficulty for historians to reach historical

conclusions objectively because their horizons can affect their conclusyamding the data.

™ Graham TwelftreeJesus the Miracle Worker: A Historical and TheokadiStudy(Downers Grove, IL:
InterVarsity Press, 1999), 249.

12 Mike Licona, “The Historicity of the Resurrectiof Jesus: Historiographical Considerations in thght.
of Recent Debates,” 22.

13 Mike Licona, “The Historicity of the Resurrectiof Jesus: Historiographical Considerations in tight.
of Recent Debates,” 22. According to Licona, otbeholars agree with this include: Richard EvanB, C.
McCullagh; Dale Allison; and J.P. Meier.



Due to these problems historians have developed different criteria designiedriatel
as best as possible, biases from affecting historical inquiries. Isisrttarion in which our
historical investigation into the resurrection will best determine whetheot the resurrection
can be historically established. Additionally, it will also give us insightsotoe the veracity of
alternative explanations. Moreover, in order to best eliminate my worldviews gnd an
presuppositions that | bring to the investigation, | will be using the minimisl &aproach.

Minimal Facts Approach

The minimal facts approach, as pioneered by Gary Habermas, requirggdwa for an
event to be considered historical: (1) data that is well evidenced and (2) daaatitapted by
virtually every scholat? Therefore, this approach wilbt be arguing that Christians are justified
by faith in the resurrection as an historical event. Nor will it assumeilite iB inerrant,
inspired, or trustworthy> We will treat the Bible simply as another book of ancient literature.
The Bible will be treated as a collection of individual writings and not as ae &obk'°
Skeptics, atheists, and agnostics agree that the Bible, at the very leasll, wavisle us with
some historical data. Historians can gather historical data and events fient &terature by
employing certain methods that add to a document’s authenticity. With regardBibléhehe
only data that will be considered are those that are strongly evidenced aidem@ahkistorical

by almost every scholar who specializes in the subject.

1t is virtually impossible to haveompleteconsensus on any subject regarding history. Eaamym
skeptics disagree with each other and some skegitiicsold to views they know to be radical desgdéck of
evidence for their position. Gary Habermas and Mik®na, The Case for the Resurrecti¢@rand Rapids, MI:
Kregel Publications, 2004), 44; Gary Habermas, tential Apologetics,Five Views on ApologeticSteven B.
Cohan, ed. (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2000), 1068-198.

15 Although | do believe thisjoneof the evidence to be provided will consider thil@this way in order
to be considered a historical fact.

'8 The Bible itself is a collection of letters, histml narratives, biographies, and apocalyptic jpoetic
literature.

" Gary Habermas and Mike Licorithe Case for the Resurrectjotb.



| am going to argue from data that is conceded by scholars across a widgitadol
spectrum in order to help prevent my own views from affecting the conclusion ofsbésch.

In other words, | will be using data upon which both sides of the argument can agse&illThi
avoid the possible objections that | am only presenting evidence that supports dwemorTo
avoid making the evidence fit our presuppositions, the data to be explored will come from
Christian (conservative and liberal), agnostic, and skeptical perspedtiakshiee can agree on
the data, then we can reasonably view the historical data as objectibeckiae it is agreed
upon by scholars with differing presuppositidfis.

Justification for Historical Data

How do all of these scholars from varying worldviews across a wide theological
spectrum determine historical data? Several criteria are useddéamdeng the authenticity of a
past event or person such as early testimony, eyewitness testimony,arantphdependent
sources, enemy attestation, embarrassing testimony, and consensus.rHheseeriteria only
add to the authenticity of a past person or event.

One of the most important criteria that historians use for determining tbeditgtof an
event is theearly testimonyf the event. Historians like earlier dates because they typicallg argu
against any legendary development within a document. Brandeis Universty Ipisofessor
David Fischer writes that historians should “not merely provide good relevidenee, but the
best relevant evidence. And the best relevant evidence...is evidence which is mpst nea

immediate to the event itself”However, when it comes to ancient history the word “early”

18 This is simply because it takes a great deal infeice for opposing views to agree. Therefore, if a
Christian and skeptic agree on data, it must bauxsit is an actual event and justt because it supports their
views.

19 David Hackett FischeHistorians’ Fallacies: Towards a Logic of Historic&hought(London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1971), 62. Hackett gods write that, “The very best evidence...is the ¢viself,



needs to be clarified because the invention of the printing press, television, and haeenait
revolutionized how we can record and report events tGtagr example, the earliest reports
that we have concerning Alexander the Great come from Arrian and Plutarch abgead00
after Alexander’s death in 323 BC. Yet, most historians believe that we canstsveatidit
historical events happened in Alexander's life with a reasonable amount ofcacCurhis is

not what many of us today would consider early. Yet, many reports histormaseusarlier than
this example, but a large number of historians in the first few centuridseadated between
100-150 years after the eveént.

Eyewitnessestimonyhas the ability to validate a past occurrence. Eyewitness testimony
is considered more veracious than second or tertiary hand testimony. It mayebdififrcult to
obtain direct eyewitness testimony in ancient history, but this testimongscwith it far greater
evidential weight. This is not something that is in any way new to historians taikdy Greek
historians also wanted to build their history on eyewitness accounts. Howevegerits that

were not contemporary to the Greek historians they had to rely on the most autb@ttatces

and then the authentic remains, and then dire@rehsons, etc.” With regard to ancient history,emteyewitness
testimony can be coupled with early attestatioa,gbsition is significantly strengthened.

2 Despite even these technological advancements, #re some today who do not believe in very well-
evidenced historical events. The holocaust is algo@mple of a well-documented historical event,dmme
people, such as David Irving, do not believe tlapgened.

ZLA. N. Sherwin-WhiteRoman Society and Roman Law in the New Testa{@®afuard: Clarendon Press,
1963), 188-191. Historians are also able to diseérat has later developed as legend as opposedabwe can
reasonably know as an actual event. Most of therldgry material developed about 500 years or nftee a
Alexander’s death.

2 The reports historians have concerning Tiberiussaawould be a good example of documents that are
in this timeline. There are ten sources concerfibgrius that fall within 150 years, while there &?2 that record
Jesus. Gary R. Habermas and Antony G. N. FResurrected: An Atheist and Theist Dialogeé. John F.
Ankerberg (Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield Pghlérs, INC., 2005), 78 f.n. 58.
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in their possessiofi.One of the strongest pieces of evidence that scholars look for is whether or
not an event is early, close to the date of the actual event, and contain egeadtoesits.

As historians review documents of historical significance to determinénarh@t not an
event is historical they look fonultiple independent sourcés determine an event’s historicity
with a higher degree of certainty. Several facts of ancient histomedfied by only one source,
but multiple sources in agreement can allow historians to consider the eventibteféni
William Lane Craig carefully defines multiple attestation as, “Améweentioned in several
independent documents is more likely to be historical then it would have been had it been
mentioned in only one?® Paul Maier of Western Michigan University concludes that “Many
facts from antiquity rest on jusheancient source, while two or three sources in agreement
generally render the fact unimpeachabfe.”

Enemy attestatiors the criterion whereby an antagonistic source is in agreement about a

person or event even though it is against his or her best irftefesimple example of this

% Ernst BreisachHistoriagraphy: Ancient, Medieval, and Modgi@hicago: University of Chicago Press,
1983),38-39. Yet, because of their focus on eyesgrtestimony their focus was centered on conteanpbistory
of their time. Additionally, Breisach writes thdiet Greeks wrote with a purpose for their histogt traried from
“the preservation of noble memories to the educatiots active citizens.”

% paul L. Maier)n the Fullness of Time: A Historian Looks at Chmias, Easter, and the Early Church
(San Francisco: Harper Collins, 1991), 197.

% William Lane Craig, “The Work of Bart Enrman,” Ltece given at Gracepoint Berkeley Church
(Berkeley, CA April 17, 2010), http://www.rfmediagiav/audio/gracepoint-the-work-of-bart-ehrmanfcased on
May 7, 2010). Craig is criticizing Bart Ehrman fesing a sloppy definition of multiple attestatidrat is, “An event
mentioned in several independent documents is tikalg to be historical than an event mentionedity one.”
Bart EhrmanJesus: Apocalyptic Prophet of the New Milleni(@xford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 90-91.
Craig rightly considers this definition to be cormgtéive measure between two different events. A aratpve
nature based on single attestation is false begaissevident that an event that only has singlestation may be
considered historical for other reasons. Yet, Elraha@es rightly argue that this criterion cannotucesdthe historical
authenticity of an event, but only add to its antigty. Additionally, James D.G. Dunn agrees twaen historians
find events or phrases that appear in multiple pedeent sources and literary forms in the Bibldeitreases the
likelihood that it was a creation of the early atturJames D.G. Dunn, Scott McKnigiihe Historical Jesus in
Recent ReseardWinona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2005), 133.

26 paul Maier)n the Fullness of Timd97.

27 Gary Habermas, “Recent Perspectives on the Rktjabi the Gospels, Christian Research Journai,
Vol. 28, n. 1 (2005): 16-26.
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would be if a criminal, who was recently arrested by law enforcement, avadatit the agents
who arrested him had treated him fairly and justly: in this case we could reasomatilyde the
criminal was telling the truth in this regard. The criminal would have nothingridga
admitting the fair treatment he received. Therefore, although the crimayahave lied about
other aspects of his or her arrest, one can reasonably conclude that thelwdfideested him
fairly.
Theembarrassingadmissiorcriterion is based on the principle that authors will leave out
any possible details that may portray them in a negative way. However, thosgerxcommitted
to writing the truth of an event will include all the details, even the ones thapotetially
embarrass them. Moreover, authors are not likely to invent stories that wouttl peftely on
their character. Thus, any details that contain information that could be consitda@tassing
to the author are almost certainly tAid=or example, if a husband and wife were recorded as
having a discussion about another woman and the husband admitted to having an affaat with t
woman, then historians can more than reasonably assume that the husband did in fact have a
affair with that woman because this claim is, or at the very least should lb&rassing for him.
Habermas considec®nsensuso be one of the strongest criterion for historicity because
it builds on historical data that is agreed upon by a wide range of otherwise dhigtosians to
be well established, that is, data historians with varying backgrounds camadfiiaving been

historical events of the paStHabermas writes, “Certainly one of the strongest indications of

% Norman L. Geisler, Frank Turek, and David Limbaughon’t Have Enough Faith to Be an Atheist
(Wheaton, IL: Crossway Books, 2004), 231, 275-276.

2 Gary Habermas, “Historical Epistemology, JesussiReection, and the Shroud of Turin,” in
Proceedings of the 1999 Shroud of Turin Internaid@onferenceed. Bryan Walsh (Magisterium Press, 2000).
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historicity occurs when a saying or event can be constructed from dateethdtattedly well-
established even across a wide range of otherwise diverse historical sgifiion
Justification for Historical Conclusions

One of the most notable historians to provide criteria to determine the histofiaifyast
event is C.B. McCullagh. McCullagh provides several criteria that are ddsigihelp historians
establish the best explanation given the historical Hathese criteria are designed to remove
biases from the observer’s conclusions and therefore are highly relevant talysrsaof the
resurrection’? This method is so highly effective that it is used by Craig and others itedeba
investigating the historicity of the resurrectitn.

Explanatory scope seeks a hypothesis that will incorporate a greateemofifacts.
Doctors typically seek a diagnosis that has the greatest explanatory\&tegedoctors are
looking at the symptoms of a sick patient, they look for a cause or diagnosis that haatdst gre
explanatory scope or that can account for as many of the symptoms as possilieeiNarey
good hypothesis should not rest on one line of evidence. A good hypothesis should have multiple
lines of evidence supporting it. Hypotheses with strong explanatory power ar@ainastmore

probable than other hypotheses regarding the same information. Plausibgttpenmplied to

%0 Gary Habermas, “Recent Perspectives on the Rktjabi the Gospels,” 16-26.

31 C. Behan McCullaghjustifying Historical Description€Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1984), 19.

32 Graham Twelftree has a list of eighteen critefmmhistorical descriptions. Graham H. Twelftrdesus
the Miracle Worker247-257; John Meier also presents a series tgfriznn. John P. MeieA Marginal Jew:
Rethinking the Historical Jesslew York: Doubleday, 1991), 1:167-95.

33 William Lane Craig, and Bart D. Ehrmas.There Historical Evidence for the Resurrectidd@esus? A
Debate between William Lane Craig and Bart D. Ehnm@ollege of the Holy Cross, March 28, 2qQ@8orcester,
MA: The College, 2006); William Lane Criag, Gerddamann, Paul Copan, and Ronald K. Tacédsus'
Resurrection: Fact or Figment?: A Debate betweeliidfh Lane Craig and Gerd Ludemartbowners Grove, Il:
InterVarsity Press, 2000), 37. Mike Licona usesdeuwf the same criteria in his debates with Barnfien as well.
Mike Licona and Bart Ehrmamebate: Can Historians Prove that Jesus Rose fieaiead”DVD, Southern
Evangelical Seminary, April 2, 2009. All referended.icona and Ehrman debating will be from thigate unless
otherwise noted.
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some degree by a greater variety of the facts (explanatory scope) arsd liteninplied more
strongly than any other (explanatory power).

Hypothesis that are less ad hoc are more probable than ones that are morelcohisve
means that a hypothesis that requires many other hypotheses to accdwnkfmvwn data is
less likely. It is disconfirmed by fewer accepted beliefs, or, conlyeites in agreement with
more accepted beliefs. Lastly, it must surpass all other hypotheba®gard to the previous
criteria*

Investigation Process

Through the use of the minimal facts approach, the five criteria for justifystgrical
data, and six criteria for justifying historical descriptions, we willdnisally investigate the
resurrection of Jesus and objections brought against it. This methodology will helptpre
from pre-judging or pre-determining the outcome before the investigation has Inegaifosv
us to critically examine evidences for the resurrection before aduyessy objections.
Moreover, it will allow us to use facts granted by the vast majority of schstiadying the

subject from a wide spectrum of theological beliefs.

3 Another criteria that McCullagh mentions is thtkte* hypothesis should be simpler than any competing
hypothesis...” C. Behan McCullaghystifying Historical DescriptionsL9.
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Chapter Two:
Twelve Historical Facts

When examining the historicity of a specific event it is important to fusiuate the
relevant historical bedrock. In the case of the resurrection, nearly alhschdio study the
subject, Christian or skeptic, agree upon twelve key fa&mce we are using historical facts
that critical scholars can agree on, we will take notice of why théséass believe these facts.

The Elite Eight
Jesus Died by Crucifixion

The death of Jesus by crucifixion is important to the discussion of resomrbetause if
there is no death, then there can be no resurrection; death is a prerequisiterfectien®® Of
all the data to be examined, the fact that Jesus died due to crucifixion is one a$thiksleuted
by scholars’ There are several reasons why scholars do not deny the fact that Jesus died by
crucifixion.

First, several early sources, both from Christian and non-Christian acceaots|, the
death of Jesus. Some sources even pre-date the New Testament writingss $evel observed
that there are early creedal passages in the New Testament that eiszelation pre-dating the
actual writing of the New Testament. The most respected creed in the dséameEnt

concerning Jesus’ death is 1 Cor. 15:3-7. This pre-Pauline creed has been datedlioAbe ea

% These facts will come from the extensive work af¥sR. Habermas. Antony Flew, former Vice-
President of the British Humanist Society and n@ist] is a great example of how someone with andistely
differing viewpoint, yet agrees with the data besmait is so strongly evidenced. See Gary R. Habgrisatony
Flew, and Terry L. MietheDid Jesus Rise from the Dead?: The Resurrectiora2dSan Francisco: Harper &
Row, 1989).

% Ehrman has objected to the relevance of Jesuth égecrucifixion. However, one cannot be resurdct
if they have not died. This is precisely why Muskeholars attempt to discredit Jesus’ death, becaithout it
Jesus never resurrected. Mike Licona and Bart ElrBebate: Can Historians Prove that Jesus Rose fiftten t
Dead?

3" This objection is typically brought my Muslims iasontradicts the Quran, Sura 4:157.
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30's® There are over ten other respected texts mentioning the death of Jesus founckim the N
Testament? All four of the Gospels mention the death of Jesus by cruciffXidalditionally,
Clement of Rome, Ignatius, and Justin Martyr are three non-canonical sthatce®ntion the
death of Jesut.

There are also over ten non-Christian sources that mention the death 8f Jésus.
Roman historian Tacitus (ca. AD 55-120) wrote around AD 115 that “Christus...suffered the
extreme penalty...at the hands of one of our procurators, Pontius Pifdt€he’Roman and
Jewish historian Josephus (ca. AD 38- 97) wrote around AD 90 that “Pontius Pilaé hauas
[Jesus] to be crucified"

In AD 52 Thallus wrote, possibly before Tacitus and even the Gospels, a histogy of th
Eastern Mediterranean. However, since then only fragments or citationsrinvathgs have
been discovered. Yet, in one such citation from AD 221, Thallus implies that the deatinsof Jes
was linked to a worldwide darkness, an earthquake, and an €clifise Jewish Talmud

(Mishnah), describes Jesus’ death, “...he [Jesus] was hanged on the eve of P&ssover

38 We will look specifically at this creed in the nehapter.

% We find creedal passages and sermon summariesefbato Pontius Pilate and Jesus dying on thescro
These respected texts include the Acts 2:22-36ctwimientions nails!), 3:13-16, 4:8-10, 5:29-32, 9943, 13:28-
31; Rom. 4:25; Phil. 2:8;1 Pt. 3:18; Ga. 3:13, aror. 15:3, which is considered the most respenteed.

40Mt. 27:26-56; Mk. 15:20-47; Lk. 23:26-56; Jn. 16:42.

“IClement of Rome] Clement7, 12, 21, 49; Ignatiugrallians 9; Smyrneand; Barnabas5; Justin
Martyr, First Apology32, 35, 50Dialogue with Tryphat7, 108.

2 For a complete list of non-Christian sources thahtion Jesus see. Gary HabernTae Historical
Jesus (Joplin, MO: College Press 1996), Ch. 8.

3 Tacitus,Annals 15:44, Perseus Project Digital Library and Tuftsversity
www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/ (accessed April BR0R

*4 JosephusAntiquities 18.3.3. Although this is a disputed passagestiements regarding his death are
not in question. All citations for Josephus andebdy church fathers will be taken from Christi@iassics
Ethereal Library (www.ccel.org) unless otherwis¢eao

5 Julius AficanusExtant Writings XClII in the Ante-Nicene Fathergd. by Alexander Roberts and James
Donaldson (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1973),W¥hl130 as cited in Gary Habermddje Historical Jesysl97.
Habermas notes that a fair objection is that, “veerent specifically told if Jesus is mentioned hellus’ original
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Second, crucifixion was a form of execution specifically designed tokwidtims
slowly and the chances of someone surviving were very miffiifalis method was so intense
that it where the word ‘excruciating’ was deriv&dt was so severe that even Cicero, who was
no friend of Christianity, wrote that crucifixion was, “a most cruel and ign@uami
punishment.* Prior to a crucifixion, floggings were typically administered with a siwbip, or
flagellum, that have varying pieces of leather tied together. Metal beads amdll sharp bones
were tied to each strap in order to cut into the flesh with each ¥tikepeated strikes could
cause hanging ribbons of flesh and expose veins, muscles, and bowels. Josephus recorded a
whipping in which the victim’s bones “laid barg-This initial could very easily send its victims
into hypovolemic shock due to an immense amount of blood4oss.

After the flogging, the victim would then be placed on the cross. Medical Doctor

Alexander Metherell has said, “[C]rucifixion is essentially an agogiy slow death due to

history at all.” However, it does seem probabld thavas as well as that Jesus’ death was knowsutitrout the
Mediterranean by the middle of the first century.

8 The Talmud was comprised of a large amount of toaalition that was passed down each generation.
This material began to be collected in 135 AD atad wompleted in 200 AD. As quoted frdihe Babylonian
Talmud transl. by I. Epstein (London: Soncino, 1935) ¢ib) Sanhedrird3a, 281 as cited in Gary Habermake
Historical Jesus203.

4" Martin Hengel Crucifixion in the Ancient World and the Folly bttMessage of the Cro@hiladelphia,
PA: Fortress Press, 1977); William D.Edwards, We3dleGabel, and Floyd E. Hosmer. 1986. "On the ehls
Death of Jesus ChrisfAMA.255, no. 11. are excellent resources pertainirgguoifixion practices and procedures.

“8 Erom the Latin “out of the cross.”

%9 Cicero,Against Verres2.5.165.
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Cier¥2.5.165&fromdoc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.02.0018

*In Jewish practices thirty-nine lashes were tylpiggiven, however the Romans had no such limitatio
The number of strikes often depended on the sal@idministering the punishment.

*1 Jospehus]ewish Wars6.5.3., 2.21.5Jewish Antiquities12.5.4.

2 _ee StrobelCasefor Christ(Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan), 196; William D. Edds, Wesley J.
Gabel, Floyd E. Hosmer, "On the Physical Deathesti$ Christ,JAMA: The Journal of the American Medical
Association255, no. 11(1986): 1457.
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asphyxiation.®® Asphyxiation occurs to crucifixion victims because the intercostals, péctor
and deltoid muscles are stretched and prevent one from exhaling as longas ihdhe
hanging position. In order to exhale, the victims must push up using their feet, which l&ve nai
in them>* Thus, Roman soldiers, who were already expert killers, knew that the victimese
if they have been in the hanging position for an extended period of time. Additionaitlyjgh
only one account of someone surviving crucifixion. Josephus reports that Titus IGaesar
allowed for three of his friends to be taken down from the cross and given the best medical
treatment possible at that time, yet two of them still diekherefore, even those who were
taken down from a cross and given the best possible medical treatment had anwreg} mi
chance of survival.

The process of crucifixion was a process that was designed to kill itesvid®efore the
process began, scourging was also administered to further weaken the victinonidre R
soldiers were experts in execution and knew how to do their job effectively. Givgmdbess

alone, we can reasonably conclude that Jesus did in fact die on the cross.

%3 ee StrobelCasefor Christ, 198; William D. Edwards, Wesley J. Gabel, FloydHBsmer, "On the
Physical Death of Jesus Christ," 1457.

** Archaeology evidence in an ossuary with the namleayian Ben Ha'galgol made in June 1968
demonstrated that the use of nails was used darirgifixion. A 7-inch spike was found driven thrduthe heel of
the victim that was dated to approximately 70 ADorkbver, this discovery confirmed the following.iNavere
used in crucifixion practices, breaking of legs \waacticed to quicken a death, and the victim wss put in a
position that made it difficult to breathe. N. Ha&nthropological Observations on the Skeletal Rém from
Giv'at ha-Mivtar,” Israel Exploration Journal 201970), 38-59; V. Tzaferis. 1970 “Jewish Tombsrad aear
Giv'at ha-Mivtar.” Israel Exploration Journal 201970) 18-32 as cited in Gary Habermdsstorical Jesus173-
175. Moreover, some contend that Jesus had bektottee cross instead of nailed. This is not liketcause (1)
we have multiple attestations of nails being usedbihn 20:25 and Acts 2:23 (also part of an eanlynen
summary). (2) Martin HengelGrucifixion, which is considered an authoritative work onghbject quotes
Josephus’s description of the Jews being nailefifiarent postures and (3) that the tying of vidito the cross was
typically a Egyptian practice. Martin Heng€rucifixion, 31-33.

% JosephusThe Life of Flavius Josephuss.
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Third, a final death blow could be administered by the executioners, if needed, to
expedite the executiofi.Jesus is reported as being pierced in the side by a Roman 30Tdie.
would have eliminated all doubt regarding the death of Jesus to friends and enemié&s alike.
Moreover, there is a strong medical opinion that suggests Jesus was stabbed in dmel near
his pericardium pierced in the procé3Fhis explains why a mixture of blood and water was
recorded after the stabbing. If the soldier heard any type of breathingkorgsafter the
stabbing (which may suggest a punctured lung), then he would have immediately known tha
Jesus was still alive and would have surely administered another strike.

Fourth, surely Jesus’ enemies were satisfied that He was dead and if not, yheottloe
have been the first ones to alert the Roman soldiers. We cannot reasonablyhexpgesis’
enemies would have taken Him by force early in the morning, delivered Him to PRitdites
demanded that He be crucified, and then leave a chance that He might survive.

Fifth, while the above are strong reasons for believing that Jesus died due to tie seve
of crucifixion, most scholars believe Jesus died on the cross because of the fatgoesarthe

Apparent Death Theory (or Swoon Theory) given by David Strauss, who was parCarthan

%% Martin Hengel Crucifixion, 70. There are varying method used by the Romagishe breaking of legs
is the most popular method since it prevented itnv from pushing up on their legs anymore to éeha

57Jn. 19:34.

%8 For those who doubt that Roman soldiers would atatucifixion two things may quickly be said. Ejrs
a spear was standard weaponry for a Roman soldiethés would be most likely something readily dafalie to the
Roman soldiers. Second, we have reports from Rdmnisdorian who mentions that crucifixion victims wwer
stabbedDeclamationes maiores9: "As for those who die on the cross, the ekienar does not forbid the burying
of those who have been pierced." As cited in Mik@ha, “Can We Be Certain that Jesus Died On A €2ds
Look at the Ancient Practice of Crucifixiortistorical Jesus
http://www.4truth.net/site/c.hiKXLbPNLrF/b.2903363BFEB/Can_We_Be_Certain_Jesus_Died_on_a_Cross__A
pologetics.htm (accessed April 5, 2010).

9 Dr. Alexander Metherell in Lee Strobélasefor Christ, 199; William D. Edwards, Wesley J. Gabel,
Floyd E. Hosmer, "On the Physical Death of Jesus€h1455-1463; J. E. Holoubek and A. B. Holoupek
“Execution by Crucifixion: History, Methods and Gauof Death, Journal of Medicine6 (1995): 1-16.
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Liberalism movement® Strauss persuasively argues that if Jesus somehow survived the
crucifixion, then He could not have convinced the believers that He now had a resurrected body
If Jesus had not died, His body would have been pale (from loss of blood), had multiple
lacerations, been bruised, unable to walk because of the nails, and in desperate need of a
doctor®® Yet, Jesus would then have had to somehow move the large stone covering the entrance
of the tomb, defeat the Roman soldiers guarding the tomb, and do all of this after jugt havin
been beaten mercilessly and having nails driven in his hands and feet. Then Jesus woald have t
walk on these pierced feet to meet the disciples, and then somehow convince His distiples
He had conquered the death. Without a doubt the disciples would have thought that Jasus was |
serious need of medical attention and far from being a risen Savior. A glorifiedsamcected
Jesus is entirely different than one that has merely survived. Moreover, thishe hyqid of
body that would encourage and embolden the disciples from hiding in fear to boldaimpnogl
the resurrected Jesus. Former Cambridge and Oxford professor N.T. WrightlesntRoman
soldiers knew how to kill people especially rebel kings. First-century Jewstkeadifference
between a survivor and someone newly alf?eSince 1879, this critique has convinced many
scholars that Jesus must have died on the &toss.

Jesus’ death is so well attested that even liberals not only agree with tHeutatave
defended the data as well. The overwhelming majority of scholars today do ntitegtleath of

Jesus a second thought. John Dominc Crossan writes, “That he was crucified is &s sure a

%9 David StraussA New Life of Jesug vols.; Edinburgh: Williams and Norgate, 187B)08-12.
®1 As Josephus’ friend had needed one.
2 N.T. Wright, “Jesus Resurrection and Christiangis,” Gregorianum83, no 4 (2002): 615—635.

83 Albert SchwitzerThe Quest of the Historical Jesus: A Critical Stfidyn Reimarus to Wredéans. W.
Montgomery (London: Adam and Charles Black, 1956}57; 62-67 agrees with Strauss’ assessmentuaritiq
Paulus’ and Schleiermacher’s view that Jesus didlieoon the cross. Gary Haberm@ke Risen Jesus and Future
Hope (Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield, 2003) 40.f#1.
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anything historical can ever b&'Bart Erhman, who is exceptionally critical of the New
Testament writings, believes that “The most certain element of thadrealtout Jesus is that he
was crucified on the orders of the Roman prefect of Judea, Pontius Pilate.”
Jesus Was Buried

Jesus’ burial plays an important role with regard to Jesus’ resurrecianlimportant
piece of evidence that confirms that the body of Jesus was buried in a spac#ic\hile the
burial plays an important role, it is not necessary for a resurrection. Aaetsom occurs when a
person is dead and then is seen later alive; in other words, there can be aimswiteout a

burial %°

Additionally, many of the evidences we will observe for Jesus’ burial will@yevith
evidences for the empty tomb as well.

First, there are multiple and early attestations from the New Testamd non-canonical
writings that report Jesus’ burial. The four Gospels, Acts, and Paul recosd Besal®” The

earliest tradition we have is in creedal form from Paul in 1 Cor.%#5 e burial is part of the

early pre-Markan material that is widely considered noncontrov&rsiaie reason scholars

% John Dominic Crossadesus: A Revolutionary Biograpk§an Francisco: Harper Collins, 1994), 145,
cf. 154, 196, 201.

% Bart EnrmanThe New Testament: A Historical Introduction to Ereely Christian Writings 3 ed.
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), 256. Mikeona and Bart Ehrmamebate: Can Historians Prove that
Jesus Rose from the Dead?

% Resurrection should be distinguished from resasoit and near death experiences in that a resecrec
person does not experience a second physical delailk, a resuscitated or NDE person does experiarsgeond
death.

" Mt. 27:57-61; MK. 15:42-47; Lk. 23:50-56. Jn. 18:82; Acts 13:28-31. The writings of Paul include
Rm. 6:4; 1 Cor. 15:4; and Col. 2:12. Habermas writh fact, scholars think that there could beresy as three or
four independent traditions in the Gospels, whiehystrongly increases the likelihood that the repare both
early and historical.” Gary Habermas, “The Emptynboof Jesus,His Resurrection
http://www.4truth.net/site/c.hiKXLbPNLrF/b.29036&37DD/The_Empty_Tomb_of Jesus.htm (accessed March
2, 2010).

% We also find them in the respected sermon summafiécts. For example, Acts 13:28-31.

9 Wwilliam Lane Craig, "Visions of Jesus: A Criticdlssessment of Gerd Ludemann's Hallucination
Hypothesis,Historical Jesus Edwin Mellen Press.
http://www.reasonablefaith.org/site/News2?page=Netisle&id=5208 (accessed on March 2, 2010).
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believe that this is part of a pre-Markan passion narrative is that the passaivean Mark
runs very smoothly in comparison to the rest of his Gospel. This, along with other reasons,
indicates that Jesus’ burial was part of Mark’s original source matefiaus, with Mark as the
earliest Gospel, plus the creeds in 1 Cor. 15 and Acts 13:28-31, there are ranltipkry early
reports of the burial of Jesus.

Second, we have indirect enemy attestation that Jesus’ tomb was empty. Matstiew, J
Martyr, and Tertullian all describe the earliest Jewish polemic aimeatdswhe Christian claim
of the resurrection that would actually confirm an empty téh#l three report Jewish
authorities claiming the disciples had stolen the Jesus’ body. By offenatyialistic
explanation for the empty tomb they knew the tomb was empty. Without the tombyalcaiag)
empty, there would be no reason for the Jewish authorities to give an explanatigtéang
empty. Moreover, this is the only account offered by early enemies to explagsthmeection
and empty tomb. This strongly suggests that there was a tomb, that it was knowim thye bot
disciples and authorities, and that Jesus was buried there.

Third, Joseph of Arimathea, a member of the Jewish Sanhedrin that condemned Jesus and
the burial story are highly doubtful to be Christian innovations. There was hdstifitieen the
early Jews and early Christians. It is unlikely that the early Cémistivould create Joseph of
Arimathea, a member of the Sanhedrin, to give Jesus an honorable burial unlesdljalattua
This is somewhat embarrassing for the disciples because it was tHer; kad they should have

been the ones to bury HifiAdditionally, Arimathea itself is of minimal historical or

OWilliam Lane Craig, "Visions of Jesus: A CriticAbsessment of Gerd Ludemann's Hallucination
Hypothesis," Craig also argues that, “Like the &luaccount, it is remarkably straightforward anémbellished by
theological or apologetic motifs likely to charaize a later legendary account.”

" Mt. 28:13; Justin MartyDialogue with Tryphyp108; TertullianDe Spectaculis30.

2 Nicodemus does assist Joseph in Jn. 19:39. Williane Craig also feels that this fact can satiséy t
criterion of dissimilarity (A criterion not mentiex in the previous chapter because it can be oskdptical.). It
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theological importance; thus, this location does not seem to have any metaphaitagme
Therefore, we have very good reasons to believe that the burial story by Josephabhéaiis a
historical account.

Fourth, all four Gospels report women being present at Jesus’ tomb and being the first
ones there. This is an embarrassing testimony for the New Testamens given the
significantly low value of women'’s testimony in the Mediterranean duhrsgperiod. For
example, the Jewish Talmud considers a woman'’s testimony equal to thieves amsl’fdbbe
the Gospel writers were adding a legendary or fictitious burial story, thenvthégt have
certainly eliminated the women'’s testimony and at least placed thplefssat the burial and
empty tomb. The women at the tomb display the exact opposite type of material wle woul
expect if this were to be considered a later legendary development. Thene&son to add or
mention the women at the tomb unless it was factual.

Fifth, the burial story itself lacks any traces of legendary developneeaube it is very
simple in nature. However, some skeptics, such as Ehrman, claim that thistbuyied a
possible legend because the creed in 1 Cor. 15:3-7 does not mention Joseph or the women at the
tomb/ This is an interesting objection, but the creed in 1 Cor. 15:3-7 is a summary, or outline,
of the passion narrative and simplified so that it could be easily remeatrdredeaccurately
repeated. The sermon summary in Acts 13:28-31 is very similar in nature in thadlit si

records Jesus’ death, burial, resurrection, and appearing to others. Acts 13:28-31 alsb does

does do because, “For given the hostility in thdye@hurch toward the Jewish leaders, who had,lirifian eyes,
engineered a judicial murder of Jesus, the figlidoeeph is startlingly dissimilar to the prevagliattitude in the
Church toward the Sanhedrin.” William Lane Craidislons of Jesus: A Critical Assessment of Gerddmenn's
Hallucination Hypothesis."

3 Talmud,Rosh Hashannah.8; Josephus also writes concerning the low vafseomen’s testimony,
JosephusAntiquities of the Jewsg.8.15.

" william Lane Craig, and Bart D. Ehrmas. There Historical Evidence for the Resurrectidrdesus 20-
21.
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include Joseph or the women, but Luke does. Regardless of whom the skeptic may think
authored Luke and Acts, it is the same author writing the two volumes. Ihily mgprobable

that the author added legendary material into Luke and then removed it from Actis Crelel

be simplified in order to provide a better mode of memaorization for new believetstdede

their new faith It could also be done so in order to give a simplified version of the passion
narrative. An additional problem would be that these creeds also mention the burial.idhe bur
portion appears to certify that the body was buried in a specific place and amcectes, the
body was then also gone.

Sixth, it was a very important tradition for the Jews to bury the dead, even to bury
traveling foreigner€® While the Romans would prefer for a condemned criminal to remain on
the cross, the burial law for the Jews required that they bury the dead before ‘simsegphus
states that the Jews revered burial and were allowed to bury those who weiedcfLgifate
would undoubtedly be aware of this tradition. New Testament scholar Craig Kegues, “If
Pilate accommodated for execution, he would surely accommodate locavgmssgoncerning
disposal of the corpsé®

Seventh, the Jewish authorities would have seen the execution all the way through to
completion. It is difficult to believe they would leave prematurely. We casorebly believe

that they would have at least seen Jesus taken down from the cross and carried tal gieeburi

5 A further point may be made about the purposéege creeds. Since they were used to help
communicate beliefs and by catechumens as thewméfor their baptism. Their development camewitit an
apologetic agenda, but one of teaching and comratinicthe beliefs of the Christian.

"6 JosephusAgainst Apion2.30. He also mentions that anyone walking byreefal should join in their
lamentations (2.27).

" Deut. 21:23.
8 Josephus]Jewish Wars4.5.2.
" Craig S. KeenefThe Historical Jesus of the Gosp&&rand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2009), 326.
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Eighth, there are no other competing burial stories. If the burial story wasadwara
product of legendary development, then we would expect to find a competing story. Thus, due to
the consensus of the burial reports and no other competing stories we have agfastheto
believe the burial account given.

Several lines of evidence have led scholars to believe the historicity of Bega™
Dale Allison agrees that clearly Jesus’ burial is well atté8tBdymond Brown concludes that
“While high probability is not certitude, there is nothing in the basic pre-Gospiratoof
Jesus’ burial by Joseph that coulat plausibly be deemed historic&f”

His Death Caused the Disciples to Lose Hope and Experience Despair

The death of Jesus caused his disciples to lose hope in Him as the Messiah and also
caused them to despair as they had followed Him for years before He watedxé&irst, this
claim is multiply attested by different New Testament t&Xwle find the disciples “deserting
and fleeing” Jesus as well as locking themselves in a room to hide for feadeftbe

Second, probably the strongest reason scholars have for attributing Jesplgsdisci
lose hope is that they devoted their lives (and afterlife) to Jesus only torsdxe aken away
by the use of force and then executed in such a way that was considered to be aandisg acc

to Jewish tradition. The disciples would have no rational reason, prior to the resarrechave

8 One line of evidence that was not included wasStheud of Turin as burial shroud of Jesus. Thisldio
actually be considered a piece of archaeologiddiesee for Jesus’ burial. For a summary of the evig see Gary
HabermasHistorical Jesus177-184.

8 Dale Allison,Resurrecting Jesus: The Earliest Christian Traditiand Its Interpreter§T and T Clark
International: New York, 2005), 354.

82 Raymond E. BrowriThe Death of the MessiaR,vols. (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1994),
2:1241(emphasis added).

8 Mt. 26:56; Mk. 16:14; Lk 24:11, 40; Jn: 20:19, 28- The ending in Mark may be somewhat
controversial, but not in regards to this fact hseaMark still describes Peter’s denial of Jesus. (M:66-72) and
the embarrassing fact that none of the discipleduWesus.



25

hope or a positive outlook regarding their current situation since the one whom theyauawe pl
all their hopes upon had been taken from them and violently executed.

In Jewish culture, according to Deuteronomy 21:23, “anyone who is hung on a tree is
under God’s curse® Not only were the disciples discouraged because they believed that Israel’s
Messiah was dead, they were also shocked because He died in such a wgyitieak thiat He
had died under a curse by God.

Third, reports of Peter, and others, deserting and denying Jesus is not something we
would expect to read concerning Jesus’ closest followers. This certainlgt s@almended had
it been a legend developed later. We would imagine that the disciples would have gettbsm
in a better light during Jesus’ death instead of fleeing. The fact that tbesdallowers of Jesus
are described as hiding and denying Jesus are recorded is the Gospelsddrthéneir being
grounded in actual history.

Fourth, further embarrassing testimony follows from the burial storigelfitsciples had
not deserted Jesus, we would expect to find them burying Jesus. None of the Jesats’ earlie
disciples are portrayed in a positive light regarding the burial story whedmsthing that we
would not expect if this account was fabricated. Instead, Joseph of Arimatheaimaunsy
recorded as taking Jesus’ body away for burial.

A combination of multiple and early attestation, psychological atmosphere of the
disciples, denial and desertion of the disciples, and the lack of burial by Jesuséfslalow

historians to confidently assert that the disciples had lost hope and experiespzad de

84 paul references this in Gal. 3:13.
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The Empty Tomb

Before looking at the evidence for the empty tomb, it is important to note thatpéy em
tomb alone does not equal a resurrectfohhe empty tomb by itself would not prove that a
resurrection occurred; there could be other reasons for a tomb to be empty. Hawarapty
tomb does increase the probability of a physical resurrection. This data steonsith a
resurrection and at the same time presents problems for many naturgfisticese§®

First, there are early and multiple attestations to the empty tomp.aféenentioned in
Mark, M (the source material behind Matthew), John, and probably in L (the sourceamateri
behind Lukef’ William Lane Craig, a resurrection expert, has argued that Mark is iotiystr
the only source for Matthew and Luke’s burial and empty tomb accounts, but that they had
additional sources, along with Mark, for their accodfitdabermas writes, “In fact, scholars
think that there could be as many as three or four independent traditions in the Gdspels, w

very strongly increases the likelihood that the reports are both early andchistri

8 Although not as recognized to the same degreleeasther findings here, most scholars seem to thaid
the tomb in which Jesus was buried was found efugtya few days later. Habermas and Licona write,
“Nevertheless, there is strong evidence for it, iglaccepted as a fact of history by an impressanajority of
critical scholars.” About 75% of scholars agred tha tomb was empty and that the rest of the fawgjgy a
significantly higher degree of agreement. A brisff of critical New Testament scholars who beligvéhe empty
tomb, according to Habermas and Licona, includéariB, Blinzler, Bode, con Campenhausen, Delormeyrid)
Grundmann, Hengel, Lehmann, Leon-Dufour, Lichtenstdanek, Martini, Mussner, Nauk, Rengstorff, Rsitkl,
Stuhimacher, Trilling, Cogtle, and Wilckens.” Wencalso add, “Kremer...Benoit, Brown, Clark, Dunn, glli
Gundry, Hooke, Jeremias, Klappert, Ladd, Lane, katsMould, Perry, Robinson, and Schnackenburlcbading
to William Lane Craig. Gary Habermas and Mike Liapfihe Case for the ResurrectiorD, 287 f.n.27.

8 For example, it creates problems for the hallugimshypothesis. Additionally, it signifies thateth
resurrection was not a spiritual event, but a ptatsine.

87 Gary HabermagRisen Jesus and Future Ho&s.

8 Wwilliam Lane Craig, "Visions of Jesus: A CriticAbsessment of Gerd Ludemann's Hallucination
Hypothesis."

8 Gary Habermas, “The Empty Tomb of Jesus.”
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The Gospels are both early and good, but they are not our only sources that support an
empty tomb. Acts 13:28-31, 36-37 implies the empty t8hbven more respected, 1 Cor. 15:3-7
also implies an empty tomb. However, skeptics may challenge these tetsdérey do not
directly refer to the tomb being empty. As we have seen in the case oftisehl@ial the
authors, instead of directly referencing the empty tomb, both contain a burial aacdwiim
He was raised and seen by others. Luke does mention the empty tomb in his Gospel, but then
omits it from this text in Acts. Again, it is doubtful that he would simply omibogét the
empty tomb, but it is clearly implied in the shorter context of the Acts textiamdrsy for
Paul’s letter as weft* To describe one reason they did not mention the empty tomb directly in
these texts Michael Licona comments, “It is like when you say a baby didlden Infant
Death Syndrome. No one has to speak about an empty crib, it's clearly infplatitionally,
as we previously mentioned, an empty tomb itself does not equal resurrection.

Second, one of the most popular reasons given for an empty tomb is that women are
reported as the first ones to find it emptys discussed in Jesus’ burial, the fact that women are
reported as finding the empty tomb significantly increases the histariditys event. Again,

women'’s testimony was not regarded as trustworthy unless they were tisoordg availablé’

%' We will evaluate more closely when we evaluate twhes meant by resurrection, that it is physicsl, b
both Jews and pagans.

%1 Luke probably assumed that his readers read parobhis account then we can understand why he may
have omitted the empty tomb wording in Acts. A feamparison could be made with Paul and the Caaintgh Paul
most likely spoke about the empty tomb in his fiisit to Corinth, but in 1 Cor. 15:3-7 Paul is gijmreminding
them in a similar fashion that Luke was remindiigrieaders.

92| ee StrobelThe Case for the Real Jesi#5.

% Some may argue we do not know which women wetttedomb. The authors may have listed different
women of the same group. John is often inaccurakedgribed as having one woman at the tomb, howeedmnow
that multiple women appeared at the tomb becaus2032 “...we [Mary and at least one other] do not know where
they have put him” (emphasis added).

9 JosephusAntiquities 4.8.15. Josephus writes, “But let not the testiynof women be admitted, on
account of the levity and boldness of their sex...\dwer, it should be noted that Josephus did useamom
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The most probable reason women are cited as finding the empty tomb, while ippleslisave
deserted Jesus, must be that this is in fact what happened, because for the authade tibémal
in this time period would have damaged their claim’s credibility. To include womeitreesses
in this time period and culture would have been counterintuitive. Keener asserts, tiidssvoif
women at the tomb is very likely historical, precisely because it was swvieo the larger
culture — not the sort of testimony one would invéntfewish historian Geza Vermes considers
the women finding the empty tomb, “the only acceptable conclusion to the hist§rian.”
Third, the Jerusalem location of the death, burial, and the following resurrectims cl

made by the disciples strongly attest to an empty tSrfilbaig rightly comments on the
Jerusalem factor “that the Christian fellowship, founded on belief in Jesus’aetion, could
come into existence and flourish in the very city where he was executed asatidaems to be
compelling evidence for the historicity of the empty torfibtfabermas describes the problem
confronting early Christianity:

But it is precisely since Jesus' grave was located nearby that we have a

serious problem if it was anything but empty. Unless Jesus' tomb was

unoccupied, the early Christian preaching would have been disproved on

the spot. How could it be preached that Jesus had been raised from the

dead if that message were starkly confronted by a rotting body? Exposing

the body would kill the message and be an easy disproof of Christianity

before it even gained momentum. Thus, Jerusalem is the last place for the
early Christian teachings to gain a foothold unless Jesus' grave was empty.

witnesses when they were the only ones availalolee¥ample, only 2 women and 5 children are reploaite
surviving the Roman siege of Masada. JosephMass of the Jew.8.8.

% Craig S. KeenefThe Historical Jesus of the Gospe381.

% Geza Vermesesus the Jew: A Historian’s Reading of the Gos{#iladelphia, PA: Fortress Press,
1981) 41.

°” The New Testament books give multiple attestatiiofiesus’ public death and burial in Jerusalemsand
does Tacitus’ reference to Jesus’ death in Jullieag|s15:44).

% Wwilliam Lane Craig, "The Historicity of the Empfomb of Jesus.New Testament Studig4 (1985):
39-67.
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A Sunday walk to the tomb could have settled the matter one way or
another®

Habermas rightly addresses three critical issues regarding #imioof the tomb. The
tomb was at a nearby location that was well-known and easily verifiable.tRe@stituation is
not one in which the disciples, Jews, Romans, or any interested party would have todraat¢!
distance in order to verify; nor was it in some mythical location. It was logalable for all to
verify. Second, the disciples could have very easily posited a claim thatavaslifficult to
verify, but they claimed a physical resurrection and that the tomb was emigtye 8éws and
Romans would have had to do to dismiss the early Christian claims would be to simgahy pres
the body. However, they do just the contrary and claim the disciples stole th& bwdythe
Jewish authorities did not produce a body, but instead claim the disciples stole thEevsog
decaying, rotting body in the tomb would be evidence against the disciples claoajdtay the
very least be stronger than claiming the disciples stole the body since a stglemiags an
empty tomb. The disciples never would have believed in Jesus’ resurrection if cahfutthte
His dead body in the tomb.

Thus, the Jerusalem location of the tomb provides evidence of an empty tomb. The
Jewish authorities were in the best position to refute the disciples and had a sttioegordo
so. The authorities had the opportunity to investigate the nearby tomb and atichsdiers for
the claims made by the early Christians. However, despite their motive ahtbmion to
expose the disciples as frauds, the only claim they made was that the disatpstslen the
body, which supports the empty tomb.

Fourth, enemy attestation of the empty tomb by Jewish authorities is reporteddrly

sources. Matthew is our earliest source in which he records the Jewish mstladimitting to an

% Gary Habermas, “The Empty Tomb of Jesus.”



30

empty tomb. Matthew 28:11-15 describes how the Jewish authorities attemptededitdiser

early disciples by claiming they stole the body. However, if the disciptéstbéen the body as

the Jewish authorities claimed, then the tomb would be empty as a result. Thpokariic

against the disciples presupposes an empty tomb for which the Jewish authorititesrgoing

to explain away® It would be impossible to accuse the disciples of stealing Jesus’ body unless
the tomb really was empty. Justin Martyr and Tertullian also mentionRlewikorities claiming
that the disciples had stolen the body, which presuppose an empt{tomb.

Fifth, the resurrection was a bodily notion. N.T. Wright has written an extensive vyoltene
700 pages, in which he argues the meaning of resurrection in pagan, Jewish, and Christian
cultures meant a physical and bodily resurrectfdiVright argues that although the empty tomb
is not included in the 1 Cor. 15:3-7 creed, Jesus’ burial as being included in 1 Corinthians as
important for at least two reasons:

...first, to certify that Jesus was really and truly dead...second, to indicate
that when Paul speaks of resurrection in the next phrase it is to be

assumed, as anyone telling or hearing a story of someone being raised
from the dead would assume in either the pagan or the Jewish world, that

10 The theory that the disciples had stolen the hisdiyghly improbable and is one that critical setsl
have rarely held in the past 200 years. The twa nea@ent and well known scholars to suggest tlésihare
Herman Reimarus who lived in 1694-1768 and Gotthelsking who lived from 1729-1781. Craig Keener
comments that, “Yet one would not expect discigleity of the corpse’s theft to maintain the traththeir claim in
the face of death, nor others to withhold the batign bringing it forward to challenge the emergiegus
movement might have secured a substantial rewfttte Hisciples did not protect Jesus while he alas, surely
they would not have risked their lives to rob lisb after his death.” We would not expect otherstéal the body,
because grave robbers are more concerned withethgures in the tomb and not the body. Additiongéener
again comments, “grave robbers were more comm@&eitile rather than Jewish areas...our evidenceeoftéft
of corpses appears in Gentile regions, never ardangsalem.” Craig S. Keendihe Historical Jesus of the
Gospels 341.

101 justin Martyr Dialogue with Tryphp108. Justin writes, “...whom we crucified, but Hisciples stole
him by night from the tomb...” Tertulliargpectacles30. Tertullian writes, “This is He whom the digleis secretly
stole away to spread the story of His resurrectiornyhom the gardener removed lest.” Tertulliaeditrom
http://www.pseudepigrapha.com/LostBooks/tertullispectacles.htm (accessed on April10, 2010).

192N.T. Wright, The Resurrection of the Son of GMInneapolis, MN; Fortress Press, 2003).
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this referred to the body being raised to new life, leaving an empty tomb
behind it*%

Therefore, we can conclude that whether a pagan or Jew heard the story regatgihg J
resurrection, they knew that it meant a physical and bodily resurrection. mMsateastasisand
egeirg and their cognates, meant a physical and bodily resurrétigfright contends, “Until
second century Christianity, the language of ‘resurrection’ had been tHopughagan, Jew, and
Christian as some kind of return to bodily and this-worldly [{f8 Keener agrees, “...bodily
resurrection was a Palestinian Jewish id8aThe importance of this is that it would have to
imply an empty tomb.

Sixth, Jesus' tomb was not venerated as a shrine. In the time of Jesus tlarem@Estance
in honoring the tombs of Jewish martyrs, prophets, and others. The significance of theavmb w
that the remains of the Jew were still inside and that gave the site itsughgilue®’ However,
as James D.G. Dunn points out, “...there is no evidence whatsoever for Christiansgetiardi
place where Jesus had been buried as having any special signifi®dinerh then concludes
that this strange silence, in spite of the practice of tomb veneration at thédsmenly one
obvious explanation. The earliest Christians did not consider the tomb of Jesus as important
because it did not contain Jesus’ earthly remains. Thus, the tomb was not veneratedt nor did i

become a place of pilgrimage because the tomb was éfipty.

193 N.T. Wright, The Resurrection of the Son of GMInneapolis, MN; Fortress Press, 2003),321.

1%4 Gary R. Habermas, “Resurrection Research from 1@78e Present: What are Critical Scholars
Saying?”Journal for the Study of the Historical Jes@2 (2005), 135-153.

195 N.T. Wright, The Resurrection of the Son of G8a.

1% Craig S. KeeneiThe Historical Jesus of the Gospe383.

197 william Lane Craig;The Son Risg€hicago, IL: Moody Press, 1981) 63 and 84.

198 James D.G. Dunffhe Evidence for Jesisouisville, KY; Westminster, Press, 1985), 67.

199 bid., 67-68. It was not until Constantine’s matheade trips to Jerusalem in tH& entury, do we find
an attempt to venerate the tomb of Jesus.
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Seventh, the reliability of the burial story supports the empty tomb. As we have seen
concerning the reliability of the burial story, we also have strong reasonigetehe the
reliability of the empty tomb accounts as well. The reliability of the bataay informs us that
the location of the burial site was known. Upon checking the tomb, the disciples would not have
believed in a resurrected Jesus if His body lay there. The problem for thosashihio deny the
empty tomb is that they are then also forced to deny the burial account alswed@geve
have seen the burial story is widely accepted by critical schidfars.

Eighth, the empty tomb account is simple and lacks legendary development when dompare
to apocryphal writings such as the Gospel of Peter. We find a surprisinggyhstavard and
unembellished report, particularly regarding the Markan account of the empty*tomb
Moreover, there is an absence of the “Three-Day” style of communicationfsumoltin the
empty tomb narratives? The “third-day” style was used for mentioning the resurrection
because the Old Testament uses this type of phrasing when referring to €iod'syet, we
find the expression “the first day of the week,” which is considered to be &r eagression
than the “third-day” description. Additionally, “the first day of the weekbrnis us the actual
day that the women discovered the tomb. Thus, there are two different descriptioetethat
Easter Sunday, either a “third-day” style or a “first day of the week&.9Braig argues that
since the “on the third day” referent can be traced back to approximaeletars after the
death of Jesus, then the “first day of the week” description can be consideredrbeeh‘®a

Therefore, in Mark’s passion narrative we have a very early reference émibty tomb.

10 william Lane Craig,The Son Rised6.

1 william Lane Craig, "Visions of Jesus: A CriticAssessment of Gerd Ludemann's Hallucination
Hypothesis."

12t is found, for example, in 1 Cor. 15:4.
13 william Lane Craig,The Son Rised5.
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Although an empty tomb alone does not, by itself, mean that a resurrection inasdcc
it does strengthen the case for the resurrection. We can be confident in theoempag tpart of
our historical data. It is because of these reasons, as well as othessyéhmat critical scholars
agree'** Jacob Kremer, an Austrian specialist in the resurrection writes théartyost
scholarshold firmly to the reliability of the biblical statements concerning the eraptyp.™*°
Maier concludes:

Accordingly, if all the evidence is weighed carefully and fairly, indeaed justifiable,
according to the canons of historical research, to conclude that the sepulchepbfafos

Arimathea, in which Jesus was buried, was actually empty on the morning o§the fir
Easter-'°

Michael Grant of Edinburg University writes, “...if we apply the same sortifia that we
would apply to any other ancient literary sources, then the evidence is firmaaistf@ enough
to necessitate the conclusion that the tomb was indeed found erfptyright concludes that
the empty tomb is a conclusion that a historian must §iteener writes, “Though the corpse
remaining in the tomb would have easily publicly refuted a resurrection claim, had the
authorities been able to produce it, an empty tomb by itself would not be self-explaitor

The Disciples Had Real Experiences That They Believed Were LiterAlppearances of the
Risen Jesus

Regarding the disciples experiences, Ehrman writes:

114 Gary Habermas and Mike LicoriBhe Case for the ResurrectiofD, 287 f.n.27 and William Lane
Craig, The Son Rise$5.

15 Jacob Krememie Ostervangelien—Gescichten um Geschi¢8tattgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk,
1977), 49-50; as cited MWilliam Lane Craig“Opening Statement,Will the Real Jesus Please Stand Bp. Craig
clarifies Kremer's ternExegeteras “scholars” rather than “exegetes” for claritséke.

16 paul L. Maier, “The Empty Tomb as History,” @hristianity Today 29/13, (1975): 5.

7 Michael GrantJesus: An Historian’s Review of the Gosyidlew York: Scribner’s Sons, 1977), 176 as
cited in Lee StrobelThe Case for Chris215.

18 N.T. Wright, “Jesus Resurrection and Christiang®is,” 615—635.
19 Craig S. KeenefThe Historical Jesus of the Gosped42.
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Historians, of course, have no difficulty whatsoever speaking about the
belief in Jesus’ resurrection, since this is a matter of public record. iBor it
a historical fact that some of Jesus’ followers came to believe that he had
been raised from the dead soon after his exectdfon.

Scholars widely recognize that the disciples had these experiences fat ssagons and we
will briefly look at some of the reasons why scholars have come to this conclusion.

First, there are several early and independent sources in which we find thkeslisci
claiming that Jesus had risen from the dead. We have it documented in all four Gospéds. We a
have it recorded in the sermon summaries of A&tShe very early creed, which Paul received
from an earlier source, in 1 Cor. 15:3-7 records Peter, the twelve disciples, 5E@stnkames,
and lastly Paul adds himself to this list of those who witnessed the risen Jesusnatiglittaul
made at least two trips to Jerusalem, according to Gal. 1-2, in which Heentedvihe disciples
about the Gospel and later writes in 1 Cor. 15:11 that they preach the same Gospehtedul wa
to be sure that he was not running his race in vain and without the resurrection. Theaglore, P
undoubtedly discussed Jesus’ resurrection with these disciples.

We have Christian claims from the early church writitf§<Clement of Rome, who
wrote around AD 95, refers to their belief in his letter to the CorinthidHBolycarp, around

AD 110, also refers to the resurrection and the beliefs of the dis¢ffiBsth Clement of Rome

120Bart D. Ehrmanjesus: Apocalyptic Prophet of the New Millenni@31.
121 Acts 1:21-22; 2:22-36; 3:13-16; 4:8-10; 5:29-30;30-43; 13:28-31; 17:1-3; 17:30-31.

12214 Wayne House and Joseph M. Hold@harts of Apologetics and Christian Eviden¢€sand Rapids,
MI: Zondervan, 2006), Chart 56. This chart providdist of fourteen early church father quotes thantion the
resurrection.

123 Clement,1 Clement42. “Therefore, having received orders and cotepiertainty caused by the
resurrection of our Lord Jesus Christ and believintpe Word of God, they went with the Holy Spgitertainty,
preaching the good news that the kingdom of Gadbaut to come.”

124 polycarp,To the Philippians1,2,9, and 12.
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and Polycarp are contemporaries of the disciples and both are reported as knowing the
disciples'®
There are also reports from non-Christian sources. Josephus reports thatihéseed
Jesus had seen him alive ag&itiThis text has some areas of dispute, but the content of this
passage is generally agreed as authentic. However, for some thasmag this controversial
passage we can still defer to a text from Agapius. This Aramdicstegry similar to Josephus’
Testimoniumand contains a report that the disciples had seen Jesus after His crutifixion.
Second, James, who was formerly a skeptic, had converted after withessingrthe ris
Jesus. James is mentioned as a skeptic on more than one ot&asanafter he had witnessed
Jesus after the crucifixion he had become a bold believer who would eventuallytyrednar
Third, Paul, who formerly persecuted Christians, had converted as a direct r@sult of
experience with the risen Jesus. Paul had admittedly persecuted the@rastcording to 1
Cor. 15:9, and now he claims to have seen the risen Jesus personally in 1 Cor. 15:8. Moreover,
Paul records that the disciples are also preaching the resurrection of Jesus. ib5110and 15.
Fourth, when compared to earlier movements, the Christian one stands out. Other

movements had previously been put to an end with the death of their leader. Gamaliel in Acts 5

125 |renaeusAgainst Heresies3.3.3, “This man [Clement], as he had seen thsdeld apostles, and had
been conversant with them, might be said to haggtbaching of the apostles still echoing [in lsissg and their
traditions before his eyes...But Polycarp also wasonbt instructed by apostles, and conversed withynveho
had seen Christ, but was also, by apostles in Appginted bishop of the Church in Smyrna, whorsd aaw in
my early youth, for he tarried [on earth] a vergddime...having always taught the things which he learned
from the apostles, and which the Church has haddeah, and which alone are true.” Tertulliine Prescription
Against Heretics32. “...Polycarp was placed therein by John; asthischurch of Rome, which makes Clement to
have been ordained in like manner by Peter.”

126 JosephusAntiquities 18:3.3.

127 \While much can be said regarding the Agapian Tieggnnot be addressed here. See Gary Habermas
and Mike Licona;The Case for the Resurrectjdi266-270 f.n.42.

128 k. 3:21; 6:2-4,6; Jn 7:5; 19:25-27.
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makes exact mention of this historic trend of ending revolts by killing the leEd&vsight
argues that Jesus had not done what Messiahs were supposed to do, namely die (and die a cursed
death on a tree at that), nor had He done other things expected by the M8¥sigtthe
disciples had claimed Him as such, but why? Nobody had said such things about pregdus fail
movements, such as Judas the Galilean (AD 6), Simon bar-Giora (AD 70) Bar K@sbba
135). What in fact did happen after these so-called Messiahs died? The foll@méts Yook
for a new Messiah. There must be a reason why early Christians werentiéfei&/right
concludes:
The fact that the early Christians did not do that, but continued, against all
precedent, to regard Jesus himself as Messiah, despite outstanding

alternative candidates such as the righteous, devout and well-respected
James, Jesus’ own brother, is evidence that demands an explatation.

Fifth, the transformation of the disciples shows the sincerity of theirf iediethey had
seen a resurrected Jesus. The disciples had been hiding and Peter had even denieddsuswving
three times, but they had transformed into bold proclaimers of the risen Jesus tAdiseay
least shows that the disciples actually believed they had seen thdesies, even to the point
that they were willing to suffer and die.

Sixth, the belief that Jesus rose from the dead and the Christian movementeatigina
some specific point in history. The early Christian church claims respotysibilithese
teachings and maintaining their purity. Tertullian wrote around AD 200 andlstiow the
church kept the true teachings of the disciples and how heretics ditf fiettullian also offers a

challenge to others to provide authenticity for their teachings. He le#@esrtly the Christians

129 Acts 5:34-40.
130N.T. Wright, “Jesus Resurrection and Christiang®is,” 615-635.
131 Ibid.

132 Tertullian, The Prescription Against Heretic32.
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have an accurate succession list of bishops that can be shown to lead to the orogites.dis
Additionally, it was important for the early church to keep teachings of thelegpost

Seventh, the ability for the disciples to conceive of a resurrected Mespiallismatic.
The Jewish idea of resurrection was an event that was expected to happemeamibie
future. It was expected that there would be a general resurrectionrgbeeat the same time
and not that one person would be resurrected before others. Vermes writes, “But above
all...neither they nor anyone else expected a resurrection.”

The fact the disciples had real experiences that they believed weabdippearances of
the risen Jesus is very strongly established. Keener writes, “Theggadigaainly believed that
Jesus had risen; and not only that, but that theyseadhim alive.”** The eminent E.P. Sanders
writes, “That Jesus’ followers (and later Paul) had resurrection erpesés, in my judgment, a
fact.”*> Norman Perrin of the University of Chicago writes, “The more we study théidradi
with regard to the appearances, the firmer the rock begins to appear upon whaate they
based.** The arguments presented have led these scholars to the conclusion that the disciple
had experiences they believed to be of the risen Jesus.

The Disciples Were Transformed and Were Willing to Suffer and Die for Thir Faith

The disciples were willing to suffer and/or die for their belief in Jesssirrection,
indicating the sincerity they had in their experiences, Before continuihg teasons for this we
must make one aspect of the apostles’ persecution very clear. Many peoplCtadstian,

Muslim, Hindu, etc.) die for their beliefs and it does show that they are sincamsalieliefs.

133 Geza Vermeslesus the Jew: A Historians Reading of the Gospgéls
134 Craig S. KeeneiThe Historical Jesus of the Gospe342 (emphasis in original).
135E.P. Sander§he Historical Figure of Jesu&ngland; Penguin Books, 1995), 280.

13 Norman PerrinThe Resurrection according to Matthew, Mark, an#td@hiladelphia: Fortress, 1977),
80.
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However, it does not mean that these beliefs themselves are true. Yet, tiensitith the

disciples is remarkably different from people today who die for thegioek beliefs. The

disciples were the ones who claimed to have personally seen Jesus alive. héhigeople

today may die for what they believe to be true, the disciples suffered andldordvehat they
knewto be either true or false. This means the disciples were sincere iaxpeirences of the
risen Jesus even to the point of death. Moreover, these experiences of Jesus had tlathsforme
disciples from hiding to bold proclaimers who seemed to mock death.

The resurrection provides the best answer the historians’ question: What tesised t
transformation? It will now be imperative to look at some of the evidence wedrdwelieving
that the disciples were, in fact, willing to suffer and/or die for theiebigl a resurrected Jesus.
First, there are multiple independent attestations for the disciples sgffenisecution. The book
of Acts provides several examples and records the resurrection as hmessage. In Acts 4
we find that the resurrection is being proclaimed and that Peter and John are impinsAned,

5 the apostles are arrested, imprisoned, and flogged, and Acts 12 records the martyrdom of
James, the brother of John, and another imprisonment of'Pétée. also have reports that John
had suffered persecution and was eventually exiled to Patmos in Rev. 1:9.

The former antagonist Paul details his persecution after he had becometiarChmi&

Cor. 11:24-27 Paul provides us with a list of persecution he had personally sufferedp@®asil re
in 2 Cor. 11:25 that just some of the persecution he experienced consisted of being vantgpe

minus one lashes, and three other occasions he was beaten with rods and stoned (recorded i

137 Acts 7 we find the martyrdom of Stephen who w&haistian in Jerusalem. It would be only
speculation to say whether or not Stephen sawigha desus. Additionally, for those skeptical rdgey the book
of Acts, Acts is widely considered historical angl archaeological discovery has supported thengrof Acts.
While some have posed Acts as a Novel, Bart Ehsoggests, “...we can more plausibly conclude thaelLuk
meant to write a history of early Christianity, mohovel. Indeed, all of the ancient Christian atétwho refer to
the book appear to have understood it in this wBgat EhrmanThe New Testamerit34.
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Acts 14:19.). Additionally, Paul admits to persecuting Christians himselftorios
conversion.>®

Clement of Rome mentions the persecution and martyrdom of Peter and Paul. Clement
writes, “Peter, through unrighteous envy, endured not one or two, but numerous labors and when
he had at length suffered martyrdom, departed to the place of glory due to him.Is@aul a
obtained the reward of patient endurance...and suffered martyrdom under the pt&fatts.”
reference to the suffering and death of Peter and Paul is recorded around AD 95. Jesephus e
provides us with the martyrdom of Jesus’ brother. James, who was a skeptic until henrthe se
risen Jesus, was reportedly stoned by judges put together by Alffinus.

Second, Peter had been transformed from denying that he even knew Jesus to becoming a
bold follower and martyr. Peter’s denial is mentioned in all four Gospels and isbanrassing
admission for the early church because one of its most prominent leaders hadetrsed J
multiple times before the crucifixion. Yet, something happened to Peter thatidaaosto
change from fearing for his life, to becoming a bold proclaimer and willingftersand die.

Third, the disciples were transformed into bold proclaimers who even despised death.
Paul emphatically taunts death in 1 Cor. 15:55 writing, “O death, where is youy?i€@aleath,
where is your sting?” Paul taunts death and what it has done to human history in hghttabé¢
of the resurrection. Jesus, for Paul, has conquered the grave and reversed thad difattsand

Jesus is the first fruits of this reversal.

138 Ga. 1:13 and Phil. 3:6. Luke also mentions it otsA8:1.

139 Clement,1 Clement5. Barth Ehrman agrees that Peter and Paul wargymed for their faith. See Q&A
section of Ehrman'’s first debate with Mike Licomdike Licona and Bart Ehrmalebate: Can Historians Prove
that Jesus Rose from the Dedd®iwestern Baptist Theological Seminary, Februzgy 2008,
http://www.4truth.net/site/c.hiKXLbPNLrF/b.47425&# 1D9/Debate_Video_Mike_Licona_vs_Bart Ehrman_200
8.htm (accessed March 3, 2010). Tertullian alsoerakention of their martyrdoms. Tertullig@gorpiace 15.

140 JosephusAntiquities 20.9.1.
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With the proclamation and hope of a future resurrected body, Paul was not the only one
who became courageous despite pain and death. The other disciples had an equdl fdisrega
death. Ignatius of Antioch wrote around AD 110 that “on this account [of experiencingehe
Jesus] also did they [the disciples] despise dé&ttOrigen, a few decades later writes precisely
about the fact that the disciples would not have despised death if they did not in faeinerpe
the risen Jesué? It is unlikely the disciples would have been so bold in regards to suffering or
death for their preaching unless they had an experience which they believatidaiben
Jesus™®

Critical scholars agree the disciples had a transformation aftdrtirdy believed to be an
experience of the risen Jesus. Ehrman holds that at the very least PétandPpassibly James
were martyred for their faitt'* E.P. Sanders concludes the possibility of the disciples
committing a deliberate fraud is not a viable option because “Many of tipdepa these lists
[of witnesses] were to spend the rest of their lives proclaiming that they érathgerisen Lord,
and several of them would die for their cau§&r'arry Hurtado of Edinburg University
comments, “In short, from a surprisingly early point after his death, Jeslasvéot were
according to him at a level of devotion that far exceeded their own prior andgivere
commitment to him during his lifetimé#® Habermas concludes, “Virtually no one, friend or

foe, believer or critic, denies that it was their convictions that they had seesstineected Jesus

141 |gnatius,To the Smyrnaean8.

142 Origen,Contra Celsum2:56 and 2:77.

143 additionally, there is no evidence of even onéhef disciples recanting their faith.

144 Mike Licona and Bart Enrmaiebate: Can Historians Prove that Jesus Rose fiwrDtead?

145E . P. Sander§he Historical Figure of Jesy279-280. Sanders adds that if there were inteatio
deception, then there would have been greater migrénd disagreement regarding the claims of véw 3esus
first.

148 | arry W. HurtadoHow on Earth Did Jesus Become a God?: HistoricaéQions About Earliest
Devotion to Jesu&Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2005), 5.
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that caused the disciples' radical transformations. They were wdlidig $pecifically for their
resurrection belief*’

James, the Skeptical Brother of Jesus, was Converted When He Believed HavShe
Resurrected Jesus

One of the most interesting facts concerning Jesus and the resurrectiodeésdisahalf-
brother, James, was skeptical regarding Jesus. Yet, James would eventuallydael thiethe
church in Jerusalem and later suffer martyrdom. This would be strong evideree for t
resurrection because we have a skeptic, James, during Jesus’ lifetitageth@onverts to
Christianity and is eventually martyred.

First, Jesus’ brothers, including James, are considered skeptics in earlylépt:
sources, such as Mk. 3:21; 6:2-4, 6 and in Jn**# Bhese sources indicate that Jesus’ brothers
did not believe in Jesus during His lifetime ministry. The skeptic Gerdrhadn agrees that
“James had no religious link with his brother during Jesus’ lifetitfe.”

Second, James’ skepticism in Mark and John carries great historical rgliabdéuse it
would be embarrassing for these Gospel writers to admit that Jesus’ own brashsieptical of
His claims. This would have demonstrated an embarrassing flaw of the ¢é&lderderusalem
church. These statements could have been insulting to James and the church at J@nggalem
he was their leader, unless he was skeptical regarding Jesus prior to Hiaraggsedtlabermas
concludes, “For it to be remembered over many decades, James’ unbelief whb/pethar

staunch.**°

147 Gary Habermas, “The Resurrection AppearancessofsJe

148 | icona also includes John 19:25-27 because Jesaparted as having told a disciple to take cére o
His mother instead of one of His brothers. Mikedria, “The Historicity of the Resurrection of Jesus:
Historiographical Considerations in the Light ofdeat Debates,” 316-317.

149 Gerd LudemanriThe Resurrection of Jes(iinneapolis, MN: Fortress Press), 109.

1%0 Gary HabermasThe Risen Jesus and Future Hpp2.



42

Third, James is cited by Paul as seeing the resurrected Jesus in tharlecyeed cited
in 1 Cor. 15:3-7. This evidence is so strong that it has led Ludemann to write, “BecauSerof
15:7 it is certairthat James ‘saw’ his brothef> Paul had direct access to James and spoke with
him regarding the Gospel on at least two separate occasions in Galatians 1-2.

Fourth, James’ leading role in the Jerusalem church from an early poimtificaig.*>?
Something dramatic must have happened in order for James to go from skepticisndekusgig
lifetime to a leader in the early church. Additionally, James is recordeslrags dmong the
disciples, in Acts 1:14, just after the resurrection appearances.

Fifth, James went through such a conversion that he was then willing to suffer &nd die
his Christian faith. We have both non-Christian and Christian sources that deaprés® death.
The non-Christian source comes from Josephus. lArtiguitiesJames is recorded as “the
brother of Jesus, who was called the Christ... [was] delivered to be stéhekgesippus, a
church historian who wrote from AD 165-175, records a similar account that James was
stoned->* Later the church historian, Eusebius, quotes Josephus, Hegesippus, and Clement of
Alexandria regarding the martyrdom of Jam®s.

Sixth, James’ martyrdom eliminates the possibility that James nvaycheimed to have

seen the risen Jesus in order to become the head of the Jerusalem church. If this thad bee

case he surely would have recanted in the face of death. Martyrdom is not sgrtieike

151 Gerd LudemanriThe Resurrection of JesukD9.

%250 much so that Paul goes there specifically tifytrat he had not been running in vain. James is
mentioned first in the list of disciples by PaulGal. 2:9.

133 JosephusAntiquities 20.9.1. Origen also cites a similar version @ th Against Celsusl.47.
154 HegesippusiEragments from His Five Books of Commentaries enfttts of the Church..

15 EusebiusEcclesiastical History2.23.
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seeking personal gains hope to achieve. Losing one’s life for the claim ef ®build not be
what we would expect of those who are seeking selfish gains.

These highly evidenced reasons help explain why so many critical sdearsome to
agree that James, the skeptical brother of Jesus, was converted after hd belsag the
resurrected Jesus. The evidence is so convincing that the late ReginalceHwFtdk, “It might
be said that if there were no record of an appearance to James the Lol#s inrtite New
Testament we should have to invent one in order to account for his post-resurrectionaonvers
and rapid advancée®

James presents historians with a very important and interesting figuresarthehurch.
He was the brother of Jesus, yet he did not believe Jesus to be the Messiah durititefiesels’
However, for some reason, after Jesus’ death James then became a devoteddntdeader
of the early Christian church. Moreover, it was not just any church, but the churchsaldm.
He then suffered martyrdom for his belief in the resurrected Jesus. John Stwllgyd8scribes
the situation, “We can be certain of the fact that the brothers of Jesus werprestsied, were
not followers of Jesus during his lifetime...But something happened...Look at Jarmoes bef
Easter. Look at James after Easter. What caused a change that wasnthtcat>’

Paul, the Famous Church Persecutor, Converted After He Believed Ha® the Risen Jesus

Paul’s conversion needs to be distinguished from James’ conversion, becauseakames w
only skeptical, but Paul was a former persecutor of the early church. iesgetd and
sanctioned the persecution of Christians. He was not only skeptical of Jesus andtl&'s apos

claim that Jesus resurrected, but Paul thought they should be stopped at all costs.eft@gom

16 Reginald H. FullerThe Formation of the Resurrection Narrati@hiladelphia, PA: Fortress Press,
1980), 37.

157 John Shelby Sponghe Easter Momer{New York: Seabury Press, 1980) 68 as cited iryGar
HabermasThe Risen Jesus and Future Hppg.
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dramatic happened to him on his way to Damascus. He claimed to have had an endibunter w
the risen Jesus. Moreover, this transformation had changed him from someoneipgrdecut
Christian church to becoming a missionary for the church, despite persecutieneatual
martyrdom. The importance of Paul’s life and contribution to the church cannot be
underestimated and leads Ehrman to write, “Paul was undoubtedly the most impmrteant in
the history of the Christian religiort>®

Scholars believe in Paul's conversion for several reasons. First, Paul’s awmtzc
provide early and eyewitness testimony of his experience with Jesus. Thisalwaccepted
by all critical scholars; even the most skeptical of scholars will aceeptaR® an eyewitness. For
example, the author @the Case Against Christianjtiylichael Martin, writes, “However, we
have only one contemporary eyewitness account of a post resurrection appearasie® of Je
namely Paul’s**°

Second, there is eyewitness testimony from Paul where he admits has pgstrsecutor
of the early church in three separate works which are considered to be undispateiig:*
Paul’s persecution is also confirmed through Luke’s references to Pargscution in Act$®
In all Paul's own early eyewitness testimony and Luke’s account prowidiele attestations
about Paul’'s persecution.

Third, Paul’s testimony provides us with overlapping enemy and embarrassingony.
Paul was an enemy of the church until he claimed to have seen the resurseetutat was

also embarrassing for him, as a former enemy, to submit to those whom he \athg initi

138 Barth D. EhrmanPeter, Paul, and Mary Magdalene: The Followersegus in History and Legend
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006), 101.

139 Michael Martin,The Case Against Christiani(Philadelphia, PA: Temple University Press, 19%1),

1601 Cor. 15:9-10; Gal. 1:12-16, 22-23; Phil. 3:6-7e Will look more into the books written by Paulttha
are considered unquestionably Pauline in the rneapter.

181 Acts 7:58; 8:1-3; 9:1-19; 22:3-16; 26:9-23.
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persecuting, such as in Galatians 1-2. Additionally, we could expect Paul to le@ive faat he
had persecuted the church since it could damage his credibility, but he menticatdetaist
three different texts in the New Testament. However, when he does include higslpastnot
put Paul in a greater light, but rather emphasizes the person of Jesus.

Fourth, Paul lived a life dedicated to ministry and was willing to suffer antbdhis
faith. Again, there are early eyewitness accounts from Paul himself. Paubgiaecount of his
own sufferings in 2 Cor. 11:24-27 which included imprisonment, floggings, beatingsodsth r
stonings, and being in constant danger. Paul also mentions that in Phil 1:12-30 tlateeigery
aware that he is in chains for Christ.

We have early and multiply attested accounts of his suffering and mantyads
provides reports of Paul being persecufédlement of Rome writes that “[Paul] after being
seven times thrown into captivity, compelled to flee, and stoned...and suffered martyrdem
the prefects® Polycarp mentions Paul’'s martyrdom, Tertullian writes that “Paul was
beheaded,” and others report the suffering and martyrdom ofPaul.

Paul goes from being an enemy of the church, to a convert, and then a martyr. What made
him go from seeking to kill those of this early Christian movement, to willing to leel kil
himself for the same movement? Some naturalistic explanations have atteématcount for
Paul’s conversion, but fail miserably in light of other historical d&@hese reasons have led

many critical scholars to recognize Paul's martyrdom as a hidttaataEven agnostics, such as

16213:50; 14:14, 19; 16:19-24, 37; 18:12, 21:27-3812.
163 Clement,1 Clement5.

184 polycarp Epistle to the Philippian®, Tertullian,Scorpiace 15, and Eusebius quotes Dionysius of
Corinth in Eusebiud;cclesiastical History2.25.8 writing that “I have quoted these thing®ider that the truth of
the history might be still more confirmed.” Eusebalso quotes Origin regarding both Peter and Paudirtyrdom
in EusebiusEcclesiastical History3.1.1-2.

1% For a brief assessment see Gary Haberifss Risen Jesus and Future Hpge f.n. 157.
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Ehrman, have agreed that we have good reason to believe that Paul was a nodidyeddf
Jesus®®
The Final Four

This Resurrection Message was Central in Early Christian Preaching

One core teaching in early Christianity was Jesus’ resurrection.siVesyi rarely
doubted and we will briefly cover why this is the case. First, the resomeeas an essential
part of the Christian faith. The New Testament mentions the resurrection enty tunes. In
Paul’s writings we find the resurrection at the heart of his preaching. spsty discussed,
Paul writes in 1 Cor. 15 that without the resurrection the Christian’s faith tbless.
Throughout the book of Acts, the disciples constantly preached the resurrectionntbnéidd
boldly, as observed in Acts 4:3%. Additionally, it was the resurrection that had provided hope
and comfort for believers because Jesus’ resurrection had verified heavemiot

Second, interestingly, N.T. Wright has also articulated that the discipglaathaduced a
form of resurrection that was a mutation of what was to be expected by thEaiight has
argued that there are several mutations regarding the view of resurreatiorust have an
origin in the disciples’ claims. One of these mutations is that the Jewewmgeting a general
resurrection of everyone at once, but Jesus was reported as having resurdeatedilly. Craig
comments that “Jewish beliefs about the afterlife precluded anyona fiem the dead before

the general resurrection at the end of the worliTo speak of an individual as having risen

166 Mike Licona and Bart Enrmailebate: Can Historians Prove that Jesus Rose flegrDiead?

%7 This text specifically demonstrates that the dpestere proclaiming their testimony of Jesus'’
resurrection.

1681 pt. 1:3-5; 2 Cor. 1:10; 1 Th. 4:13.

189 N.T. Wright, The Resurrection of the Son of Gtat,a shorter summary see N.T. Wright, “Jesus
Resurrection and Christian Origins,” 615-635.

0william Lane CraigWill the Real Jesus Please Stand &9,
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from the dead would be something different, albeit not dramatically different,Wwhat was
commonly believed.

Third, the resurrection was constantly attacked; yet it stood firm despiteitoppos
According to Acts 4:1-2, the resurrection significantly annoyed the Jewish iiethdrhe
Jerusalem location provided several opposing authorities a chance to show theti@storbe
false. Habermas writes, “The importance of the resurrection led to iadratiention from
believers and unbelievers alike. Yet, it repeatedly passed thétest.”

The resurrection vindicated Jesus’ claims. The disciples believed thahaesdigd for
the sins of the world and that this claim had been justified by the resurrectiorestine@ction
gave the disciples comfort that the sufferings in this world were only tamypand that
ultimately death had been conquered. Geoffrey Bromiley writes, “Certamlgarly [c]hurch
was built on the preaching of the [r]esurrection. If there had been no Resurreatocotiie
have been no preaching: the Resurrection was central for the believers atidegavheir
message’’? Dunn adds, “It is beyond dispute that the core claim of the first Christians is that
God had raised Jesus from the dedd.”

The Resurrection was Especially Proclaimed in Jerusalem

Since we can know that the preaching of the resurrection began with the earliest
Christians, we can also trace where the preaching began. The fact tlegutinection was

preached in Jerusalem is important because it is the setting of the everstiongdius, we

"1 Gary HabermasThe Risen Jesus and Future Hpps.

172 Geoffrey W. BromileyThe International Standard Bible Encylopedia:@&rand Rapids: Ml:
Eerdmans, 1998), 150. George Ladd, another Fuliepibgical Seminary Professor, writes in his mosil wnown
book,A Theology of the New Testamérat, “In fact, the resurrection stands as thethefahe early Christian
message.” George Lad#,Theology of the New Testam@@tand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1993),353.

173 James D.G. DunmBeginning from Jerusalerol. 2 of Christianity in the MakingGrand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 2009), 212.
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will briefly look at how historians know that Jerusalem is a city in which therexgion was
proclaimed just after Jesus’ death.

This fact is attested by multiple and independent sources. It is redordetth the New
Testament and secular sources. In Acts 2 at Pentecost, the disciptédséyePeter)
proclaimed that they had seen the risen Jesus. Additionally, Paul reportsi¢yéoderusalem to
discuss the Gospel according to Gal. 1-2.

Another source that we have on the preaching of the resurrection comes from tlee Roma
historian Tacitus. In thAnnalsTacitus writes that “a most mischievous superstition
[Christianity], thus checked for a moment [at Jesus’ death], again broke out in Judest the f
source of the evil®* Tacitus reports that Judea was the source of Christianity. As we have just
observed above, the resurrection was a central claim for the disciples. Tdheafefodea, where
Jerusalem is located, is where Christianity originated accordingpticckand Christians, then
we can also know that it is where the resurrection was first preached.

The Jerusalem location provided the best possible atmosphere to disprove the
resurrection and claims of the disciples because the Jewish authorities arstkepties were
present along with the rest of the Jerusalem community. Jerusalem provided tbeabiest
because it was a central place for the Jews at that time because adgbed?. Lastly, Jerusalem
provided an ability to verify the claims made by the apostles becauas Ibcal and skeptics
could easily investigate. Dunn concludes that the idea that Christianityl stadterusalem is
“very likely.”*”® Both Raymond Brown and John P. Meier agree, “Since Jesus lived in Galilee

and Judea, most of the people to whom he spoke were Jews; and inevitably the eatieisigore

174 Tacitus,Annals 15:44.

175 James D.G. DuntBeginning from Jerusalem71.
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by his Jewish followers was to fellow Jewisst in Jerusalem and then in the cities of the
[D]iaspora.™’®
The Christian Church was Established and Grew

The origin and growth of the Christian church are facts of history that rebéds t
appropriately explained. This fact is not one that needs a list of supporting egdasd is
guite obvious. However, it is a fact that requires a cause. Why would devout Jewve Helt
Jesus, who died a cursed man'’s death, was Lord? This question, along with the gnavdin's
must be accounted for when discussing the resurrection.

Sunday was Featured as the Primary Day of Worship

Why does Sunday become the primary day for Christian worship? Why would early
Christians, many of whom were former Jews, gather on Sundays to sing hysnScrigture,
pray, and share meals? All four Gospels claim that Jesus had risen from the deddsirdthe
of the week and it is evident that following the resurrection appearancesdipéedibegan to
gather on the first day, or Sunday. Acts 20:7 specifically describeberigatof Paul and others
to break bread and hear preaching on the first day.

Justin Martyr wrote around AD 151-155 describing the way and why Christians pvorshi
on Sunday. He describes Sunday as, “the day on which we all hold our common assembly,
because it is the first day on which God, having wrought a change in the darknesstand mat
made the world; and Jesus Christ our Savior on the same day rose from the ‘dead.”

We find that worship on Sunday is found both in early and in multiple sources. Justin

also provides the reasons why Sunday is the day for Christian assembly. Tisisdealy

176 Raymond E. Brown and John P. Mei&ntioch and Rome: New Testament Cradles of Catholic
Christianity, (Mahwah, NJ: Paulist Press, 2004), 1-2 (emphagisiginal).

17 Justin Martyr First Apology 67.
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debated, although the reason for Sunday worship has been attributed to pagan causesnd his s

highly unlikely and today the theory of a pagan origin is completely aband8hed.

Conclusion

These highly evidenced data present a strong cumulative case for thectesuridese
facts easily satisfy the criteria suggested by C.B. McCullagjustifying historical
descriptions”® Using McCullagh'’s criteria, we can see that Jesus’ resurrectiily eaacounts
for all of the twelve facts giving it exceptional explanatory scogeadtstrong explanatory
power and plausibility because it explains why the tomb was empty, why ti@eksvere
transformed, why they were willing to suffer for these beliefs, and the onef James and
Paul.

More importantly, other theories do not need to be added to the resurrection hypothesis in
order to account for other data and is thereforeaddtiocand surpasses all other theories with
regard to explanatory scope, power, and plausibility. Naturalistic dsetbrat attempt to explain
the above facts fail to explain the data and eventually beadrhecthemselves in order to
account for all of the facts. Naturalistic theories suffer from wealaegpbry scope and an
inability to account for all of the facts. They require us to add other theoreder to account
for all of the data. These theories usually have weak explanatory power anblilghaas well.

For example, one naturalistic theory that attempts to explain the empty ttimab tise
disciples stole Jesus’ body and then lied about seeing the risen Jesus. Howahegrhisike

most naturalistic theories, has been largely abandoned since the nineteamthfoesteveral

8 william Lane Craig, "The Historicity of the Empfjomb of Jesus," 39-67.
179 . Behan McCullaghjustifying Historical Descriptionsl9.



51

reasons?’ First, it fails to take into account the fact that the disciples wermgvilh suffer and
die for their claims. While it is true that many today will die for whay thelieve to be true, it is
highly unlikely that the disciples were willing to suffer and die for vihayknewto be a lie.
People generally lie to get themselves out of suffering and death, not the otrepway.
Second, it fails to explain the conversion of the skeptic James. James wascadskepgiJesus’
lifetime and was not predisposed to believe in Jesus as the Messiah nor \kaly he hielieve
the disciples. James’ conversion needs an explanation as to what would cause hienhis lea
skepticism and become a bold believer and prominent member of the Jerusalem church who
would eventually suffer martyrdom. Third, this theory also fails to explain the onef the
church persecutor Paul. Paul’'s conversion from an enemy of the church to one whaywilling
dies for the church cannot be accounted for by this theory. Therefore, this theory wouid nee
add additional hypotheses to account for these other facts, but by adding hypotheses to a
explanation would cause it to become madenoc.Unfortunately it is beyond the scope of our
investigation to evaluate every naturalistic theory here, but we can besga how these
historical facts have caused major difficulties for naturalistic taedt"

These twelve facts are highly evidenced and present the consensus of sghdarghi
fact has several lines of evidence to justify its historicity. Additiondllgach of these twelve
facts were not highly evidenced it would be much more difficult for historians te sgthem.

However, there is scholarly consensus regarding these facts prectsigdéhey are so well

180 Gary R. Habermas, “The Late Twentieth-Century Rgesnce of Naturalistic Responses to Jesus’
Resurrection,Trinity Journal (2001) 179-196
http://www.garyhabermas.com/articles/trinityjournatetwentieth/trinityjournal_latetwentieth.htm ¢assed on
March 27, 2010).

181 Other reasons could be given why this theory fhils the point is to show how these basic hisbric
facts already begin to significantly trouble thdlin@nation hypothesis. For a brief illustrationtwdw naturalistic
theories fail see Appendix A. For a more in depthklat natural hypotheses that fail in light of gwdence
surrounding the Jesus’ resurrection see Gary Hadeamd Mike Liconalhe Case for the Resurrectiddil-132.
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attested. Moreover, they provide a cumulative case for the resurrectiornr thafpfasses any
naturalistic theory. In the words of Dunn, “The Christian interpretation of the tat (empty
tomb and appearances) as ‘God raised Jesus from the dead’ is a surprisorgifaictf

alternative interpretations of the data fail to provide a more satisfastptgnation.*®

182 3ames D.G. Dunf,he Evidence for Jesug2.
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Chapter Three:
The Early Eyewitness Accounts

While many people want to demonstrate the reliability of the resurrectioefdrgncing
the Gospels, the present argument bypasses such an approach entirely. \&hyhey@aspels?
While the Gospels can be used to demonstrate the resurrection, many who ard skigjtica
change the direction of the discussion from the resurrection to the alleged ctintradicthe
Gospels. In an effort to avoid this discussion and provide an earlier account condesuisig
death, burial, resurrection, and appearances, we will defer to the work dfPaul.

Paul’s writings were written before the Gospels and provide an earlier sSkeggics
agree that Paul provides an account from an eyewitness who had an experieneketey to
be a post-resurrection appearatf&sary Habermas writes, “In any study that employs the
principles of historiography, whether ancient or modern, arguably the two mgyareraents
are to secure testimony that is both eyewitness and as close as possiblggntthime
question.*® Paul provides historians with both early and eyewitness accounts which make him a
very important source for both skeptics and conservatives to investigate.

Two of Paul's works—1 Corinthians and Galatians—will be used to demonstrate the
earliest references to Jesus. They are extraordinarily ealgitad by an eyewitness, are linked
to other eyewitnesses, and refer directly to Jesus’ resurrectioneVhas that the events

surrounding Jesus’ death, burial, resurrection, and appearances were based ostacical hi

18 This will help avoid any digressions that may badminto the Gospel accounts supposed
contradictions. While | do believe that these ‘cadictions’ can be reconciled, it is important ésolve the
resurrection issue before the Gospel reliabilispies especially if the resurrection can be dematestrwithout
having to cite the Gospels.

184 John W. LoftusWhy | Rejected Christianity: A Former Apologist Eips (Victoria, B.C., Canada:
Trafford, 2007), 201; Michael Martif,he Case Against Christianjtg1.

18 Gary R. Habermas, “Tracing Jesus’ Resurrectidtst&arliest Eyewitness Accounts3od is Good,
God is Greateds. William Lane Craig and Chad Meister (Dowr@rave, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2009), 203.
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events, recorded by original eyewitnesses, and carefully transmittednfeagyewitnesses to
others. Moreover, eyewitnesses, such as Peter, James, and John (who, along with Rhel, were
most influential apostles), are linked directly to the tradition. Finally ttadition of Jesus is
linked very close to the events and, thus, making it virtually impossible for agrydey myth to
develop.

Jesus’ Death and the Gospels

The starting point of the timeline will be Jesus’ death, which is dated arourdd) AD
33. The majority of scholars are placing Jesus’ death at AB°30hile there is some debate on
the actual date of Jesus’ death, this will have no bearing on the argument. Jebys'aledes
us with an initial starting point for the argument. We will use the earlterafe880 AD because it
enjoys the most scholarly consensus.

The dates of the Gospels vary as to when they were written with respestigodiath.
Ehrman contends, with others, that Mark was written first around AD 65-70, themeMathd
Luke at about AD 80-85, and lastly John at AD 9095 his means that John was written about
sixty-five years after Jesus’ lifetime which is quite remarkabla@ieat history:*® Matthew and
Luke are about fifty to fifty-five years after Jesus’ death which is eeéeib Finally, Mark,
written thirty-five to forty years after Jesus’ death, provides theesadiccount. Thus, the

Gospels themselves provide early enough accounts that would be within the livingynaémor

18 Bart Ehrman agrees that this is considered th@eniore likely date of Jesus death as well. Bart D.
Ehrman,Jesus: Apocalyptic Prophet of the New Millennjdi®; James D.G. DunBeginning from Jerusaler212.

187 Bart D. EhrmanJesus: Apocalyptic Prophet of the New Millennjd®.

188 For ancient history, historians typically likehave sources within 150 years of the event. Agsity-
five years for John is, in relation to ancient bigt impressive. We must remember that our firsgtaphy from
Alexander the Great comes from about 400 years hiftedeath.
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the events they recor? However, even though these dates are strong, our argument will seek to
get even closer to the time of the actual events.
Paul’'s Reports

There are seven books which all scholars, both conservative and skeptic, consider to be
undoubtedly written by Padf’ Ehrman lists Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians, Galatians,
Philippians, 1 Thessalonians, and Philemon as the books scholars are convinced are
“indisputably” Pauliné'®* As noted, only two texts will be used for this argument, 1 Corinthians
and Galatians, both of which are considered indisputably Pauline.

In 1 Corinthians 15 we find one of the most discussed and important texts regarding
Jesus’ death, burial, resurrection, and appearances. 1 Cor. 15:3-7 is widely consiéardd a
Christian creed by virtually all critical scholdré.Raymond Brown writes, “What is significant
in this formula is that for the first time a reference is made to the appeésaof the risen
Jesus It is also very well agreed that Paul is here citing tradition he petgoeeeived:®
Paul writes in 1 Cor. 15:3-7:

For | delivered to you as of first importance what | also received,
that Christ died for our sinaccording to the Scriptures

and thatHe was buried,
and thatHewas raised on the third daccording to the Scriptures

189 Richard Bauckham argues specifically that “The @bsexts are much closer to the form in which the
eyewitnesses told their stories or passed on ttaglitions than is commonly envisaged in current
scholarship.”Richard Bauckhamesus and the Eyewitnesses: The Gospels as EyswitastimonyGrand Rapids,
MI: Eerdmans 2006), 6.

1 This is an important point to note that the Miniffzets approach uses only facts that are agreed by
wide range of critical scholars. While | persondibid to a conservative view, this approach uségthe data that
virtually all critical scholars agree upon.

1 Barth D. EhrmanPeter, Paul, and Mary Magdalen@3.

192t is very important to note that just before ttest Paul reminds the Corinthians that the restioe is
part of the Gospel in 1 Cor. 15:1-2.

193 Raymond E. BrowriThe Virginal Conception and Bodily ResurrectionlesugNew York: Paulist
Press, 1973), 84.

194 Reginald H. FullerThe Formation of the Resurrection Narratiy&s.
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and thatHe appeared tGephadPeter],

then tothe twelve

After that He appeared to more than five hundred brethren at one time,
most of whom remain until now, but some have fallen asleep;

then He appeared to James, then to all the apostles (1 Cor. 183-7).

According to Jewish scholar Pinchas Lapide there are at least eight rdegangygest
this is the oldest faith statement about the resurrection that Paul haddét&ie vocabulary,
sentence structure, and diction are clearly un-Pauline. There is @lgarabetween the three
individual statements. There is a threefold use of “and that” which is ch#&tcter Aramaic
and Mishnaic Hebrew ways of narrating. The phrase “being raisedéteefBod’s action without
having to mention “God” in such a way that shows the Jewish reverence of the name of God.
Peter’'s name is in the Aramaic form of Cephas, which suggests an earlier Dnigifact that
“According to the Scriptures” is given twice in three lines corresponitistiae faithfulness of
the early church to the Hebrew Bible. The phrase “the twelve” refersldsedogroup of the
first withesses?’ This statement provides the most basic understanding of salvation that is
repeated in almost all later reports of the resurrection.

Another very important indicator that Paul is passing on tradition is the words
“delivered” and “received.” Placed just before the creed are these Greeklents for the

technical rabbinic terms for passing oral tradition along. Scholar RichaickBam writes:

1% There is still some debate on the length of tieedy but these questions are irrelevant to thisraegt.
Additionally, Robert Price and Kenneth Humphreysehauggested that this verse was not in the oftigimé is the
result of Christian interpolation. This seems hyginhlikely. One main reason is that we have itriie of our earliest
papyri. The entire chapter of 1 Cor. 15 can be douarP 46 of the Cheaster Beaty papyri which iedabughly 200
AD.

1% pinchas LapideThe Resurrection: A Jewish Perspectivansl. by Wilhelm C. Linss (Minneapolis,
MN: Augsburg, 1983), 98-99.

197 Bauckham adds, “This is the only occasion on wifiahl ever refers to the Twelve as such. In Paul’s
understanding of apostleship — as referring tavath had been commissioned by the risen Jesus ttaprothe
Gospel — ‘all the apostles’ were a wider categhantthe Twelve.” Richard Bauckhadgesus and the Eyewitnesses
308 (emphasis in original). Bauckham quotes frong&i Gerhardsson, “llluminating the Kingdom: Naivat
Meshalim in the Synoptic Gospels,” in H. Wansbrguggh,Jesus and the Oral Gospel Traditiof@®urnal Study of
the New Testament 64; Sheffield, England: Sheffigtdversity Press), 306.
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We have unequivocal evidence, in Paul's letters, that the early Christian
movement did practice formal transmission of tradition. By “formal” |
mean that there were specific practices employed to ensure thaotraditi
was faithfully handed on from a qualified traditioner to others...Rather,
handing on a tradition “means thate hands over something to somebody
so that the latter posses ityhile receiving tradition “means thahe
receives something so that one possessa#/itile this need not entail
verbatim memorization, it does entail some process of teaching and
learning so that what is communicated will be retaified.

These Greek words were used in the Hellenistic schools for formal traimsnass would have
been familiar to Paul’'s readers. This is perfectly consistent with Paelwm&now he was a
Pharisee and very zealous in keeping the t8Whus, he would have known and used these
rabbinic terms frequently. Moreover, Bauckham considers it “obvious that Paul took over the
technical terminology for tradition from the usage with which he would have bedrafas a
Pharisaic teachef®

As Bauckham described above, Paul is providing a tradition that escanrauthoritative
teacher to pass down this mateffdlPaul clearly considers himself an authority, yet he still
provides additional references that substantiate his teachingsgtics who may question him
or his message. Paul reports in 1 Cor. 15:11that the other apostigisa preaching the same
message. Hurtado argues that Paul does not specifically state dheeceived this tradition
because it represents the central message proclaimed by bb#nBather apostléd? Paul's
goal here is to present the Christian beliefs in question as “gotialele and unquestioned”

among the authoritative figures of the church (such as the “piPater, James, and John) and

198 Richard Bauckhamlesus and the Eyewitness264-265.
% Gal. 1:13-14; Phil. 3:5.

20 Richard Bauckhamlesus and the Eyewitness264-265.

21 |bid. See especially Ch. 10, 11, and 12 for Baaokis appraisal of how early oral traditions were

transmitted and early church tradition. He espbcaigues that the oral traditions passed were dbend
controlled as they were delivered and receivedhini@ and 12.

202 arry HurtadoLord Jesus Christ168.
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these also provide a basis for reaffirmation of historical anabieldeath, burial, resurrection,
and appearance accoufits.

Hurtado rightly acknowledges that Paul never indicated in higddttat the devotional
claims and practices toward Jesus were anything innovative fromblit they are pre-Pauline
material®®* In 1 Cor. 15:8-9 Paul acknowledges he is an apostle who was “untboat”
because he persecuted the chidfelret, in 1 Cor. 15:11 Paul insists that in the matters of Jesus’
death, burial, resurrection, and appearances he and the other church heade the same
common faith. Additionally, it seems highly unlikely that Paul wagenting any of these core
teachings. Hurtado writes, “In fact, all the evidence points tmfp®site conclusion: that the
devotion to Jesus that Paul affirms in his letters was mamifiestidy in the very earliest circles
of Jewish Christians, including those of the very first yearshgps monthg in Roman
Judea.?®®

In addition to the “authoritative figures” listed by Paul, the mention of the 500 wé&gses
further emphasizes this point of verification. Paul tells us that these setare still alive
(though some have “fallen asleep”) and, therefore, could be questioned regarding Jesus’
appearances. This would add authenticity to his message because one could go to thihaburce
Paul is listing and dialogue with them directly. Thus, Paul presents a list ossasthat are
still accessible for verification which range from several hundred urchanteesses to very

significant leaders in the early church, such as Paul and 3&mes.

293 arry HurtadoLord Jesus Christ168.
204 arry W. HurtadoHow on Earth Did Jesus Become a G8#,

25\We can imagine Paul being questioned about histigship because of his persecuting background and
later appearance of Jesus. This is precisely widelfends in Galatians 1-2. These chapters willitiber
evaluated below.

208 | arry W. HurtadoHow on Earth Did Jesus Become a G86,(emphasis added).
27 Richard Bauckhanmiesus and the Eyewitnessa88.
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It is important to note the developing timeframe thus far. 1 Corinthians is ofteh date
around AD 54-56 by most critical schol&P8 We will take the average date of AD 55. In any
event, this book comes to us only about twenty-five years after the death of Jdsusgi\Raul
wrote to the Corinthians around AD 55, Paul is reminding them of what he had previously
delivered according to 1 Cor. 15:1,3. Therefore, we can reasonably conclude thetdPgiven
the Corinthians this tradition during his initial visit to Corinth and, more importa@éyl would
have had to receive it himself prior to this trip. Scholars have dated Paul’syjooi@erinth
around AD 50. This means that Paul had this tradition passed to him sometime prior to his visit
to the Corinthiand® Thus, we have evidence that Paul was preaching Jesus’ resurrection and
appearances within twenty years of the cross and that he had received tins tsadietime
prior to Paul’s trip to Corinth in AD 50.

Paul's Conversion

Paul’s conversion from a persecutor of Christians to a follower of Jesus caet@és®m
shortly after Jesus’ death. James D.G. Dunn places Paul’s conversion twdtgedine a
crucifixion.?*? Hurtado dates Paul’s conversion to a scholarly consensus of couple ofyears,
most after Jesus’ deafti! His conversion can accurately be dated in the time frame of AD 31-

33.212

28 Eor example, Marcus Borg believes that 1 Corimthiaas written about 54 AD. Marcus Borg and N.T.
Wright, The Meaning of Jesus: Two VisigiiNew York: Harper Collins, 1989), 261.

29 Barth Ehrman agrees with this conclusion, but duedelieve we can know for sure when he received
it. Additionally, the dates for Paul’s visit vargoim 49-51 AD. Reginald Fuller holds to 49 AD, JarBe&. Dunn
holds to 50 AD, and Gary Habermas uses 51 AD.

%10 3ames D.G. Dundesus Rememberedol. 1of Christianity in the MakingGrand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 2009), 143.

Z Larry W. HurtadoHow on Earth Did Jesus Become a G8d andLord Jesus Christ59, 169.

Z2\illiam Lane Craig, "Contemporary Scholarship &nel Historical Evidence for the Resurrection of
Jesus Christ,Truth 1 (1985): 89-95; Gary Habermas and Mike Licofiae Case for the Resurrectid60 f.n. 25.
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Paul reports that three years after his conversion he traveled to Jericsaisiin
(historesa) with Peter and the other discipfédin Gal. 1:16-17, Paul claimed to travel to
Arabia and back to Damascus immediately after his experience witlséimelJesus so that he
might first preach to the Gentiles. Paul did not go immediately go to Jarusaverify the
message he was preaching and it seems very clear from Paul that lvelfelte@elation had
much more authority for him than mere “flesh and blood.” Additionally, the contextichw
Paul is writing is to demonstrate to the Galatians that he had gone above and bexguifig the
Gospel which he preached. Paul reports that he first received his message from Gad, he the
traveled to Jerusalem to inquire with Peter and James, and he then went at |leastedimae to
Jerusalem and this time John was also there with Peter and*¥ames.

Paul makes a first trip to Jerusalem three years after his conversion oebeco
“acquainted” with Peter and the other apostles, but none of the other disciplébeverexcept
for James, the Lord’s brother. Paul spent fifteen days there with Petéaraed. If Paul was
converted between two to three years after the death of Jesus, then we ctelgcate this
trip with a high degree of certainty between four and six years after JeghsrdAD 30.

The Greek wordhistoresai,used in Gal. 1:18 to refer to Paul’s trip to become
“acquainted” with Peter, carries with it a significant investigatoreetHistoresaiis often
translated “acquainted,” “visit,” or “see.” Dunn agrees that the elemémtaqufiry” in the “visit”
is difficult to excludé’*® Ehrman also acknowledges that these simplistic descriptions can be

better translated as “to learn something” or “to convey some informatidHistoresaiis

3 Gal. 1:18-19.

24 Gal. 1:12; 1:18-19; 2:1,9 respectively.

21> James D.G. DunmBeginning fromlerusalem, 168.
#°Bart EnrmanThe New Testamer&35.
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closely related to gaining knowledge through personal interview or even inviestigdtis trip
for Paul was more than just a simple visit; it was much more investigatd/enquisitive in
nature.

What would Paul want to interview Peter about? C.H Dodd quips, “[W]e may presume
they did not spend all the time talking about the weatHéiThe context of Galatians 1 and 2
sheds light as to why Paul traveled to Jerusalem. Paul was defending theledspebeen
preaching and his apostlesfiff He explains that he was a former persecutor of the church and
is now preaching the Gospel he once persecuted. Paul then describes how beeresatem
to meet with Peter, an eyewitness, to “interview” and stay with him forealtinger than is
normally offered to a visitof® Bauckham writes, “We should rather presume that Paul was
becoming thoroughly informed of the Jesus traditions as formulated by the Twaln&de
them from the leader of the Twelve, Pet&?.”

1 Cor. 15 gives us even greater insight as to what Paul would hewertogiiring about
during his fifteen-day stay in Jerusalem. Paul writes lieatlelivered to the Corinthians what
was of “first importance” that he received (v. 3). The restiwa was absolutely central for Paul
and, more importantly, without it he considered his faith worthless14y. Clearly, the
resurrection was of the highest importance for Paul, andwfaseto discuss anything during his
first visit to the disciples it was certainly going to be thsurrection. Bauckham writes, “Paul

learned (in a strong sense of learning a tradition suchhthabuld later recite it) from Peter

217C.H. Dodd,The Apostolic Preaching and Its Developméhisw York: Harper and Row, 1964), 16.

218 Enrman provides only one option for Paul’s triplesusalem to speak inquisitively to Peter. This toa
see that if the chief apostle in Jerusalem appgéthul’'s actions. Bart Ehrmanhe New Testamer835.

219 James D.G. DunmBeginning fromlerusalem, 368.
220 Richard Bauckhanmilesus and the Eyewitness286.
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during that significant fortnight in JerusaleAf” Thus, it is very probable that Paul had in fact
learned the traditions of the Jerusalem church during his visértsalem three years after his
conversion.
What we have up to now is Jesus’ death at AD 30. Paul's conversion is dated around AD
31-33. Three years later Paul travels to Jerusalem to inquire with Petels@ddmes.
Therefore, we have Paul inquiring from Peter and James, two major eyee#aes leaders of
the Christian movement, about the Gospel message a mere four to six yeahng afigcifixion.
Paul also reports that they had been preaching the same Gospel in 1 Cor. 15:11,14.
Early Tradition Linked to Eyewitnesses
Whether or not this is where Paul received the exact creed as written in 1 Cor. 15 is
irrelevant. Rather, it is the content of that creed which is important. Hurtaglesadat “What
matters is the content of this traditicfi*What is critical here is that Paul questioned at least
two key eyewitnesses, Peter and James, and confirmed the content of thatrereed. T
foundational content of Jesus’ death, burial, resurrection, and appearances found in 1 Cor. 15 is
verified by Paul and affirmed by the Jerusalem leaders. Bauckham: writes
There can be no doubt that in his own recital of a kerygmatic summary in
1 Corinthians 15 Paul is citing tlegewitness testimomyf those who were
recipients of Resurrection appearances, including the most prominent in

the Jerusalem church: Peter (Cephas), the Twelve, and James the brother
of Jesug?®

Therefore, Paul is giving a kerygmatic summary in 1 Corinthians 15 that éagress content

that can be traced to less than five years after the resurrection.

2L Richard Bauckhamilesus and the Eyewitness268.

222 arry HurtadoLord Jesus Christ169. Others who agree are: Richard Bauckhsuys and the
Eyewitnesses307; Gary R. Habermas, “Tracing Jesus’ Resungdt Its Earliest Eyewitness Accounts,” 208-209.

22 Richard Bauckhamilesus and the Eyewitnessg88 (emphasis in original).
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We should note that Paul makes another trip to verify the content of his message. If
Paul's experience on the Damascus Road and trip to Jerusalem were not enouggkesheima
another trip to Jerusalem fourteen years later to discuss the Gospel. Paul iecidke this
second trip to Jerusalem in order to make sure that the Gospel he had been pe#ohing t
Gentiles had not been preached in VfrPaul brought with him Barnabas and Titus, according
to Galatians 2:9, and this time John is also there in Jerusalem. Paul conseledaRes, and
John the “pillars” of the church and thus, reputable sources.

At this meeting, we have the four most prominent men in the early church: Betes,J
John, and Padf® Paul has come to Jerusalem multiple times to verify that he had not preached
his message in vain. Paul writes, “But from those who were of high reputation...coutribute
nothing to me.??° In other words, the Gospel message that Paul preaches is the same message
that the “pillars” of the church preach, just as Paul reports in 1 Corinthians Asidifionally,

Peter, James, and John gave their hand in fellowship td##ik interesting to see that a
second trip reveals that the same message is still being preached ameddbfyrPeter, James,
John, and Paul.

Dating of the Early Eyewitnesses’ Tradition

Jesus’ death is dated AD 30 and the Gospels are dated between AD 65-95. Paul had
written down an early creedal tradition that contained the Christiggmain 1 Corinthians
which is considered undisputedly Pauline. He had received this tradition as iofifiestance at

a date prior to his first visit to Corinth around AD 50-51. Paul’s conversion is dated &bund

#4Gal. 2:1-2.

225 Along with Barnabas and Titus according to Gal. 2:
% Gal. 2:6.

7 Gal. 2:9-10.
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31-33 and three years later Paul reports in Gal 1:18 that he had ‘interviewediritetdso met
with James in Jerusalem. The content of the tradition was passed to Paul wéhast ive years
of Jesus’ death.

Yet, there is evidence that these early Christian traditions existedgpRaut's visit. If
Paul received this tradition from the apostles, then they must have had it befored?dat ito
deliver it to Paul. It would take some time to formulate this tradition so it could bedan to
others. This tradition was probably preached prior to Paul’'s conversion sincenmeddaibe
persecuting Christians. Paul would have been aware of the Christian view he seasifiay.
Dodd asserts, “We must assume some knowledge of the tenets of Christiaaity évéh
before his conversiorf® Paul Barnett agrees, “This would mean that the [C]hristology he [Paul]
articulates was formulated within the brief span between the crucifixiorsa$ dad the
conversion of Paul**®

In order for Paul to persecute the Christian movement they must have been gréashin
tradition prior to his persecution. As the resurrection is of first importansetr#idiition was at
the heart of the Christian movement. These Christians seem to have badmgptes tradition
in such a way that got Paul’s attention and caused him to persecute Christiamefull
Therefore, we can very accurately date this tradition prior to Paul’'s cowdrom around AD
31-33. This provides evidence for the death, burial, resurrection, and appearancesmbdesus
than thirty years before the Gospels. This early tradition comes from Raylewitness, which

cites a tradition directly linked to eyewitnesses and is dated equalybgaseveral critical

228 C H. Dodd,The Apostolic Preaching and Its Developmehés

229 paul W. BarnettThe Birth of Christianity: The First Twenty Yeaf€ambridge, Eerdmans, 2005), 26.
Dunn agrees that, “Paul’s role as ‘the perseciftoe who persecutes us’) (Gal. 1:23; also 13) obsip predated
his conversion (possibly even within eighteen memhJesus’ crucifixion) by some months at leasiictv
confirms the fact of ‘persecution’ within monthséor two years) of Jesus’ death. James D.G. Digsus
Remembere®37.
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scholars. These comments from Paul have convinced a large majority of critmars¢o date
this tradition between AD 32-38"

The top New Testament and Pauline critical scholars across a broad tre@pgatrum
comment on this early date. Wright, a conservative, argues that this sepreéice type of
foundational story that a community is not at liberty to tamper with and was prdbahlylated
within the first two or three years of Easter its&ffWright concludes, “We are here in touch
with the earliest Christian tradition, with something that was said two decadese before
Paul wrote this letter”®? Bauckham has also argued very convincingly for this early’date.

The more liberal Hurtado also agrees with the early dating of this tradition:

Perhaps within only a few days or weeks of his crucifixion, Jesus’
followers were circulating the astonishing claim that God had raised him
from death and had installed him in heavenly glory as Messiah and the
appointed vehicle of redemption. Moreover, and still more astonishing,

these claims were accompanied by an emerging pattern of devotional
practices in which Jesus figured with an unprecedented centrélity.

Dunn dates this tradition amazingly early, writing, “This tradition, we cagnlieely confident,
wasformulated as tradition within months of Jesus’ de&th Dodd comes to a similar
conclusion and writes, “Thus Paul’'s preaching represents a special streanstufiCtradition

which was derived from the main stream at a point very near to its sétftce.”

20 For lists of scholars see Gary Habernid® Risen Jesus and Future Hpp# f.n. 82 and f.n. 86; Gary
R. Habermas, “The Resurrection Appearances of JelsuBefense of Miracles: A Comprehensive Case fm'&
Action in History 314 f.n. 9.

ZLN.T. Wright, The Resurrection of the Son of G8d9.
%2 |pid., 319.
23 Richard Bauckhamlesus and the Eyewitness264-269.

%34 arry W. HurtadoHow on Earth Did Jesus Become a Gé¢b. Hurtado adds, “In short, from a
surprisingly early point after his death, Jesufibfeers were according to him at a level of devotibat far
exceeded their own prior and impressive commitrtehim during his lifetime.”

23 James D.G. Dundesus Remembere®b5 (emphasis in original).
%3¢ C H. Dodd,The Apostolic Preaching and Its Developmeh6s
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Even those who are skeptical agree with this early tradition that was plasgedo Paul.
For example, the skeptical scholar Gerd Ludemann writes, “We can assuiéttieelements
in thetradition are to be dated to the first two years after the crucifixion of Jesoslater than
three years after the death of Jesti§Even the controversial Jesus Seminar is in agreement that
Paul had received this tradition at an earlier date: “The earliest versioa afal Gospel
preserved for us in written records is the ‘gospel’ Paul reports in 1 Cor. 15:3&eshsg he
learned from his predecessof&®”

Scholars have attributed the content of this early creed to the actualnegseg of these
events. Lapide writes, “...this unified piece of tradition which soon was solidified fotorala
of faith may be considered as a statement of eyewitné&msefiom the experience of the
resurrection became the turning point of their livés Bauckham stresses that this is
undoubtedly eyewitness testimomy those who were recipients of resurrection appearances,
including the most prominent in the Jerusalem churéf.”

Conclusion

The creedal tradition of 1 Cor. 15 was received prior to Paul’s visit to Jerusaéem
years after Jesus’ crucifixion. This tradition was formulated prior toaetusalem visit and
perhaps even months after Jesus’ death. This data places the claims of ttleueeinly
extraordinarily close to the events, over ten times earlier than the Gddpedsthan that, this

tradition provides critical scholars and historians with the most desiredrékeimencient

%7 Gerd LudemanrThe Resurrection of Jesus: History, Experienceplduy (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress
Press, 1994), 38 (emphasis added). For a listhefr skeptics who agree to this early date see BabgrmasThe
Risen Jesus and Future Ho{ds& and 41-42 f.n. 86.

238 Robert W. Funk, Roy W. Hoover, and The Jesus Samiihe Five Gospels: What Did Jesus Really
Say?(San Francisco, CA: Harper Collins, 1993), 24.

29 pinchas LapideThe Resurrection: A Jewish Perspecti®® (emphasis added).
20 Richard Bauckhamilesus and the Eyewitnessg88 (emphasis in original).
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history. Paul links other eyewitnesses along with himself to the actuakdweatting an
incredibly early tradition that even skeptics date very early. This provideptonally early
eyewitness testimony for the appearances of Jesus. This argument densaih&tnatéqueness
of the Christian faith and firmly grounds the resurrection in historicativadBarnett
concludes, “It may be asked why the subject of [C]hristology is raised so soon in this, a
professed work of history. The answer is clear. It was [C]hristolog\gthee birth to

Christianity, not the reverse...The chronology drives us to this conclugion.”

241 paul W. BarnettThe Birth of Christianity26.
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Chapter Four:
Historiography and Bart Ehrman

In the previous chapters, twelve historical facts and an early rep@s$ws’ Fesurrection
and appearances were presented to demonstrate historical evidence fenthesus. This data
has proven extremely troublesome for naturalistic theories. Towards the &edoidteenth
century, historical facts surrounding Jesus’ resurrection were used by tmenay $sicholars to
challenge naturalistic theorié¥ The very early tradition of Jesus’ death, burial, and
appearances cited by Paul presents a devastating problem for legenésvgrdent theories.

If these twelve facts and early eyewitness argument can elimihatdwaialistic theories,
then is the historian justified to conclude that Jesus rose from the dead? Baah Ehgores that
the historian cannot justifiably conclude that Jesus was raised from the daadeogds beyond
the scope of the historian. In this chapter, we will evaluate the possibillig dbigtorian’s
ability to conclude that Jesus rose in light of challenges made by Ehrman.

Bart Ehrman

Bart Ehrman holds the chair of the Department of Religious Studies at Utyi\adrsi
North Carolina at Chapel Hill and received his PhD (with honors) from Princeton Eibyver
studying under the eminent New Testament scholar Bruce Metzger. iEban@a of expertise is
in evaluating Greek manuscripts of the New Testament to establish thienawsthat were in

the original texts. Ehrman has had three major debates on the historicity ofrdesug’ction

242 Gary Habermas summarizes, “For example, DaviciSsraelittled the swoon theory held by Friedrich
Schleiermacher, Heinrich Paulus, and others. Straoiscluded that such a scenario would utterlytéaslccount for
the disciples' passionate belief that Jesus hadl faésed from the dead as the Lord of life. Scheeginoted that
these rationalistic approaches suffered the "delatv-at the hands of Strauss.” On the other haddlef&rmacher,
Paulus, and later Theodor Keim took aim at subjeatesponses like Strauss's hallucination hypattieSary
Habermas, “The Late Twentieth-Century Resurgendéabiiralistic Responses to Jesus’ Resurrectior§>1196.
Cambridge Scholar B.F. Westcott (1891) “Indeedintglall the evidence together, it is not too mueisay that
there is no historic incident better or more vasigisupported than the resurrection of Christ. Nattout the
antecedent assumption that it must be false caald Buggested the idea of deficiency in the prédaf’drooke
Foss WestcotiThe Gospel of the Resurrection: Thoughts on ItatiRel to Reason and Histofy.ondon:
MacMillan and Co., 1891), 137.
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with two different scholars: William Lane Craig and Mike LicGffEhrman’s objections did
not focus on the texts that have been copied and transmitted, although he does adykdss alle
contractions in the Gospels, but rather he centers his argument on the limitati@kisforian.

Ehrman’s main problem is not with the evidence, but instead his foremost objection is
that the historian is unable to confirm Jesus’ resurrection because of thedimsitathistory
and its ability to conclude that a miracle has occurred. He calls this, “Bherielal Problem of
Miracles.””** Thus, Ehrman’s current popularity today, as a bestselling author of Oxford
University Press, provides a large number of readers with a textual dristdsical approach to
Jesus and the resurrection. Therefore, as Ehrman proposes an authoritative viesied and
historiography to a very large audience it is important to discern whetheistorical objections
to miracles and his historiography are appropriate.

Ehrman, History, and Miracles

Ehrman presents a very interesting historical approach to Jesus’ resorideti@adily
agrees that Jesus’ resurrection has explanatory scope and explanatory pgiveoirnHe
historical facts*> However, he does not agree that the resurrection hypothesis is the most
plausible?*® It is unexpected that Ehrman would agree that the resurrection has explanatory
scope and power, but not plausibility. One would expect that if a hypothesis had both

explanatory scope and power it would necessarily have to be plausible. Yet fanizhrm

23 illiam Lane Craig, and Bart D. Ehrmas.There Historical Evidence for the Resurrectiddesus? A
Debate between William Lane Craig and Bart D. Ehnim@ollege of the Holy Cross, March 28, 20@6bate
transcripts, (Worcester, MA: The College, 2006), 8fike Licona and Bart Ehrmabebate: Can Historians Prove
that Jesus Rose from the Deatitke Licona and Bart Ehrmaiebate Can Historians Prove that Jesus Rose from
the DeadDVD, Southern Evangelical Seminary, April 2, 2009.

244 This does not mean Ehrman does not have objedtiomgsidence, such as the empty tomb. Ehrman
certainly has many objections to the specific de&irrounding the resurrection, but there is agaan the
historian’s ability to record these miraculous ggeBart EhrmanThe New Testamer@h. 14.

245 Mike Licona and Bart Ehrmalebate:Can Historians Prove that Jesus Rose from the Dead?
246 H
Ibid.
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“Plausibility is the big issue, because unless you posit the existence of Godnyai daim
that it's plausible that Jesus was raised from the dead if he were truly’dead.”

In the first chapter, the approach used for justifying historical descriptiasgiwen by
the Cambridge historian, C.B. McCullagh. McCullagh presented definitions oihexpis
scope, power, plausibility, and other methods used to justify one’s acceptancetoficahis
hypothesis. McCullagh describes explanatory scope as implying thegjraatounts of
historical data and explanatory power must make the observation staternmapteg stronger
than any othef?® Interestingly, what makes a hypothesis more plausible than competing
hypotheses is that it has both explanatory scope and power. Ehrman’s clahme tieatitrection
is not plausible, but does have explanatory power and scope, is then especially problemati
because explanatory scope and power give a hypothesis its plausibility.

Ehrman comes to this peculiar conclusion because of his historical methodologyn Ehrma
ultimately argues from his methodology that Jesus’ resurrection is unabledafrened by
historical methods and, thus, it is not possible for the historian to grant the reésarasc
possible. According to Ehrman, one can believe the resurrection, but one is doing so as a
theologian, not a historigit? The historical problem of miracles is that historians are unable to
comment on God’s action in the world and anyone commenting on God’s action in the world is

not doing so as a historian, but as a theolotiaHe then argues that miracles are by definition

47 Mike Licona and Bart Enrmafebate:Can Historians Prove that Jesus Rose from the Dead?
248 ¢, Behan McCullagh]ustifying Historical Descriptionsl9.

49 Mike Licona and Bart Enrmaiebate:Can Historians Prove that Jesus Rose from the Dead?
#0Bart EnrmanThe New TestamerCh. 14.
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always the least probable occurrefiteGiven that historians can only consider what most
probably happened, one can never demonstrate that a miracle probably hdpfpened.
History and Miracles

The discussion of miracles is one of the most interesting topics in both philosophy and
history. The very definition of a miracle has proven difficult for philosophers andiarstor
Licona has cited over fifteen definitions for a mirafeMiracles, then, challenge us from the
very outset of the discussion. Ehrman summarizes the modern understanding of gaisacles
separate from his own definition of miracle) as “events that contradict thehweorkings in
such a way as to be virtually beyond belief and to require an acknowledgmeniptbatatural
forces have been at work>* However, he later adds his own nuance to this definition that the
chances of a “miracle happening, by definition, are infinitesimally rerh@®rians can never
demonstrate that a miragdeobablyhappened?®® Thus, Ehrman presents a reason why
historians cannot demonstrate that a miracle has actually occurred. He thajugnce miracles
by their very definition are the least probable and since historians can onlyecamisat most
probably happened, a miracle cannot be considered the most probable event. Therefore, the

historian is unable to demonstrate a miracle, even if one had occurred.

21 Mike Licona and Bart Ehrmalebate:Can Historians Prove that Jesus Rose from the Dead?
2 Bart EnrmanThe New Testamerz28-229.

%3 Mike Licona, “The Historicity of the Resurrectiof Jesus: Historiographical Considerations in the
Light of Recent Debates,” 94 f.n. 3. Without a dothie most widely discussed essay on miracles cémesDavid
Hume (d. 1776) and his work “Of Miracles” SectioroKEnquiry Concerning Human Understandifithe
influence of this work cannot be underestimatedthadlis probably why many still discuss this essaiay.

%4 Bart EhrmanThe New Testamer226. Ehrman also rightly addresses the shift fioenscientific
understandings of the nineteenth century natuval la

%% |pid., 228 (emphasis in original).
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To demonstrate why a miracle is never the most probable event, Ehrmaryhiligthits
the difference between history and the scieAt&Bhe main difference is that the natural
sciences use repeatable experiments to determine the predictive pob&hiture events that
are based on repeated past occurrences. Ehrman then provides an example tihhelp cla

To illustrate on the simplest level, suppose | wanted to demonstrate that a
bar of iron will sink in a tub of lukewarm water but a bar of lvory soap

will float. | could perform a relatively simple experiment by getting

several hundred tubs of lukewarm water, several hundred bars of iron, and
several hundred bars of Ivory soap. By tossing the bars of iron and soap
into the tubs of water, | could demonstrate beyond reasonable doubt that
one will sink and the other will float, since the same result will occur in
ever instance. This does not necessarily prove that in the future every bar
of iron thrown into a tub of lukewarm water will sink, but it does provide
an extremely high level of what we might call presumptive possibility. In
common parlance, a ‘miracle’ would involve a violation of this known
working of nature; it would be a miracle, for example, if a preacher prayed
over a bar of iron and thereby made it fl&4t.

On the other hand, historical disciplines focus on establishing what has happened in the
past. Historical events, unlike scientific experiments, only happen once. Thusahssteitl be
less certain in their conclusion because they cannot repeat past occuEénees rightly
describes the historian’s responsibility: “Historians try to determimat happened in the past.
Since they can’provethe past, they can only establish whatbablyhappened?®® Yet, since
miracles are the least probable events, the historian is limited and canbligtesiat a miracle
has happened. Thus, the dilemma that confronts the historian with respect to nsirdttes

can the least probable occurrence be the most probaBle?”

26 Bart EnrmanThe New Testamer227.
%7 bid.

%8 Bart D. EhrmanJesus: Apocalyptic Prophet of the New MillennifNew York: Oxford University
Press, 1999), 227-228.

29 Mike Licona and Bart Ehrmalebate:Can Historians Prove that Jesus Rose from the Dead?
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Given Ehrman’s aforementioned objections, we should not be surprised to find him
object to the historian’s ability to recognize whether or not a miracle can beknswrically.
While the questions regarding miracles are often philosophical in falierman chooses to
grant the philosophical argument for “miracles—that is, events that we camtehexithin our
concepts of how ‘nature’ normally work&>* He does this so that he may focus specifically on
the historical problem of miraclé&

Ehrman elects not to address the philosophical issue because there is an objétiasn tha
a higher priority for the historian. For Ehrman, “Even if miraeespossible, there is no way
for the historian who sticks strictly to the canons of historical evidestidathat they have ever

happened??

One point that is repeatedly made clear by Ehrman is that it is irrelevant to
historians whether or not miracles are possible, because they are unablenstdste a miracle
even if one did actually occur.

Ehrman takes a hard agnostic position in respect to miracles in order to deny the
historical resurrection of Jesus as a knowable historical event. Althoughamstdo not have to
deny the actual possibility of miracles, they must deny the ability to kviwather or not a
miracle has occurred, according to Ehrman. Yet, Ehrman believes that maeeley their very

nature highly improbable occurrences so it is impossible to have a highly improbaitide

the most probable explanatiéif.This leads Ehrman to come to the conclusion that “virtually

%0 Bart EnrmanThe New Testamer94.
*%! |bid., 225.

2% |bid., 225-230.

%3 |pid., 226 (emphasis in original).

#4Bart D. EhrmanJesus: Apocalyptic Prophet of the New Millennj22i7-228.
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any explanation for the appearances is more historically probable, or platishbla claim for
the resurrection...Any explanation is more probable than a mir&éle.”
History and Theology

“[H]istorians by the very nature of their craft can speak only about evetits ohtural
world, events that are accessible to observers of every kind, how can they éfyethegidn
event outside the natural order—that is, a miracle—occurred,” argues Efifritaather words,
historians are only capable of writing what can be observed in the “natural énaghing that
is outside of the natural world or events that are beyond observation cannot be considered
historical.

Ehrman goes into more detail on this point in one of his latest debates on Jesus’
resurrectiorf’’ Ehrman argues that historians cannot prove what God has done. Even if God has
acted in history, there would be no way for the historian to show one occurred. Histloriaots
have criteria by which to evaluate the way that the Almighty works in thiel ygar those who
think they know how the Almighty works in the world are making theologicalrst&atts and not
historical statement$® Ehrman concedes that one can believe in Jesus’ resurrection, but that is
not a historical statement; it is a theological statement. Historians haceess to the divine

realm and, therefore, are unable to comment on God raising Jesus from the dead.

25 Mike Licona and Bart Ehrmalebate:Can Historians Prove that Jesus Rose from the Dead?
%6 Bart D. EhrmanJesus: Apocalyptic Prophet of the New Millennjui93.
27 Mike Licona and Bart Ehrmalebate:Can Historians Prove that Jesus Rose from the Dead?
268 H

Ibid.
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Ehrman and Hume
After an initial look at Ehrman’s historical objections one is immediatelynaed of the

famous critique against miracles given by David Hifélume argued in part one of his essay,
“Of Miracles,” that miracles cannot be known epistemically. Ehrman foltbvgssame line of
reasoning, but claims the critiques that Hume is confronted with are imefev&hrman’s
approach. Ehrman contends these critiques do not apply because

Hume, in fact, was not talking about what I'm talking about. Hume was

talking about the possibility of whether miracles happen. I'm not talking

about whether miracle can happen. | don’t accept Hume’s argument that

miracles can’t happen. I'm asking, suppose miracles do happen, can
historians demonstrate it? No, they can’t demonstraf8 it.

However, Ehrman is emphatically wrong regarding Hume’s argument. sumoé
arguing whether miracles happen, but whether it is epistemically possible tonkredier a
miracle has happened. Hume’s argument, in fact, parallels Ehrman vely altd@rgues that
“A miracle is a violation of the laws of nature; and as a firm and unaltegapkrience has
established these laws, the proof against a miracle, from the very naturéaat tieas entire as
any argument from experience can possibly be imagiffédh’exactly the same way, Ehrman
excludes our knowledge of miracles occurring in such a way for the historiamtmskeate it
had actually happenéd Hume similarly uses historical background knowledge of others’ past
experiences and his own to argue that the occurrence of a miracle can be deetbastan

event that has taken place. Hume and Ehrman both argue that any other option is more probable

29 David Hume, “Of Miracles,”|n Defense of Miracles: A Comprehensive Case fat'&Action in
History, eds.R. Douglas Geivett and Gary R. Habermas (Downerv&nb.: InterVarsity Press, 1997), Ch. 1.

20\illiam Lane Craig, and Bart D. Ehrmas.There Historical Evidence for the Resurrectiddesus,
25; Bart EhrmanThe New Testamerz25-226.

21 pavid Hume, “Of Miracles,” 33.

272 Ehrman does this both by his definition of miracdad by his historical approach to the miracutbas
excludes the historians ability to know whethenot such an event has ever occurred.
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than a miracle, although miracles may be possible. Thus, Hume’s and Ehrman’srdasgum
parallel one another more than Ehrman initially realizes. However, sinoekappears to
admit that he does not agree with Hume’s argument we need not give any moianatiethis
aspect of Ehrman’s positidh®
Problematic View of Miracles

Ehrman’s definition omiracleis difficult to accept because it ignores a supernatural
element and defines miracles in such a way that does not allow for one to be deathnstrat
regardless of the amount of evidence that could be provided. Ehrman’s definition ofla asrac
the least possible event is very problematic. First, Ehrman fails to ackigend@y supernatural
intervention in his definition in any strict serfééRichard Purtill gives a more appropriate
definition of a miracle, “an event in which God temporarily makes an exception tottinal na
order of things, to show that God is actif§'Purtill's definition appears to be a more fitting
definition because it gives an appropriate cause to the suspension of the naturdltbnags,o
for example that dead men stay dead, that would be specifically designed iy shoa/tthat
God is acting. Enrman’s definition only allows for anomalies that happen beyond oaptsoot
how nature normally works. Purtill's definition allows for God’s direct actiorafspecific event

taken in a religio-historical context, such as the preacher praying oveorihgar to make it

23 illiam Lane Craig, and Bart D. Ehrmas.There Historical Evidence for the Resurrectidrdesus,
25. However, in this statement Ehrman is admittireg he disagrees with Hume’s argument that misaate
impossible, but Hume in fact argued that they aknowable. Thus, it is rather unclear whether driEtrman
would disagree with a correct understanding of Hsrabjection. Throughout the rest of the chaptspe&ts which
are difficult to both Hume and Ehrman’s view wiilisbe presented, even if not directly connecte@dmne another.

211t does appear that he does assume some actiba divine.

25 Richard L Purtill, “Defining Miracles,In Defense of Miracles: A Comprehensive Case foi'&
Action in History 62-63. One may object that | had criticized Ehmrtizat what is considered to be the natural order
of things to have changed. However, given thisrdtidin if the event can be shown to be within tla¢unal order of
things, then the probability that it was a miracde be doubted in that God would not have had sulgukthe
natural order of things and, thus, it would notwhbat God is directly acting. Moreover, non-thieiseligious
claims of miracles would still require some sorsapernatural agent to will the miracle to occur.
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float. If historians or scientists were to observe a floating iron bar witheudrayer, they would
be more likely to assume some natural anomaly. But from Ehrman’s own exangpikeeit
context that aids in determining the cause of the anofffaly.

Second, by Ehrman’s definition, a historian is forced to reject the idea ithclea
priori, because “miracles are so highly improbable that they are the least possiblence in
any given instance. They violate the way nature naturally wéfk¥.t, how can an event be
considered the least possible event in any given instance, without looking at theeXidlenc
argument against Hume’s definition of miracle that is equally applicaliddrtman’s definition
is put forth by Purtill:

To assume at the outset of framing the definition that the sort of event
being defined has “never been observed in any age or country” assumes a
premise what is supposed to be proved as the conclusion and is therefore
guilty of questions begging. Nor is defining a miracle as something against
which there is uniform experience at all useful. It would be an argument
against the possibility of any unique event that has not happened, for
example, landing a human being on M&fs.

Historians must be willing to follow the evidence where it leads, but Ehrsressuming
that these events are always the least possible event, regardlessvidenged’® Yet, it is
precisely the evidence that shifts a presumably more improbable thesis iate probable one.

This is the type of evidence we find for the resurrection and thehgpalso allow for Ehrman

to consider Jesus’ resurrection to have explanatory scope and power.

28 Bart EnrmanThe New Testamer227.

2T\William Lane Craig, and Bart D. Ehrmas.There Historical Evidence for the Resurrectiddesus,
12.

2’8 Richard L Purtill, “Defining Miracles,85.
279 pgain, many disciplines would be significantly kécapped if they followed this type of methodology.
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We can agree that we should look for natural solutions first, but if in light of all the
evidence they all fail, then we can reasonably consider alternative 8f8ddesus’ resurrection
is one such event for which natural explanations cannot account for the data and madaeypla
scope and power (as admitted by Ehrman). Given the facts surrounding Jeswectiesttire
historian can grant that Jesus did rise from the dead and considering thehistmjiical context
of Jesus, we can reasonably infer that a miracle did in fact happen.

Yet, given Ehrman’s approach to miracles he demands that the historian aeeept ot
admittedly implausible scenarios. For example, he argues that thergria@tfadition that says
Jesus had a twin and maybe it was this twin the disciple$®satet Ehrman even admits, “It's
highly unlikely. 1 don’t buy it for a second, but it's more likely than the idea that Gedd
Jesus from the dead.?® Yet, accepting admittedly poor hypotheses simply cannot be
considered an acceptable historical approach. Historians need to look for eaptawith the
best inference of a set of given facts. An appropriate historical methods#logid never accept
admittedly weak hypotheses, but hypotheses that should be accepted as hypothedeEsto t
explanation are ones with strong explanatory scope, power, and plausibility,petkdses that
are notad hoc Ehrman accepts this methodology, but when he argues a hypothesis that
admittedly lacks in one or more of the above criteria, then he is being duplicitous in his
application of the criteria. Ehrman admits that these criteria are mestiedffor objectively
and accurately describing past historical evétitSherefore, we should consider these criteria in

light of the facts surrounding Jesus death, burial, and appearances.

280 Thijs does not mean that natural events cannotddentially miraculous events caused by God.

#lilliam Lane Craig, and Bart D. Ehrmas.There Historical Evidence for the Resurrectidd@sus
26.

22 hid., 25-26.

283 \like Licona and Bart Ehrmalebate:Can Historians Prove that Jesus Rose from the Dead?
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Third, this definition of miracle coupled with Ehrman’s definition of a probability
centered history equates the probability of an event with the quality of disred. This is
simply unreasonable because it would eliminate the possibility of a histmrandcording a
person who has won the lottery twice because the odds are one in seventeeffttiliter
Ehrman’s strict view the historian would be unable to say that this event had dcdiatréhis
very sort of thing has happened, even though the probabilities of its occurringyalewé>
Events that are not probable are distinctively different from ones that are sifitigppoBhere is a
maxim that says “extraordinary claims demand extraordinary evidélrtugs, greater claims
require greater evidence, but by Ehrman’s definition, no amount of evidence fick safgrant
an extraordinary claim.

Fourth, what would it take to consider that a miracle has occurred? Hume argubd that
only way he would be able to consider a miracle as a fact would be if he was gtite
between two miracles. However, even in this situation he will alwayd tagtgreater
miracle.”®® In a similar way, Ehrman is saying that these highly improbable evenssilamore
likely than the resurrection. Nonetheless, we must evaluate the evidenceftinisas the case.
We would agree that the natural is more common than the supernatural; aftatrialinthy it is
supernatural. Yet, when we confront the data and the data does not work for a naityal the

then we must begin to reconsider our position.

84 Jessica M. Utts and Robert F. Heck&ttistical Ideas and Metho@Belmont, CA: Thomson
Brooks/Cole, 2006), 237.

23 |pid. In the 1980’s Evelyn Marie Adams had won Mew Jersey lottery on two separate occasions.

26 pavid Hume, “Of Miracles,” 33.
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Let us consider one of the more common hypotheses that Jesus did not rise from the
dead, but that the disciples all had hallucinations of the risen %&3im hallucination
hypothesis is considered as highly improbable for several reasons. Etoubduagree that it is
improbable, but that is irrelevant because even though it is improbable, it isosélpnobable
than the resurrection. One could respond to this hallucination theory that it isdogibityul that
all of the disciples had hallucinations since Jesus was seen by groups of people ahouit i
impossible for a group to share in another individual’s subjective hallucination without an
external reality’®® Therefore, this theory is improbable because group hallucinations have very
rarely, if ever, occurred.

The strongest objection the skeptic may present to this response is to argesubat
resurrection is still highly improbable because while group hallucimatare unlikely, they are
more likely than one coming back to life after being dead for three days. In atius, the
skeptic could claim that while group hallucinations do not happen, neither do resurréctions
Therefore, the Christian is arguing that group hallucinations have not been observed in our
experience, but the skeptic would respond that neither do resurrections occur in aenegper
The skeptic is arguing that the Christian is trying to uphold one naturéhgroup

hallucinations do not happen, while willing to allow the suspension of another natural kaw, tha

287 Ehrman prefers the use of vision because he tesliballucination has carries a negative connotation
it, but will accept the term hallucination if nesasy. Mike Licona and Bart Ehrmabebate:Can Historians Prove
that Jesus Rose from the Dead?

288 Moreover, this theory would also fail to account éther historical facts, such as the empty tomb,
James’ conversion, and Paul’s conversion. The ghalipcination hypothesis has several fatal obpestj for
several examples see Gary R. Habermas, “Explaiwngy Jesus’ Resurrection: The Recent Revival of
Hallucination TheoriesChristian Research JournaVol. 23, no. 4, (2001)
http://www.garyhabermas.com/articles/crj_explaimway/crj_explainingaway.htm (accessed on May 14020

29 Thjs is also known as the “natural miracle objetfi Enrman has argued for mass hallucinationsitbut
would be fair to say that these fall into the catggf delusions that are on an external refef@att Ehrman agrees
that Peter and Paul were martyred for their f&the Q&A section of Ehrman’s first debate with Mlkeona; Mike
Licona and Bart EhrmarGan Historians Prove that Jesus Rose from the Rédidwestern Baptist Theological
Seminary.
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dead people come back to If&.Thus, for Hume, and the skeptic, a group hallucination would
be more probable because it is the lesser miracle between the two.

This would be an impressive observation and an appropriate consideration of the skeptic.
However, it is incorrect because it would be a greater miracle to hewp lgallucinations over a
resurrection because there would have to be more than one group hallucination to exXplain eac
time a group of people are reported to have experiences of the risen Jesustioetgutehat a
group hallucination has arguably never occurred at any other time in HiStdhjs keeps the
natural miracle objection of group hallucinations a difficult position to accepubedais really
an objection that argues for multiple group hallucinations. Group hallucinations ar@ntignst
being disproved by our experience (to use Ehrman’s methodology). Yet, for this objection t
work these hallucinations would have occurred around the time of the most unique person in
history. If naturalistic explanations can be shown to be a greater ntinadl¢he resurrection,
then we can all the more accept the resurrection as the most probable hypttiasss.
certainly makes for the group hallucination to be a “greater miracle” tharsémeJesus.

Therefore, the resurrection is a more acceptable conclusion, even undés Mieme

290 Gary Habermas, “Recent Objections to Miracl&jtopean Leadership Forurdownloaded from
iTunes podcast April 18, 2010.

21 Mike Licona interviewed Gary A. Sibcy, a licensdihical psychologist with a Ph.D. in clinical
psychology who has as interest in the possibilitgroup hallucinations. Sibcy comments, “I haveveyed the
professional literature (peer-reviewed journalcdes and books) written by psychologists, psycisistrand other
relevant healthcare professionals during the pasidiecades and have yet to find a single documerasel of a
group hallucination, that is, an event for whichrenthan one person purportedly shared in a visuather sensory
perception where there was clearly no externateetgpersonal correspondence with this author.26.89).”

Michael R. Licona, “Were the Resurrection Appeaesnof Jesus Hallucinationskis Resurrection
http://www.4truth.net/site/c.hiKXLbPNLrF/b.5285085AB97/Were_the_Resurrection_Appearances_of Jesals H
lucinations.htm (accessed on May, 5 2010).

292 Gary Habermas, “Recent Objections to Miracles.”
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Probability of Life After Death

The resurrection is not itself the only evidence of a realrifefafter death. Ehrman
argues that it is not probable for dead people to come back to lifeideeour background
experience tells us that dead people stay dead, something teatarartainly knew as well.
Initially one can consider that whether the probability is lowet€ls on whether or not our
background information includes the existence of God. If one’s backgratordhation is that
the evidence for God is very probable, then the probability of thereesion is much higher, as
the former atheist and Oxford University professor, Antony Flegees’”® The probability of
the resurrection based on our background information of whether or not Gtsl @xd the
evidence surrounding Jesus’ death, burial, and appearances, plaigalaale in one’s belief in
the historicity of Jesus’ resurrection.

Another factor that may point against one’s background information oreserection
being very low (i.e., dead men stay dead), can be challenged due toesemteresearch in near-
death experiences (NDE}* NDEs can be used to demonstrate that there is a reainthagtéfe
here on earth and this would add to the probability of Jesus’ resomcdttis very important to
clarify the difference between subjective and evidential NDEsnywpeople have claimed to
have had a NDE, but we are not referring to the ones that neybextive. Some examples of a
subjective NDE report would be ones where the person describenggateough a tunnel or
seeing a light. However, the types of reports that can be usethtmsieate the possibility of a
life after death are highly evidenced cases where the pati@smtable to give corroborated

objective data that they would not have otherwise known.

293 Gary Habermas, “Recent Objections to Miracles.”

294 NDE's fall into different classifications. Someowho has had a flat EEG, flat EKG, both flat EE@ an
EKG, also known as a flatline), or has even beataded dead by a physician mysteriously regainscionsness is
an example of someone who has been near-death.
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One of the best examples of an evidential NDE case has ljpmtereby a pediatrician
named Melvin Morsé2 He reports that a nine-year-old girl, Katie, had a swimmiwcigaat. In
this accident she was underwater for almost twenty minutedd@se was the pediatrician who
resuscitated Katie at the hospital. Dr. Morse believed it wesain that Katie was going to die.
Katie was hooked up to a machine to keep her alive and was in atosarstate until she
unexpectedly regained consciousness three days later. Dr. Morses rgpen she walked into
his office, “Her eyes revealed an intelligence that hadn’'t beemndd by the deprivation of
oxygen to the brain thalwaysaccompanies drowning. There was nothing abnormal in her walk
or mannerisms**®

After Katie had regained consciousness she was able to acguepelt what had
happened to her in the emergency room despite lacking brain activihat time. She also
claimed that an angel named Elizabeth had been with her as sluokedl in her family home,
and commented on what her family was wearing, as well ashehahother was cooking, roast
chicken and rice. Dr. Morse was able to later confirm these detailsheifarnily?®’

Some may object and say that Katie was simply experiencing room stimuli
unconsciously, such as the lights from the emergency room, to explain how she was able
report what happened in the emergency room. Yet this objection fails to account & Kati
description of her family’s cooking and clothing. The example of Katie is not urligéest,
even the widely recognized atheist philosopher A.J. Ayer experienced an NDE andrdenh

“On the face of it, these experiences...are rather strong evidence ttatidesinot put an end

29 Melvin Morse,Closer to the Light: Learning from the Near-DeatkpEriences of Childre(New York:
Random House Publishing, 1990), 1-9.

26 bid., 4.

297 Melvin Morse,Closer to the Light: Learning from the Near-DeatkpEriences of Childrerl-9; Gary
Habermas and Mike Licondhe Case for the Resurrectiahv7, 317 f.n.34.
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to consciousness:® Ayer claims that his experiences have “slightly weakened my [Ayer]
conviction that my genuine death, which is due fairly soon, will be the end of me, though |
continue to hope that it will b&*

It becomes evident that evidential NDE cases provide reports of people being able t
accurately report, without brain function, events at other locations. Even if it is cdribatle
those who had these experiences are not completely dead, as some hav&ahgyeprovide
evidence which a coherent and responsive person would not be able to provide. The evidential
value of NDEs has significantly increased the probability of a realmecéfiér death. In a
personal message to Habermas, the former atheist Antony Flew comnhents®ESs:

Certainly constitute impressive evidence of the possibility of the
occurrence of human consciousness independent of any occurrences in the

human brain...This evidence equally certainly weakens if it does not
completely refute my argument against doctrines of a futuré’fife.

History and the Natural Realm
Ehrman appears to overstate his case when he argues, “[H]istorians byythature of
their craft can speadnly about events of the natural world, events that are accessible to
observers of every kind, how can they ever certify that an event outside the nakerai®it

would be important to clarify that Ehrman is correct in that historians should dpmatkexents

298 A J. Ayer, “What | Saw When | was Dead,” PDF déwen from www.commonsenseatheism.com, 3
(accessed on May 5, 2010).

#9bid., 6.

39 Gary Habermas and Keith AugustifRadio Dialog: Near Death Experiences, Dr. HabermasKeith
Augustine dialogues found on http://www.garyhabermas.codi@audio.htm (accessed on May 5, 2010); Gary
Habermas and Reginald Finldyialog with a Skeptic on the Resurrection of Jadiafogues also found on
http://www.garyhabermas.com/audio/audio.htm (acss May 5, 2010). This topic cannot be pursueithéu in
the present work except to say that the discussegarding whether or not these people are actdallyl seems to
be due to the lack of confidence some have inghsisvity of medical machinery to determine whetsemeone is
completely brain dead and the limitations of largguaf referring to someone who everyone had thotogbée dead,
yet later is alive.

30! Gary Habermas and Mike LicoriBhe Case for the Resurrection47, 317 f.n.34.
302 Bart D. EhrmanJesus: Apocalyptic Prophet of the New Millennjui®3 (emphasis added).
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in the natural realm. However, he is incorrect in arguing that historiarenbaspeak about the
events of the natural world.

The first problem with only allowing historians to speak on matters of the hedahan is
that what has been considered the “natural order” has changed overtime. Hoesuatqaiut the
natural world would have to be made before conducting any history. Yet everyone hrastdiffe
presuppositions about their material world. Ehrman concedes that what is considesddriie
order has changed over time. He writes:

People today typically think of miracles as supernatural violations of
natural law, divine interventions into the natural course of events. | should
emphasize that this popular understanding does not fit particularly well
into modern scientific understandings of “nature” in that scientists today

are less confident in the entire category of natural “law” than they, were
say, in the nineteenth centuy.

Thus, we can see what is considered to be the “natural order” has changed in20@ yastrs,
let alone over thousands of years. This creates a seemingly subjectiviedliafproach that is
directly connected to scientific views of natural order. Thus, Ehrman’s appsoacHanger
strictly historical but overlaps into other disciplines of science and meiaphys

Under this theory, the historical method is restricted to record only the inside of the
current view of natural order. This methodology also seems to ignore the presupptsit@ts
historians carry with them and their own correct view of nature and the natunal blidtory
and science would both be affected by this approach. For example, consider for a momeent a t
when scientists, along with the rest of the known world, believed the world to be flagveiow
perhaps someone had sailed around the world or to another land over the horizon. Ehrman’s
method would prevent a historian from writing the details of someone who travelsdidhe

world simply because it was not considered within the natural realm at that¥imile this

33 Bart D. EhrmanJesus: Apocalyptic Prophet of the New Millennju:93.
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scenario would be, and is, an entirely possible scenario today, Ehrman has limitistotten
to the scientific thoughts of the day. Philosopher and historian Craig argues, “Atily ¢he
same way [as Hume], this argument that he’s giving is one that really would biéwaepos
impediment to science, if you say that we can never have enough tesfifiony”

Suppose Ehrman responds that we must make our decisions based on the facts we have at
the present time. We must use the evidence we have today for the natural realm drad not w
may change in the future. Yet, this objection misses the point. Historicabeskentld be
recorded the same regardless of current trends, while theories of wheat tteibistorical
events may change. For example, many ancients considered the cause of @todudizs
supernatural work’® However, due to the advancement in astronomy we know that an eclipse is
an event that takes place as a result of natural causes. The historicabfecoetlipse can still
be made even though the theory about its cause may have changed.

Ultimately, we find that Ehrman is committing the genetic fallacy lyireng the cause
of the belief of an event, specifically the resurrection, to determine whathet it has actually
occurred. The genetic fallacy “is a type of argument in which an attemptes tm@arove a
conclusion false by condemning its source, or gené¥i¥&t, one of the main reasons Ehrman
argues the historian cannot believe in the resurrection is that it can only bd bsuBod®’ The
historian cannot deny an argument or the historicity of an event because oséca&ven if

the cause is unknown. As demonstrated above, the historians of antiquity would have been

304william Lane Craig, and Bart D. Ehrmas.There Historical Evidence for the Resurrectiddesus
36.

3% putarch Nicias transl. by John Dryden, found on “The Interneissic Archives,”
http://classics.mit.edu/Plutarch/nicias.html| (aseeson May 9, 2010).

3% 5. Morris Engel, Angelika Soldan, and Kevin Duraflde Study of Philosophg" edition (Lanham,
MD: Rowman and Littlefield Publishing Group IncQ@B), 141.
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forced, according to Ehrman’s historical methodology, to deny an eclipse bd¢bayseferred
to God as the cause. However, we can use astronomy today to verify that eclipséaaid i
happert® Similarly, the reports that Jesus died, was buried, rose again, and appearexhto seve
people can still be considered historical, regardless if the historian ima@dement on the
cause of the facts. Moreover, this explains why Ehrman can agree thaureaton has
explanatory scope and power, but not plausibility. If there are evidential réaseect the
resurrection, we would expect Ehrman to deny the resurrection’s explanaipeyand power as
well as plausibility, but he does not reject either of the two.
Another problem is that if we are to assume the natural world as our gauge fongepo

history we would be making several other metaphysical assumptions. Ligbtha asked
Ehrman to comment on this aspect of his historiography during the question and answer period
of Ehrman’s debate with Craig:

But you really can’t presuppose belief in the past, period, or that we can

even partially know it. We have to be able to back that up. So the historian

can’t have a presupposition; they have to back up whatever their

metaphysical beliefs that they're going to bring to the table. And so if

you’re going to believe in God, like Dr. Craig, you have to justify that. But

| don’t see that as outside the realm of historians, since historians have to

cross disciplines oftetf?

This question is very relevant to historiography because a Hindu historian, rigplexa

may start with completely different metaphysical presuppositions thamaghiMany Hindus do

not believe that the world itself is the ultimate reality, but rather theit asen illusior*° The

398 aAdditionally, as historians record events withknowing the cause they could be reporting important
scientific anomalies that could further future stiéc investigations. However, under Ehrman’s vithis type of
progress may be limited.

39 william Lane Craig, and Bart D. Ehrmas.There Historical Evidence for the Resurrectiddesus
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310 A L. Herman writes, “The creation is said to b@e@rance or maya even though it is produced by the
power or maya of Brahman. To be caught in maya ksetensnared in the delusion that the creatediware Real;
it is to mistake this world or heaven for the higher the ultimately valuable; and it is to be prag in the shadows
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point of Licona’s question is to demonstrate that in order for Ehrman to show higogistphy
to be correct he would need to cross discipline into other areas, such as metafhghiow that
his view is the correct view of realify* However, Ehrman would not be able to do this under his
own view because he argues that the only assumptions that historians can share tratths
rooted in things that we observe and not theological assumptforist, historians do not
operate in a vacuum. We all approach data with certain metaphysical presapposhus, it is
not unreasonable to suggest that a historian may cross disciplines.
History and the Supernatural Realm

Another difficult problem in Ehrman’s methodology is that he repeatedly argudghehat
historian does not have access to the divine realm; therefore, the historian canmat Gaylt
raised Jesu$ Again, historians can agree that they first look for natural explanations before
considering supernatural explanations in order to avoid misinterpreting ¢aserents*

However, Ehrman contradicts his own dogmatic historiography that stateshistoave no

of mere appearance.” A. L. HermakBrief Introduction to HinduistReligion, Philosophy, and Ways of
Liberation (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1991), 73.

3 McCullagh’s criteria are not limited to historigaktification, but also philosophical justificatis.
Christian apologist Ravi Zacharias has described $imilar criteria are used for the justificatiohveorldviews,
whether they are Christian, Hindu, Atheistic, &@cedibility for one worldview is deemed reliable five different
aspects: thpragmatic basigDoes it really work?)experiential basigCan | sense it in my experience internally?),
metaphysical basifoes it fit the big picture?historical basigDid it really happen, is there evidence?), and a
community basigDoes it provide relational support?). It is imiaot to take these areas into considerations becaus
even historians must attempt to answer these ‘ioigne” questions. As we have seen earlier fronohé;
historians and scholars do not conduct their rebeiara vacuum. Moreover, Zacharias similarly counis that in
order for a worldview to then h@ersuasivét must also have the following:strong foundational correspondence
to factual support, a high degree of coherenceargrechal consistengyexplanatory poweenough to integrate all
the relevant facts and deductioaspiding the extremesf too complicated or too simplistic, antlle to refute
contrary worldviewsThus, it does appear that justification, or trahd persuasiveness seems to be the same with
regard to history and philosophy. Ravi Zacharagjndations of Apologetics: Establishing a Worldyigolume 4
DVD-ROM (Norcross, GA: RZIM, 2007) and book, 12.

#2illiam Lane Craig, and Bart D. Ehrmas.There Historical Evidence for the Resurrectiddesus
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33 Bart D. EhrmanJesus: Apocalyptic Prophet of the New Millennjui®3; Mike Licona and Bart
Ehrman.Debate:Can Historians Prove that Jesus Rose from the Dead?

314 Gary R Habermas, “Experiences of the Risen J&hesFoundational Historical Issue in the Early
Proclamation of the Resurrectiobialog: A Journal of Theologywol. 45, No. 3 (2006): 288-297.
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access to the divine realm by arguing that the only explanation for Jesugc@saris that God
had caused it to happen. However, how can a historian make such a claim as to theatause of
event if God and the supernatural are beyond the scope of historical methods? Thuss using hi
own historical methodology, Ehrman cannot deny a historical event because hesh@lelis
the only explanation.
However, this is exactly what Ehrman does. For example, he writes:

Let me illustrate the problem with a hypothetical example. Suppose that

three otherwise credible eyewitnesses claimed to see Reverend Jones of

Plymouth Baptist Church walk across his parishioner’s pond in 1926. The

historian can certainly discuss what can be known about the case: who the

eyewitnesses were, what can be known about the body of water in

guestion, and so forth. What the historian cannot claim, however, at least

when discussing the matter as a historian, is that Reverend Jones actually

did it. This is more than we can know using the canons of historical

knowledge. The problem of historical probabilities restrains our
conclusions!®

Ehrman is correct in asserting that the historian canmoediatelysay that God caused
Reverend Jones to walk across the wifarlowever, Enrman is assuming several things here
that his methodology does not allow him to say as a historian. If the historian cannes ddere
supernatural in any way, then Ehrman cannot assume that God is or is not the daaserfamnd
Jones’ walking across the water. The historian would absolutely be justified indiogahat
Reverend Jones did in fact walk across the water even if it is unknown how it happened.
Natural explanations in this scenario could be equally possible. For examegite
Jones did actually walk across the parishioner’s pond, but it just so happened to be during the

middle of a winter on a frozen pond. Perhaps all natural explanations cannot adeqpédely ex

315 Bart EnrmanThe New Testamer229.

318 while some historians may disagree with Ehrmaisthiography regarding miracles and argue that it
is possible to know that God has acted in histaywill grant Ehrman’s methodology. The debate réiya
whether or not the historian can know epistemiciliymiracle has occurred is relevant to our diston. However,
because we are using the minimal facts approachilvgrant Ehrman’s approach.
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the data surrounding Reverend Jones. Although initially unlikely, if no natural etpfenean
explain the data and all the evidence supports Reverend Jones did walk on the unfrozen pond,
then we are left to accept the hypothesis as most likely. This conclusion is omsttivéns of
all backgrounds could accept based on the evidence and does not require any theologica
conclusions to be given by the historfahAdditionally, this type of acknowledgement to the
facts would allow for scientific progress, which is prohibited under the Humeanofimiracles
as previously mentioned by Crafy.
An Internal Problem

The problem for Ehrman is that he lets his unacknowledged presuppositions come in and
affect his approach. Ehrman has a theological presupposition that the only eapléoralesus
rising from the dead is that God did it, for he cannot imagine any other possitalaatiqn®*®
Yet, he then goes on to argue that the historian cannot speak on the divine or thatriiistoria
can't presuppose belief in Gotf” If this is the case, then Ehrman cannot historically suggest
that God is the only possibility for Jesus’ resurrection, if we maintain, asdbhdoes, that the
historian has no access to the divine. If Ehrman wants to be consistent within his own
methodology, then he cannot consider God as the cause of Jesus’ resurrection.

The internal contradiction in Ehrman’s methodology is further demonstrated bygwis vi

of “shared assumptions.” Ehrman says:

37| think this is best displayed in the two exampdéshe occurrence of a miracle given by Ehrman. A
priest praying over a bar if iron that causes fidat would be considered a miracle by Ehrman,idyuhis own
method Ehrman could not say that this event hapdvega, like he does in the Reverend Jones exaigiewe
have been arguing that Ehrman could say as a laisttirat a priest had prayed over the bar of irwhthat the bar
of iron did in fact float without positing God dsetcause.

318 perhaps Reverend Jones had walked onto a mystdrimly of water that allowed him to walk on top of
it. Science would be very interested in such aaliety, but the Ehrman/Humean methodology wouldatiotv for
this type of scientific progress because it wowddrm such an event as non-historical.

319 Mike Licona and Bart Ehrmalebate:Can Historians Prove that Jesus Rose from the Dead?
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But my point is that for the historian to do his or her work, requires that
there’d be certain shared assumptions. And it’s fine to say what those
assumptions are, but there are some assumptions that have to be agreed on
by people of various theological persuasitfts.

Atheist historians would not posit God as the cause of the resurrection because they do not
presuppose God’s existence. Craig had accused Ehrman of doing just this in thejrgbat
Ehrman denied the accusatihHowever, in a later debate, Ehrman argued that he could not
imagine any other cause for Jesus’ resurrection other thar’&eet, for Ehrman to even
postulate God as the cause is contradictory to Ehrman’s own historical approadelieces
unable to presuppose God’s action causing the resurrection because thanhsstorable to
speak about the works of the Almighty.
Conclusion

Ehrman is confronted with multiple challenges to his definition and view of iegac
First, he used an overly simple definition and ignored a supernatural purpose that would be
involved in a miracle. Second, the definition itself had defined miracles in suchtaatay
required ara priori rejection of the possibility of demonstrating that a miracle occurred. Third,
he defined miracles that emphasized their probability based on the quantity otevaae not
the weight, or quality, of the evidence. Lastly, when given the option between thectsaorr
and other hypotheses, it seems as though the resurrection is not always éneruracie.

Ehrman had further methodological problems when he argued that the resurrection coul

not happen because of his assumption that God could be the only cause for a risen Jegus. First

32l william Lane Craig, and Bart D. Ehrmas.There Historical Evidence for the Resurrectiddesus
30.

322 pid., 25.

32 Ehrman argued this by saying, “You have to haviebie God to believe in the resurrection...What
other option is there if God didn't raise Jesugrfriie dead? Is there another historical optionlthate not thought
of, that has never come out before, that Jesudqatlysgot raised from the dead after having beeadj completely
dead, and then brought back to life? Is there sottmer way to think of that other than God?” Mikedmna and Bart
Ehrman.Debate:Can Historians Prove that Jesus Rose from the Dead?
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would be a genetic fallacy to reject the resurrection based on its cacged Jgstorians can
still report events even if they are unable to comment on the cause of theegeniall hird, to
assume God as the cause is contradictory to Ehrman’s claim that historians la@eess to the
divine. Using his own criteria, Ehrman would be speaking as a theologian when ittodimes
cause of the resurrection, not as a historian. Yet, it is this theological etatehich causes him
to deny the resurrection historically.

After evaluating Ehrman’s historical approach it would be important to present a
alternative methodology. One can easily offer critiques of another hist@pigeoach, but it is
equally important to provide an arguably better methodology. We can look at thalkm® of
Ehrman’s historical approach and present a view that may be acceptable to him and othe
historians. While it may appear that we have been very critical of Ensrapproach, his
method has many similarities with the minimal facts approach advocatedripyH@bermas.

Ehrman desires a historical approach where “People who are historidres alany
theological persuasion...the theory behind the canons of historical researclpeoibiatof
every persuasion can look at the evidence and draw the same concltféi¥ies, people today
do not come to the same conclusions about historical events. For example, some people have
denied that the Holocaust happened, but how would Ehrman approach such skepticism? “Well,
one gets together materials of eyewitness reports and photographs and movies, and you get
information that historians agree is valid information and you try to make aHmsever, it has

to be the kind of information that historians of every stripe agree is valid informiafr

324William Lane Craig, and Bart D. Ehrmas.There Historical Evidence for the Resurrectiddesus
25.

323 |bid., 30.
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Ehrman’s methodological goal is very similar to the minimal facts agprbecause it
seeks to establish historical facts that can be agreed upon by scholars ofripesty Fthe
minimal facts approach seeks the same criteria, but nuances the appatha way that it is
not an appeal to authority. Ehrman comments that “I think historians, when working as
historians, can adduce as evidence only data that are accessible to all chndeateer their
personal religious beliefS” The minimal facts approach does exactly the same by seeking to
find data so strongly attested that historians over a broad theologicalispeatt regard them
as historically authentic. For example, the minimal facts approashdase that both Christians
and atheists can agree upon, such as Jesus’ death by crucifixion.

Where does this leave the historicity of Jesus’ resurrection? It seethsugh the most
probable explanation is that a person named Jesus was killed on the cross and watilsgen hea
and alive a few days later by apostles, skeptics, and persecutors. Ehrman tags totefer to
God, but simply assert what the historian can determine by the canons of Histegesch.
Ehrman has already considered that Jesus’ death, burial, and appearances aaampBxptope
and power, but rejects plausibility. However, if the historian is not allowed to conumésod
as the cause, then the historian can at least contend that Jesus did rise frah ieea@iese of
the highly evidenced facts presented in chapter two. Historians do not negessadito
comment on the cause, but they can report the actual events themselves. Jemtioastan
be considered even more plausible when we consider the documented evidential hear-deat

experiences that suggest a realm after death.

326 william Lane Craig, and Bart D. Ehrmas.There Historical Evidence for the Resurrectiddesus
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The minimal facts approach can argue that the twelve facts presentegbierdivo and
the early eyewitness reporting to the resurrection can lead historians todsotiet Jesus was
dead, but soon after was seen physically alive and healthy. Ehrman’s gievilas to the
minimal facts approach, but when his approach does deviate from the minimadpatach he
runs into trouble. Ehrman does this by placing his own assumptions into the approach and then
attempting to discredit the resurrection. Additionally, Ehrman’s histondgyréails to account
for the fact that historians can cross disciplines and have metaphysiocapéisss, while the

minimal facts approach takes these factors into consideration.
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Chapter Five:
Did Jesus Rise From the Dead?

The aim of this work was to determine whether or not Jesus rose from the dead
historically. The most natural place to begin the historical investigatiossakJresurrection is
first to examine the historical criteria that are used to justitphczal events. These criteria
cannot discredit an account, but only add to their authenticity.

Early testimony adds to the historicity of an event and is highly valued byi&instor
because it provides reports as near to the event as possible and typicaihsdessdegendary
development. Eyewitness testimony is another type of evidence that histesaesbecause it
provides a firsthand account of an event. Historians also want to have multiple and iedépend
sources describing an event or person. Enemy attestation can be used to aetlheritoa
because a positive statement from an antagonist is against his or her irfkenbstsassing
testimony was described as the type of testimony that portrays the, auttier author’s
position, in a negative light. Authors would not record such events unless they weredtiye. La
consensus among historians is important because it is building on historichlatizgaagreed
upon by a wide range of otherwise diverse historians.

After a discussion of what type of evidence historians desire from sources,ube foc
shifted to C.B. McCullagh’s method for selecting the best explanation of giverffacts.
Hypotheses that have strong explanatory scope, power, and plausibility, are neédpata
disconfirmed by fewer accepted beliefs, and surpass all other hypothese® ioategories are
ones that provide the best explanation of a historical event. This method is given to help provid

objectivity to the historian when viewing the data and making conclusions.

328 C. Behan McCullaghjustifying Historical Descriptionsl9.
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Lastly, the third checkpoint we discussed was the minimal facts approaghathased
in our inquiry. This approach only seeks data that is highly evidenced and accepted by an
overwhelming majority of critical scholars. The theory behind this methodtig trdical
scholars from different backgrounds can agree on the data, then there must be gootbreasons
believe the data. Thus, the data is also highly evidenced and this is what |leaals seitiol
various backgrounds to agree to the data.

Twelve Historical Facts

In the second chapter, twelve historical facts relevant to the resurrectempresented,
as well as some reasons scholars have for believing them. Most scholathagiesus died by
crucifixion and one of the strongest reasons for that is Strauss’ critiquesvfidoa theory?®
Jesus’ burial was another fact that critical scholars agree becauaksa sghly evidenced.
Similarly, scholars accept that after Jesus’ death His disciples etpme thope and experience
despair. The tomb was found empty soon after Jesus’ tfathtee strong reasons that scholars
believe the tomb was empty are because of the reports of women at the tomb, thenderusa
factor, and enemy attestation of the empty tomb.

After the discussion of the empty tomb we then evaluated the evidence that has led
scholars to believe that the disciples had real experiences they belieeddavalrappearances
of the risen Jesus. We have this from several independent accounts—Paul’s is the most
noteworthy. After these experiences, the disciples were transformedhilorg and denial to

becoming bold proclaimers of Jesus and the resurrection.

329 David StraussA New Life of Jesyd:408-12.

330 Although not as recognized to the same degreleeasther findings here, most scholars, about sgvent
five percent, seem to hold that the tomb in whiebu3 was buried was found empty just a few dags. lat
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The disciples were transformed to such a point that they were willing to sodfeliefor
their faith. The martyrdom reports of James (Jesus’ brother), Paul, andrBetirecorded
before the end of the first century. The next two facts that were presemtetheveonversion of
the skeptic, James, and the church persecutor, Paul. The conversion of these two has been very
important to resurrection discussions because it creates significacultdegs for many
naturalistic theories. The final four facts are that the resurrectiogaevaisal to Christian
preaching, it was especially preached in Jerusalem, the Christian churebtaldshed and
grew, and Sunday became the primary day of worship.

We then took these facts and applied McCullagh’s criteria for justifyingrlual events.
Jesus’ resurrection more than adequately accounts for all of the known fagiamaéory
scope, power, and plausibility. Moreover, the resurrection accounts for the ithcistweing
contrived, orad hoc Yet, when naturalistic theories have been applied to the known historical
facts they show themselves to be very problematic. While they often can accaorhéof the
data they rarely are able to account for all the facts. Thus, more hypathestdse added, but
make the overall account more contrived. Jesus’ resurrection ultimatelypsugstyi naturalistic
hypothesis and is the best explanation of the data.

Early Eyewitness Accounts

We then took a deeper look into the writings of arguably the most notable Christian
convert, Paul. A timeline was presented using Paul’'s writings to help discoveragho w
preaching Jesus’ resurrection and when. The timeline originated with deatis’being placed
at AD 30 with minimal controvers¥'* After Jesus’ death was established we then looked at two

main writings that are considered undisputedly authored by Paul.

31 Whether the 30 AD or 33 AD date is chosen doesaffett the argument.
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One of the texts examined came from 1 Cor. 15:3 and following. Paul, who is an
eyewitness, provides the Corinthians with a creed that refers to Jesus’ daeathbéing raised
three days later, and His appearances. This provided us with one of the earliest dbcument
containing a reference to Jesus’ resurrection. Most scholars have dated 1 Core&h Bddw
54-56.

One of the aspects of the 1 Cor. 15 creed is that Paul is reminding the Corinthians of a
tradition that he received himself and passed down to tffeaul uses technical terms to
remind the Corinthians of a creed he had already given to them. They hadaddbes tradition
prior to the actual writing of 1 Corinthians. Many scholars have placed Pasi'sifd to Corinth
at AD 49 or 50. Thus, it is reasonable to at least date this creed about twestyrysaafter
Jesus’ death.

However, if Paul delivered it to the Corinthians and mentions that he had received it prior
to giving to them, then from who and where did Paul receive the creed? This is wheneede tur
to our second text, which was Gal. 1 and 2. In these texts, Paul wrote that immettextéig a
experience with the risen Jesus he did not go directly to Jerusalem to seeipthesdisut
traveled to Arabia and back to Damasttiddowever, Paul informs us that three years after his
conversion he did travel to Jerusalem to inquire with Peter and the other disciplesdeal up
staying with Peter for fifteen days and saw no other disciples except fes Ja@sus’ brother.
Many think it is during this trip that Paul received the content of the tradition tlusikrered to

the Corinthians.

%32 Richard Bauckhamilesus and the Eyewitness284-265.

333 |t seems very clear that for Paul, Jesus is enofigh authority for him.
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If an experience with Jesus and a trip three years later to Jerusasemotvenough, Paul
then made another trip to Jerusalem fourteen years later with Titus and Bavithbs >3
This time Paul was also able to speak with John, as well as Peter and James. iRaunlaaga
attempt to make sure he was not running in vain, presented the Gospel that he had been
preaching. He reports that the other apostles, who he considered to be “pillars,” adaegtaothi
his Gospel.

Ultimately, then, what we observed is that three years after Paul'srsmmvie had
made a trip to Jerusalem in which he more than likely discussed Jesus’ resyradier all,

Paul does refer to this as “first importance” in 1 Cor. 15:3. Most scholars, both congeavati
skeptic, dated Paul’s conversion between two and three years after Jedu& déas meant

that Paul received this information about five years after the events had takenY#t, if Paul
received the tradition, then those who passed it on to him would have had to have it prior to
delivering it to Paul. Therefore, Peter and James would have had it prior to theéngnkRzetl in
Jerusalem three years after Paul’'s conversion.

This has convinced several scholars across a very large theologi¢alrsp®cconclude
that the content of the tradition has come within about three years or less aftezrthelames
D.G. Dunn argued that it could even possibly be within months of the*¢fadsis is absolutely
amazing when we consider the fact that we could have reports of Jesugatesuneasonably
within a few months or years compared to documents recording the biography ahddexhe

Great that are recorded almost 400 years later by Plutarch.

34 Ga. 2:1.

335 James D.G. Dundesus Rememberet43; William Lane Craig, "Contemporary Scholapshnd the
Historical Evidence for the Resurrection of Jeshs<t," 89-95; Gary Habermas and Mike Licofiag Case for the
Resurrection260 f.n. 25.

336 James D.G. Dundesus Remembere®b5.
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Historiography and Bart Ehrman

The last chapter of our investigation centered on some potential methodological
objections that could be raised by the historian. Bart Ehrman presents soesgingdristorical
considerations regarding miracles and the supernatural. One of Ehrman’s grishileat
miracles are by definition the least probable event, but the historian can @iy tiee most
probable event. This then leads Ehrman to the conclusion that even if a miracle did occur in
history, then the historian would have no way to show that it did actually h&Pghmrman also
argues that the historian has no access to the divine. Historians only have the &walsito r
observable events. Thus, the historian is unable to comment on God’s action in the world,
whether it is miracles or Jesus rising from the d&ad.

Yet, we observed that Ehrman’s historiography was problematic for a feansedlis
approach to miracles had four separate issues. First, it ignored the supeehatueal that
would be involved in a miracle, while creating an overly simplistic definiomiracle
Second, he defined miracle in such a way that it requiredpaiori rejection of the possibility
of knowing a miracle occurred. Third, he defined miracles in a way that emgdhaseir
probability based on the quantity of evidence and not the weight, or quality, of the evidenc
Lastly, when given the option between the resurrection and other natural hypatieses
resurrection is the lesser miracle and naturalistic theories can béwetiygeater miracle°
Ehrman also had methodological problems when he argued that the resurrection could not

be argued by the historian because for God to raise Jesus from the dead is sohatithiag t

historian cannot conclude. First, it would be a genetic fallacy to rejectdheaetion based on

337 Bart EnrmanThe New Testamerz25-226.
338 |pid., Ch. 14.

339 David Hume, “Of Miracles,’In Defense of Miracles: A Comprehensive Case fat'&Action in
History, 33.
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its cause since historians are as equally subjected to logical rulesranidi@sias those in other
disciplines. Second, historians can still report events even if they are unaljpaio the cause
of the actual event. Therefore, they could still argue that Jesus hadoisethé dead. Third,
Ehrman contradicts his own methodology by assuming God as the cause for 3estetien
because he asserts that historians have no access to the divine. Yet, he is nhakmnthat che
divine is what in fact raised Jesus.

However, Ehrman is headed in the right direction when he argued that historians of every
stripe should be able to agree on historical data. This is one of the criteriafantmal facts
approach. If Enrman agrees to the data that is agreed upon by historians ofrpesryg
disagrees with the resurrection as the best explanation because of his methalklehgys
important to critically evaluate his methodology.

We have seen that not only is Ehrman’s methodology problematic, but additional
evidence can be given for Jesus’ resurrection because of near-death ezp¢NEIE). Highly
evidenced NDEs that can be objectively verified and corroborated are highlgsuggé
another realm of life. Evidence for NDESs is so strong that the famous formist Athi®ny
Flew admitted that this type of evidence significantly weakens and possibitsibis
arguments against an afterlife.

Conclusion

When we follow the historical criteria for establishing authentic histbeieents and the
criteria to determine the best explanation, as described by McCullagh, slishrédsurrection
far surpasses all competing theories. When we look at the twelve histacisalthe early

eyewitness testimony, and NDE evidence then Jesus’ resurrection pressiinds an actual

340 Gary Habermas and Mike LicoriBhe Case for the Resurrectiad7, 317 f.n.34.
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historical event. If historians follow the historical criteria and evidetieen they can come to
the conclusion that Jesus did in fact rise from the dead historically, regaritesss
theological views. Historians of every stripe should be more than willing to tipaniesus rose
from the dead. It seems one reason to disbelieve the historicity of Jesugatesuis to have a
prior commitment to disbelieve in its cause or to adopt a historical approachothiidtprohibit
the resurrection from being considered historecptiori. Using the words of the German
theologian Wolfhart Pannenberg we can conclude our investigation that

As long as historiography does not begin dogmatically with a narrow

concept of reality according to which “dead men do not rise,” it is not

clear why historiography should not in principle be able to speak about

Jesus’ resurrection as the explanation that is best established of such

events as the disciples’ experiences of the appearances and the discovery
of the empty tomB**

$*wolfhart Pannenberdesus God and MaPhiladelphia, PA: Westminster Press, 1977), 109.
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APPENDIX A
Explanatory Scope Tabte
Historical Facts
1. Jesus Death by Crucifixion
2. Jesus’ Burial Natural Theories Historical Facts
. - Unaccounted for
3. His Death Caused the D_|SC|pIes by Theory (does
to Lose Hope an_d Experience not include other
Despair reasons theory
4. The Empty Tomb may be
5. The Disciples Had Real problematic).
Experiences That they Believed = Wrong Tomb 2,5-12
were Literal Appearances of the Hallucinations by Disciples 4,7,and 8
Risen Jesus Existential Resurrection 4,5,7,and 8
6. The Disciples Were Transformed Jesus’ Had a Twin 4,7,and 8
and Were Willing to Suffer and Die ' Legend — Embellishment Over 1-12 + Early
for Their Faith Time Reporting from Paul
7. James, the Skeptical Brother of (Ch. 3)
Jesus, was Converted When He Spiritual Resurrection (Not 4,5,7,and 8
Believed He Saw the Resurrected Physical)
Jesus Disciples Lied and/or Stole the 6,7,and 8
8. Paul, the Famous Church Body
Persecutor, Converted After He  Someone Else Stole the Bode — 5-12
Believed He Saw the Risen Jesus i.e. Grave Robbers
9. This Resurrection Message was_Jesus Swooned on the Cross 1and 6
Central in Early Christian Jesus’ Physical Resurrection Accounts for All the
Preaching Facts

10. The Resurrection was
Especially Proclaimed in Jerusalem
11. The Christian Church was
Established and Grew
12. Sunday was Featured as the

Primary Day of Worship

342 Modified from H. Wayne House and Joseph M. Hold&imarts of Apologetics and Christian Evidences
(Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2006), chart 58.
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